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Although numerous and extensive publications spanning 

half a century of research in learning theory say he found In 

tut psychological l i t e r a t u r e , no gwar&XXy accepted theory of 

conditioning and/or learning has ®s«irg«d# In view of the 

widespread lack of agra^ssent and ev#a tt&owlsdg* eoncarning 

fuMasmtal relevant variables, para**tars &»# instruj»®Bta-

t ion th is s ta te of af fa i rs i s not surprising* 

Despite these l imitat ions the exploration of person­

a l i t y constructs in t e rm of thei r possible relat ionship to 

oonditloiMbility proceeds rapidly and nunarotts reports of 

research say be found in the experimental l i t e r a t u r e on 

personality, learning theory &®& behavior pathology* Without 

question* i f certain t r a i t s of personality were found t© have 

& s table functional relat ionship to conditioning and learning 

fsueh l i g h t could be thrown on tuc learned 4®v«lofsi!»&t of 

both normal and abnormal behavior. 

Among those replicated personality constructs inves t i ­

gated | anxiety stands out in th© Xltaratur* as the ubiquitous 

imeloar theoret ical explanatory concept associated with the 

learning of tnos* conditioned responses usually assosiated 

with functional behavior pathology* 

One par t icular aspect of tula hypo tt>*si sad re la t ion­

ship bstwosn anxiety and conditinning Wblo»* h*$ not y*t Lean 

adequately exploro* i s that relat ionship which might obialr* 
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between anxiety and instrumental avoidance learning. Since 

functional behavior pathology can be conceived of on one 

level of analysis as nothing aore tnan the learned acquisi­

t ion of Instrumental avoidance responses acquired through 

learning under high levels of internal anxiety accompanied 

oy stressful external precipi ta t ing conditions I t would seem 

to be of heur is t ic value to investigate uM®v experimental 

conditions eartain of the parameters associated with anxiety 

and avoidance learning. 

Briefly stated* the investigation reported her© 

represents an attempt to investigate the functional r e la t ion­

ships between one par t icular category of conditioning, 

naaiely, complex instrumental avoidance (s t ress) learning, and 

two orthogonal distensions of personality considered to be 

a l ternat ive anxiety constructs. 

In Chapter I l i t e r a t u r e pertinent to th© investiga­

t ion i s presented re la t ive to the reported relat ionships 

between anxiety and various forms of condit'onirw. The 

di f ferent ia t ion of three types of conditioning . s also 

c lar i f ied and a theoretical analysis of alcoholic Personality 

structure xa terms of anxiety and instrumental avoidance 

learning Is pr***nt*d* Conclusions are then drawn applicable 

to the experlaonul exploration of certain relat ionships 

betw##n anxiety and awldwtc® learning. Th* problem to b* 

studied i s formally stated In Chapter 11 in terms of 
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testable null hypotheses* la Ciiapter 111 & detailed pre­

sentation is made 01 the methodology used in the experiment 

including subjects, tests and apparatus, criterion eseasures 

of performance! controls, procedures &n& statistical design. 

Besults of tue experiment are presented in Chapter IV in 

terms of group perferuance on control variables and anxiety 

tests as weXX as tue lemming performance differential found 

o^tw^en seleettd groups* the experimental findings are 

evaluated in tersas of obtained results in Chapter V along 

with a sussaary mn<& concluding remarks* Fundamental or 

pivotal research pertinent to tae inmatlgation as contained 

in ti«e annotated bibliography* appendix 1 offers the r#ad®r 

a detailed account of experimental procedures used in 

administering the avoidance learning test wtuie Appendix 2 

su&mari&es tne numerical data used in the experiment frosa 

which the statistical results wr® darlved. Appendix 3 

offers th© reader a oriel abstract of the study. 
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agVXJHV OF TfcF LXTKRATttRS 

!tu«aroua attempts have imm »ad# in recent years to 

in tegra te the stady of behavior pathology, ptraomality and 

i e a r n i n i lhaory* Th* bas ic works of Hon****,*- Bollard and 

m i l e r * 2 spouse,3 and lyaenak^ nave bean of pa r t i cu la r value 

with respect to t h i s in tegra t ion . A rmtem of the exper i ­

mental and c l i n i c a l l i t e r a t u r e In any @s» of these areas 

r ead i ly suggests tha t anxiety i s one of the more fundamental 

iseasurable aspects of behavior s igni f icant for both research 

and c l i n i c a l pwposea. This review of the l i t e r a t u r e wlXX 

SaaX with those findings concerning anxiety and conditioned 

leaminf pertinent to this particular study, for clarity 

of amsiysia this aatarial will fee treat** in tin* following 

sactloaa* 1) Anxiety and Simple Conditioning! 2) Anxitly 

and Complex Coaditioningi 3) Anxiety and AXcotolls 

fomaio* t law lo rk , lonald Frees, 1950» vXif-^TT* *»• 

2 J* DolXard m<& U*E, m i l * * , _g*rsoiiftUty ,and 
fmmxmmi* I«v tork, ĉCraw-HiXX, X^j; ^ l i i ^SFp . 

3 Kenneth *£* Span©*, ^Theoretical In te rp re ta t ions 
of Learning*3? i a S.B. Stevens, (***), j^.^oftugfJfoftgrJL-
Mstttsl ffsyfl^ol)*xyt Sew fork* toll*,,» X95X* p* """' '"""" 

h H*J, Bysemek, BA Dyaeiiie Theory of Anxiety and 
Myatarla% .jmanl ftt mmkM^mm* Vol* 101, Xtf5, *. 
2d-51. 
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Personality Structar*$ **> Th* Differentiation of Three Form® 

of Conditio&ingj 5) Conclusions* 

X. Anxiety and iijjple Conditioning* 

Despite the naasvo** problems of m#»surenent and 

roflioablllty found in several recant evaluations of research 

involving anxiety s t u i l e s f ^ * ^ * a the fact ramalns that 

ear tain challenging and possibly significant findings se«s to 

be present* A review of the experimental l i terature on 

anxiety r^&ily suggests that the majority of investigators 

have found that anxious subjects tend to be superior to non-

aaxXous subjects In developing simple, classicsI, conditioned 

responses whan a noxious stimulus i s used*' 

Although th*r« are anxiety me&surita too numerous to 

nention without daaonstrabla behavioral correlates, relative 

5 Donald 8* tautX#r m& £. $»hiXXlp Tr&pp, ^Msthodolo-
gical Considerations in the Construct Validation of Drive* 
Oriented £c*l**», ^mmM^Ml MUMUm Vol. 5»« X m* 
p. 152-157* 

6 Irwin C* Sarasohf ''Empirical Finding® and Theoreti­
cal PMlalsas l a «B* Vm of Anxiety s«*l*s«*9 UMmXMlMl 
Bu^le^in. Vol, 57* X960» p* Uo3J»15. 

7 BarcXay MarUn» *'Th* Asa*ssA*nt of Aaxi«ty by 
PhyaioXogical BohavioraX Mfsaur** '. Esyc^teAsU „ffuUf Ufl> 
?ol. 53$ Bo* 3t 19*1» p. 23H-2?5. 

i Bonald *, Wilson* MCn B*h*vi*r PAtttology"» 
msMmi^mum* »»i. &o? no. a, 1063. ?. uo-n*. 

£ li#J* ftysenok, C*d*)* 
*l*#y« *a* fork*, Basic B**x*t 1" 



mnm OF TIE LXTHUTUIUS 3 

consistency of fiadlnds with respect to simple avoidance 

conditioning i s observed to occur whan the criterion a»asura 

of anxiety has been derived fro* either drive theory or 

axel is tion^iiihl b i t ! on theoryy to unrelated (orthogonal) 

personality questionnaire constructs. With respect to drive 
If 2.1 12 

theory* Speisce, Taylor, and ««wraX colleagues, , M M have 

preaanted evidence that, la conditioning a wmp®nm like 

eya*»blink, & positive relationship obtains between high 

anxiety and apeed of acquisition ©f the conditioned response* 

These research findings have been recently reconfirnad by 

Spence,"1^ Nest of these conditioning studies used subjects 

with only very high or vary Xow scores on the 

Afflft*tir„ , * ¥ * • <m».> .xk 

10 f,W, ipenea and J,A* Taylor, "Anxiety and 
Sfcrsmgtii of the DCS as Dst*r*ln*r* of th* Amount of Eyelid 
Condi tloai nfjjf^wml MLXmF&imWi ^Kft#Wt Vol. **2» 

XX - * » - * — * f 'ffh® Relation of Conditioned Response 
Strength to Anxiety in Nbr**l| Jfeurotic, and Psychotic 

12 &•¥* Spence sad I*.*;, 7*rb*r» "Condiironing sod 
Extinction as a Function of Anxiety**, ffouffiq. .of .Eapftsrlaentsl 

13 £•**• Bp«ac*« "Anxiety (Drive) Level and Perform­
ance in fyelid ConditlOAlif*, fM^MS&mk.Mtifo-Itfff» *"0l« 

1^ aanet A, Taylor, rt* farsonallty Scale of Msaif*st 
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l i lgard, jJLfil* •an' Bindra, jJL&a** using group* 

randomly selected in tarns of jtf|g scores, however, found only 

inslgnifleant reXationships between anxiety and conditioning 

spaed, wiien a non-noxious stimulus was used, the evidence 

suggests that scores on the y**lttrriBc*l* are correlated with 

spaed of conditioning the *jr*~*llak response, where a noxious 

stimulus i s usedi but i s uor*lat*4 to aiisple, positive condi­

tioning* 

Other investigators, namely $ys®nck^<and Franks, ** 

have suggested that the personality factor of introversion-

extroversion is related to conditioning behavior, and that 

the significant relationship obtained between hlgfe MAft *mm& 

and conditioning spaed siay be due to the fact that the JAJ 

i s Measuring in scuts, as y*t uisknwn* way aaasur«s of both 

A«uroticl**f and introversion* fit*** i s caa*ld«r&*X* evid­

ence to support this vitv* *"iftns'*^ Miurotioi.sJ8. -ftc*!* 

15 X,B« Ellf&rd$ i.?» Jo**s &nd 3. J* laplan, "Condi-
tinned Dlscrittlnation m fielatod to Anxiety*, Joumai &t 

X© D* ila&r*,. A.L* p»t*rsoa $M y» $tr**l«exl, w0n 
the HelatJ.cn Between Aaxltty and Conditioning' f Canadian 
jrotffh#i,»X ,fty«MtW» f03»« *• lv5?i p» X-4* 

ffip* .Cl.&«* p. «o-5X» 
i WA Dynmmlc Theory of Anxiety sad Hysteria% 

1$ c*NU Franks, *1Nr*onaXity Factors and the Hat© 
of Conditionings MttlfeLiaMW^ f £ ^ f « M W » V*l. Hfe, 
195?, »• 119*1»» 

19 *T.F* Vilan*. "A u**!* of IfouroUcisa. An Adaption 
of the ^ % ^M*lS. feM»& ft*. fi^^1>l,iCTWW* V«X* 7* 
1*5* t »• xxy-ita* 

http://HelatJ.cn
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whose test it*** were, like Taylor's, selected from th.© 

Ntlw»»lA fmmmMar imnmwx »** »•*» £«ad 
to differentiate aonuOs and neurotica quit* reliably* 

Helta»a% *Ju&&* " obtained a correlation of .Si between th* 

JUS «ad the |flmf,-,tiiyftttli^W;nl^^^ using m *tM*«At«. 

©****• friM**3, obtained a correlation of ,ol between Taylors$ 

mUmt* &m\* *ad visa*** jfurfi^^iKjJ.fi^a:. Th® vim that 

th* MAjS score Is,. .In part* a neasur* of oaurotiels* i s also 

supported by the work of Braekbrlll and Li t t le ,* 2 and £rik**n 

and E&vids -* who found. ,l;f|$ scores to correlate highly with 

*** .<P§*1 psychastheaia scale* l******^ has aXso correlated 

scores of 2 * adults o® the JAJ and 'the ^wlfrl^T, ., j r ^mf lA te 

Inventory (J££) ,2$ which contains both an extravarsion-

20 **•** B^*s*»o^4t&« Calvin and E,I* Bitter**** 
Ji#w gvidsac* for ta* fmliiity of Tuyior's Jftt&tJfost Anxiety 
MMa«R« 

195a, P. 

»••*•% *y|g|n|r ^^jl^rml,,,*jtf, §gg^l„ir)sly^ology., Vol, -7, 

2X J* Paes«, U.S. L*ssjms end <f# K*«aaa, *Anxiety* 
AnxietyjMueU** nad s t » s « i » i m v A m * * I w w I . a U l g f e 

22 0* BrackbriU and M,!\ 'Litt le, "W.K.JM, eorre** 
lata* of the Taylor Seals of Menlfast Anxiaty". Journal off 
^^nsnlMffi . r i y ^ ^ g . WU IS, 19*, »• ^33^3C 

23 C.W* Kriksan and A*'Davids*. *fh* masuriAg and 
OXaieal falXdity of tb* Taylor Anxiety seal* and th® 
hysteria F*yea**th*al* Posies imm the ^.H.iM. t : , Journal of 
jya**iiialjMii .tetiA m^mcim* vox. 90* 19*, p. i 5*w* 

^ A*E* Jaasoa* *Th* Humdslay fteaonality x^v*a*e$y''*. 
A^^ .^^yf teM^ff '1WL * S x95£, tu 31M25* 

Bfefc*atl«n*£ M-XinAiftrl^^ 
.21 P. 
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introversion dimension and a neuroticisji-norsiaXity dimension* 

Significant correlat ions of - .35 between J ^ m& the extra-

version scaXo ware obtained and a correlat ion of *77 b*tvsen 

the jg|£ and tn* asuvoticia* seal® scores, inch resu l t s s*«a 

to be in accord with those of franks1 , in that JAjg[ scores d© 

contain too* measure of both introversion and aauro t lc l ss , 

with the higher anxiety scores being related to both Intro* 

version and to neurot ic i«# 

while tills anxiety questionnaire controversy uppmr® 

to be IrreconciXabXe a t present i t nevertheless in of crucial 

importance for determining the independent variable in 

individual difference studies? of conditioning* Obviously, 

the observed correlations betw##n extras© MAii scores and con­

ditioning speed could ha due to a relat ionship between 

neuroticlSM and oo**lti*slag, Introversion and conditioning, 

Qf to worn inter-*ctIon of th«s* two personality factors and 

conditioning* Fm^ksf *nj>Xoying the personality concepts of 

Eysenck, ii&s made several «X9«rin*ataX attempts to s e t t l e 

th is qumtlon**** Re-sult**, using both eyo-bllnk and 

saycho~**lv*alc akin conductance conditioning, v«r® elaarly 

in favor of a • lgnif loaat relat ionship between introversion 
11 wiimnwiKi IIKII mimriiiinn »i— mini 

a6 C M * Franks, "Effect of Food, Drink, and Tobacco 
S^eprlvation an th* Condi tloaing of the Ey®blink aaspon**'', 

itignAM<mmMmuXJMMfM* V;-̂ * 53* 1955% P* 117-

27 •»««••»»*»*»•», ' 'Personality Factors and th* Sute c«f 
Conditioning'-, 0% ^ t * « p# i iM.26* 
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and conditioning with no signif icant relat ionship feeing 

found between neurotic!*a and conditioning. 

In view of tac above findings, namely, tnat two 

orthogonal dimensions of pe r sona l ly are both related to 

condit ionabil i ty, the personality tlimenaloas of introversion-

extroversion (an exci ta t ion- inhibi t ion construct) and 

neuroticlsm-stabll i ty (a dr iv t th*ory construct) hav* lornm 

selected by numerous Investigators as independent variables 

in studies of individual differences In conditioning. And 

despite the fact that th*s* axnsiiaioas hav* been d@mon»tr&ted 

to be re la t ive ly Independent, fundamental factors present in 

varying degree in a l l normal and n*urotic subjects,f~c' r e ­

search f i n d i n g in conditioning studies s t i l l demonstrat* 

©n#^ or the o t o a r ^ diasnsion as o^lng .n* factor posit ively 

related t© ce*dltiaa*bili ty* 

20 s?)*****, nm, ,/fcMste M.ffflwrtA.v, fra^*m* 
flplfll fftt«« p* XX-13* 

m HuriaX D* Vof*ly "The Halation of Personality 
Factors to 0*R Conditioning of Alconoliosi An Exploratory 

30 Mart*? A* Swot****, *'Comparison of the Effects 
of Xatrovorslon-Ixtraverslon and Anxiety on Condi Honing % 

" JB* i«M tm,$twlm9 •<*• **• *»- 3? 
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2. Anxiety and Complex Conditioning* 

When on® turns to th* experimental l i t e r s t u r * con­

cerned with the relat ionship b«twten personality, part lcu-

Xarly anxiety, mad complex conditioning or learning th* 

findings are &gain found to b* soewvhat conflicting but 

s t i l l snowing a certain consistency. oat of those s tad ias , 

despite exceptions, tend to show that anxiety &u m*&sur*d by 

a wid4* variety of questionnaire scales has & d«trlaent&X 

influence on co*pl*x conditioning. Porforwance tasks usually 

Involve c l a s s ! ccX experimental designs requiring tt,® subject 

to make complex discriminations of so** kind. Reviews of 

the experimental Xit«ratur« supporting or confirming the 

general finding t;;«t high anxious subjects condition bet ter 

in simple cXassic-l s i tuat ions and more poorly i n complex 

s i tuat ions when compared to low &nxious subjects hx-m b#cn 

made Independently by ssv*reX invest!gators*31*3^*33 

Ascent *xp*rla*at*X findings also Indicate that 

anxious subjects tend to show gr#&t®r detrimental perform­

ance effects compared to non-anxious subjects In complex 

3X PerclvaX ML Symonds, "Emotion un& Learning% Xn 
W t o Q g m l J f f l ^ K«M Bureau 
of Publications* Teachers College Columbia university, (no 
ptt&lioaticn date)* p* 61-7*** 

32 Barclay Mtrtlay "The Assessment of Anxiety by 
Physiological Behavioral ;l«aw«s"» PsycfrioloxlegI Bull*t^Ln* 
fol* 5^» 130* 3t X % 1 , pm a3

}*~W. 

33 sarasea, ,9,m*.,J?AS* > P* WcS-^l?. 
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discrimination tasks where motivation*! thrtat (failure 

raporti »^m<sk threat) Is ttigk.^35 ft,*t of these axpari-

mantal designs appear to involve notoing more than complex 

classical conditioning situation* vita various kinds of 

aversiv* or noxious stimuli added. 

S t i l l otoer studies, however* haws sisowa results 

contradictory to or inconsistent with the general findings 

reported above* The pXausibXo reasons for those discre­

pancies are numerous but aristarlly iaolad* ilf t«r«tces l a 

anxiety measures used, correlations versus extreme group 

comparisons, six* of sample, kind and level *f complex task, 

and kind and level of motivational Uypaat a**** 

3* Anxiety and AlconoXic Personality structure. 

The gathering of data which will contribute to a 

doarai1 wdorstanding of the kind of parson who S**OB*S 

addicted t* alcohol i s of ©antral rasatrch interosi in the 

study of alcoholism* Logically I t has boea thought that If 

a rolMivoXy constant combination of psychological 

• linn wt.i ill mm HI urn 11 iim 

3^ ilia.* > 9* **$»• 
35 X#0* Bur&mn and fe*0, Falola, T,Xh* R*X*tl*ji*aip 

of Test and OanoraX Anxlatyt MfflcuXty of Task, and Kxycrl-
• t a t a l Instructions to Hzivmmm*, JfJHal, fti'JtimNnm^ 
Ptif*̂ *pLQsyf ?ol . 591 *»• 3i l;oCy p* X$5~X?X* 

3$ a«wiX tftp*r**r*, **Tast Anxl*ty uai f*«rf«jw»e* 
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character!sties wore found in persons developing *l*oh*llm, 

some light as to the etiology of the pathology could be 

deduced* However, despite the fact that individual research 

studies have reported payoholoficaX characteristics thought 

to be representative of alcoholic®, tn*r« is too Utile 

agreement aaong investigators to conclude fro* their reports 

that a typieai or consistent personality structure is present. 

As Sutherland, skJtX* conclude in their critique of thirty-

seven reasonably weii controlled research studies of per­

sonality traits of alcoholics completed up to 1050, no 

satisfactory evidence ha*a baa* presented to support a belief 

that alcoholics compose only one peraonaXity type or that 

thay are homogeneous In personality structure* Leonard 

8ya*3** c*** to a similar conclusion in 195P after reviewing 

the personality stool** *o*pl*t*d after 195&* Popha® and 

3«h»?l6lt*~' in lite, after r*vl«ifl;ng a decade of research 

dom by th® AXeoheliM and Brut Addiction Easaarch Foundation 

of Ontario, came to a similar conclusion* 

37 Kdvin K. uutherXaad, n.Q, Schroeder and c.L. 
TordeXXa, *Personality Traits and the Alcoholic* A Critique 
of Existing studies'8g,, mmmM fmmitfiX ^w-wrp-n 
Alcohol, fol* XX, xwv pY # < 

3& Leonard £y*», "Parsonelity Qiaracterl s t ies and 
the Alcoholic* A Critique of Current Studies", gu*rt*rXy 
JXmmtiLM §« , t f „« , t eW» **-• i*t i>57, P. 553-305; 

39 Ho-bart &» Po?b*» and telfgang Schmidt, AJp*qa4* 
*ft?yL**a\ a^asar oh« Sr**k*l«* "oaofraph 5o« 3* mivfer-

si ty 'of Toronto "ffr*ts, 1962y ?» lo-17* 
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Although research In the *?•& of alcoholic person­

a l i t y structure has failed to ravaal or i so la te &&$ cc«*u>n 

personality variables eae*bX* of contributing to a psycho-

Xogieal theory of alcoholism, a unifying nypothesis which 

wil l explain th* phenomenon of addiction within a psycho­

logical fr&Jie of refer**** la s t i l l b*log sought. In ini* 

search several or iginal iav**tJ gators* par t icular ly Je i l inok^ ' 

and Borton, * ventured beyond the «oalet lc personality t r a i t 

theories of addiction and have formulated carU.la pr>j!&Lmu 

concerning me universal social use of bsverag* sXcoix>l 

which appear to be particul&rXy relevant wltn respect to Uie 

development of alcoholism. Th*s* basic assumptions may be 

sufferIxed as followsi 

1# Consunptioa of beverage alcohol i s an aX»s t 

ual¥*rs&X *h*aoa*aoai with but few #xc#ptions i t i s ingested 

in some for* by a l l r a c i a l , national and cul tural groups. 

2* Although numerous r**son* are given for th is 

• lnos t universal use, !»*»* food, modi cine, social purposes, 

re l ig ious use, ceromoaial value, e tc* , the principal physio­

logical effect of alcohol i s th* ^ i te ra t ion of wrt&feoXiass in 

*K> E*H# ^@liimak, "The Aleohal Pro*le*i Forstula* 
tioas aadAttltoday"jMMlmlM Jfmmk ••l^^Mkm.M 
" aa&sl* vol. l i t 19H3V »» w ; 

**1 Donald Horton* "Th*/ Functions of Alcohol in 
PrlAitlv* ^oeiotl*st A Cross»cultural Study", fowrt 
dmWfflMi. *f • Jfla*4W,.m M S f M t VoX. **, X*3» p * ^ S | * 
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such a manner that a pr*cr«s*iv* central nervous system 

depression or cortical anesthesia is created. 

3* This *a**ta*tlo *ff**t of alcohol on the eersbral 

cortex, in turn, uniquely al ters psychological feeling 

states* p&rticul&rly wit*, ranpstct c* th* r*ducti«a or a l levi­

ation of feeling® of anxiety f frustration sad conflict* Thus, 

in considering i t s uld**ptv**A use, the anxiety reducing 

capacity of alcohol stands out as being uaaquivocally signi­

ficant. 

th* obvious lxplj cations vuica my be drawn froa the 

foregoing premises *fe*a considering th* sleohollo i s that, 

i f the basic function of alcohol in normal social drinking 

i* the reduction of anxiety, than i t vary llkaly ****** t t l s 

sane function in p*thologi*sl or excessive drinking* Thus, 

the exaggerated or persistant as* of alcohol any be iadlca-

tiva of a need on ta* part of tk^ alcoholic to r*dao* or 

alleviate coaspsrabXy axa^garsiad feelings of anxiety* 

Such an anxiety radnction hypothesis, as th* tbove 

may be called, appears to bo oi heuristic value in th* 

***reh for a *or* ***pr*h*asl ve and aasatneful ps/choXo£l**l 

interpretation of *ace***lv* or problem drinking. Y*tt w©n 

though th® function of alcohol ware to be conceptual!sod in 

tarns of anxiety radnotlon » contraindication of this 

hypothesis snd a wuch greater problem ,»rasonts I tself wh«s 

on* consider® in* actual drinking behavior of the alcoholic* 
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How is i t possible to state that the alcoholic seeks relief 

or release fro* tension or anxiety by ingesting alcohol when 

th* vwty behavior which i s supposed to achieve this mn& 

actually beeoaas so persistant, exaggerated and uncontrolled 

in practice that i t leads to far more palm and conflict than 

i t was Intended to r*il*v** If a physiological dependence 

upon alcohol could bo demonstrated such addictive behavior 

could be rationally explained* However, such an interprela-

lion is without foundation for*, unlike certain other addic­

tions* no evidence for a specific physical dapandano* upon 

alcohol has ever been found. As a result of the apparent 

contradiction between the lay JJ»© teas ixed function of alconol 

and the actual oo***qu«&e*s of slooholisa U would sppear at 

f i r s t glance that to* anxiety reduction hypothesis may not 

apply to alcoholic** Sowrar, mmn one turns to a considera­

tion of ta* role which anxiety plays in eondi-io&cd learning 

the anxiety reducing function of alcohol i s not only support­

ed but a psychological explanation of ta* aaohaai** of 

addiction also follows fro* ta* conditioning principles 

which are involved* 

CurrcntXyt several hypothetical Xearning foraula* 

tlons have been stated or restated relating the behavior of 

the alcoholic to a stltnuXms-response reinforcement theory of 
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l«aralng*^a^3 > » * JOI axplieitXy hold to m i n i t i a l 

reinforcing period based on classical conditioning with 

instrumental avoidance learning a t least being implied* The 

nuclear hypothesis, of course, i s that the alcoholic i s in 

a state of conflict, anxiety or tension and that alcohol 

a l ters this state and i s consequently rew«dXn$ or reinforc­

ing* LlttX* or no research evidence i s available, however, 

to substantiate the basic hypothesis that ta* probl« 

drinker or alcoholic i s , in fact, an anxious parson with a 

low tolerance for stress and conflict although this i s a 

coanoa clinical assumption*^ 

k% John J* Conger | 'fEoinf@rce»«at Th#@ry and the 

Vj Cyril a* Franks, "Ale&uol, Alcoholism und Condi-
tlaalnit A R*vi*w of the Literature sod 8o»* Th*or«tleal 
towJMy ttaa*^ imml, ,PiLM«***.,•fttf>«watt ¥e*- **» a*. 

Lh **•**«.**«• t ^Behavior Therapy, The Principles of 
Conditioning &s^ the Treatment of the Alcoholic". ^u*g;terly 

fpwA,BiAMm mAlmmu vox. $*, **. 3* vmTT^m-
K$ lOaim? &®pmr, "Application of Loamlng Theory 

to t i* Etiology and Tre&«ont of Alcohol! «®% Q&mriMtlx 

^miMS.mmm mM§mx* vox* 1% ** 1*13W7F. ^ > 
*• towns E. ca»f*tx and B&roXd Demon*, AlfigtoHa 

**4.**j^*JBr« Oxford ttsi varsity Fr#«sf 19*3, p« %¥-5>» 
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h* The JJlffarenfcia felon of Three F©m»s of 
Condi tioaing • 

Unfortunately, the l i terature on conditioning and 

learalni i s confounded vita r*sp#ct to th* differentiation 

between cX&aaXeaX and iaal»nM»mt*l conditioning «sd bote of 

those situations and avoidance training, I t has been only 

recently teat modes I attempts have been made to differentiate 

these designs* The essence of th* probXe* seems to be that 

assy different technique* for th® study of oonditloaiag and 

learning have and are betas used without proper regard for 

the interrelations and differences between techniques. The 

eo&neats concerning this problem aade ay Hebb,^ Pranks,^ 

English and sagUs*,1** and lltteraaa.50 W e ® r to b* the most 

XoglealXy and functionally diserial native* 

To this writer1 a knowledge the aost functionally 

valid analysis and hopefully aaafal classification of learning 

designs i s that of Bitter****" The transposition of his 

**7 B.O* hefeb, *Th* Distinction B^twotn Classical $M. 
XnatrugantelM.Jkm/tJM JMmXSt Rmtotfatt• *»*• 1 , a*. 
3 f 19561 P« l*5i"I66» 

h& Cyril h* Prank*. "Some r%*n4sj**nt*l Problea* in 
Coadltloaing% A,c,t» fre^ta**,*** Vol. l*y **• 3* 19JM» 
p» a$3~$*6* 

*0 n.B* English and A.C English, A; .Comprehensive 
* ^ M m * * T * ^ 
Longmans* Or**n aniS CbM lsiirT*rky 1V5U* P* If 7 - 1 ^ * 

50 M*E* Bitterissai "Tachaiqu** for th* Study of 
Learning i s Aaiia&Xat Analysis mad $Us*lfication", teM^lo-
MmkmMm* **• 59, fc* A, 19*8* p. SX-̂ 3* 

5X iM*4» 
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el&sslflc&tory system ***** a&l**l to human conditioning 

mww to do no harm Iweaus* of th* generality of the schema.* 

Briefly stumarixad and par&phr&aed the system i s as followst 

Thorndlkian uituaUoa*** Her© th* lnv©stlgaior 

ae&sures * eaanga in behavior which springs fro* a coatla* 

g*aey between mm defined response *nd some ssfctlvationally 

significant state of affairs* what i s *s**ati*l only Is a 

contingency of sow specified #vent or circumstance on mm® 

measurable hi t of behavior* In such situations like %hm 

problem box or aaae learning th* *xp*rXtt*nter safes out to 

change behavior by aanipulaUng ILS ooasequeao***, teal i s , 

0y arranging a conUitgaacy &etw*»» so** »uva t iona l iy signi­

ficant state of affairs £!"r*ial©r««wwit.'') and the baaavlor 

in question. Thus, turning to the le f t in a I ***« aay be 

encouraged with food or discouraged with shock* An #vent 

that faci l i ta tes taa occurr*as* of * response upon which i t 

I s contingent i s oallad a •y.ey.̂ .ii an @venfc that has tee 

opposite effect i s call®d a aaal*l***at* An avers!ve stimulus 

is one wnosc onset i s punishing and in what i s called 

esaus* trxJLninx th* offset of such * stiaulus serves as s 

reward* 

In this classification system two tt&Xn types' of 

Thorndlklan situation* m&y bf4 disUagu^anad* Tna designa­

tion ĵ JsJilKX Thorndikian situation (or T-l situation) is 

used for any thoradlks**, situation in which but * slogl* 
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course of action i s defined and tee readiness with which i t 

comes to expression (date* Is time) Is unassured* Tne 

designation Thorndiklan choice s i tua t ion (or T-2 si tuation) 

i s used for may Thorndiklan s i tua t ion in which two or acre 

incompatible courses of action are defined and choice among 

them i s studied (date* 1® error}* Both T-l and T-2 s i t u ­

at ions aay also b# 5 chained*** A chained T-2 s i tua t ion would 

he a wmm of a&ay cnoico-points* tech of these situations*. 

f-X or T~g, »&y occur l a $#aaralisad or discriminative for* 

as well . In a discriminative probl** tL# exportaontaX 

*&viron**at i s varied aysteaatleal ly fro* t r i a l to t r l * l y 

and with i t the e*a***a*n**s of response* The capacity of 

the organ!sis to discriminate the on*ag« I s inferred froa & 

corresponding variat ion in behavior. Xm a geaeraXUsed 

problem there may be souse variat ion in the experimental 

environment fro* t r i a l to t r i a l intentional or unintentional 

and th@re any be mm var ia t ion in the consequences of 

response, but there i s no correlat ion between th® two kinds 

of change, and nsao* no objective basis for systematic 

var ia t ion of behavior* 

PavXovian Situations*- Here tee investigate* Mea­

sures cer ta in aspects of a s i tua t ion in which a sequence 

or conjunction of stimuli whose contiguity 1s independent 

of th* ©riganis*** ro«p«s«# i s th* only essent ia l feature* 

Such a s i tua t ion may >e ieflnad without r*f«ranc* ci ther to 
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the occurrence in that s i tua t ion of ^ par t icular kind of 

behavioral change, or to the functional properties of the 

stimuli which era paired* while a Thorndiklan s i tua t ion 

primarily deals with te* modification of behavior as a r e ­

su l t of i t s consocuamcas with prediction predicated upon tb* 

law of effect , Favlovlan s i tuat ions are based upon the associ­

a t ion of stimuli or s t laalu* subst i tut ion—that i s , tea 

acquisi t ion by one stimulus of isoae of tea behavioral pro­

per t ies of a second stimulus as a function of tee paring 

of th* two stiwall* 

l a both Thorndiklan and Pavlovian &i tuatlons \mh&~ 

VXQF i s a t f i r s t al tered by the introduction of mm notiv** 

t ional iy s ignif icant stimulus sucu as fo >d or shock ( r e -

Xafcrctaaat) but as th® experiment proceeds certain fuada-

asa ta l differences between ta* two designs «a*rga* Xn a 

favlovlaa experiment, **iBX*rc***at i s scheduXad without 

regard to r*apoa*ef the expertmn tar does not set out to 

SXJ*P* benavior l a so** predetermined fashion, but only to 

study tee way in which the functional properties of one 

st iaulu* are a l tered by virtue of i t s contiguity wite 

another* The introduction of subst i tute s t i au l l i s not 

coatlagont upon the *rg*ttis**s behavior* Thus PavXovlan 

rclnforcaaonts canont b* treated as mm$&® or pnaisfea#mte 

in my mm:.n.S.ngPSi wanner, nor oaa reward «ad punishment 

be distinguished i n a. F*viavl*a *xp«ri»*at* 
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In a xiwra&Utiaa situation, on tee othar hand, tea 

choice of the behavior which is to serve as the index of 

learning is independent of tee choice of Mlnforewsent} any 

of a variety of responses which tb* org**!** nay make can a* 

encouraged (shaped) with positlv® or negative r*lnforees*nt» 

isowever, in a Pavlovlaa axporiatnt, 'tea choice of r*laforc«-

mn$ r es t r ic t s the choieo of a behavioral indicator* that 

i s , even though the conditioned &ad unconnlilonad responses 

are not always identical, the experiaamter aust be guided 

in uis aeasureaent of learning by the functional properties 

of tee reinforcing stimulus. 

Pavloviaa situations*. Ilk* Thoradikian si teat Ions y 

saay oa conceived ©f as unitary or choice situations or as 

generalised or discriminative situations hj th® analogue 

breaks down with further analysis because Favlovi** si tu­

ations re<|ulre discrete tr ials* Iter does tee notion of 

chaining have any application to P^viovlan situations. 

Avoidance Situations*- If an avoidance situation is 

defined as one in which tee organ!** learns to aake & re­

sponse teat prevents tn* onset of an aver si v* stimulus i t 

cannot be classifitd t* sitecr ThoradXkisjn or Pavlovian in 

design, TMs difficulty occurs 'because both desiga* are 

closely intertwined in avoidance learning* in i t ia l ly , la 

avoidance training9 a neutral * Uvula* i s paired with mm 

avarslve stiattlu**. th*?**y acquiring car tela arousing 
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properties (P*vl*vl*a)« But the pairing of s t laul l i s not 

for long entirely jndajMtnaaat of the organism's behavior if 

the subject learns to wak© ta* response teal pr*v*nte the 

occurrence of tee av#rsive stXwulus (Tho**s1iJtt*n} • As the 

****n**at proceeds tee aver si v* stimulus 1* only re­

introduced xf tee organism fal ls to «ate the eomditioaad 

response* This contingency of ralnforeeaont on response, of 

course, Is not displayed on the vary f i r s t t r i a l as i t m& 

be in pur* Thorndlkian situations, vat emerge®, If learning 

Is taking place, out of an in i t i a l Pavlovi** prooadura. Be* 

cause of this confounding of soaUag*a*l*s avoidance train­

ing seess to $#qxi&p® a design classification of i t s own. 

Liks Thoradikian situations, howevert aval***** designs aay 

be categorised as unitary or choice, ganarallsail or discrim­

inative, discrete and continuous, and teey say also be 

chained* Th* design of m% avoidance situation would r**>ir* 

only that * a******* of at .anil i s *«a*4ul«d with the occur* 

rane# of tee second contingent upon tea failure of tea 

organism t* Mke sows specifiesd raspaa** to te* first* 

t>. Conclusions* 

A review of the exparimaatal and clinical l i terature 

ralativo to personality and learning theory' readily suggests 

that anxiety i s &tm of tea more funtoaontal nmslear explana­

tory concepts for in* «*v*l****at of behavior pathology* 
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IJ&fortenateiy, tee measurement of anxiety on eitear a ques­

tionnaire or behavioral l«v*l i s ooaplsx and contradictory 

and several recent evaluations: of research have noted th* 

uareplicability and lnc«sisteaetes of aaay of the findings 

la tela field. 

Although complicated by numerous probXeas of a&a«ur®-

aeat on* relatively consistent finding with respect te 

anxiety has hmn i t s app*r*atly functional relationship te 

©oaditioa*blXity» In general, sat *l*a certain exceptions*, 

tee l i terature iad i» te» the following behavioral raXattoa* 

shlps which aay he view#d as loose empirical generalisations 

derived from group data* 

X. Two relatively Independent dimensions of per­

sonality «oasid««! te a* alternative anxiety consteucts 

derived fro* drlv# theory (neuroUelstt) and excitation-

inhibitloa tnoory (extraversion) h&m bote s**n found in 

replies ted studies to b® related to eoajtita*A**lXity* 

2* Respite g®mmHm& steteacat* la the l i terature 

that anxious suajaet* tend to condition »ore readily than 

non-anxious subjects t i t has be«n need by several lavas t i ­

gs tors that high and low anxious subjects cannot be differ­

entiated when Vm conditioning axo*riaaat is conducted 

using slaiple, posit.** cond^Uc-ning stimuli. 

3* High saxlau* sub4«te la eostp«n*ott to low 

snxious subjects do condition aor« readily, aow*vary in 
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aiaple classical condltlonlni situations where noxious 

sU.auli are used* 

h+ alga anxious subjects in comparison to low 

anxious subjects show dttriswatel p®ric-rw&nc® when a*r* eoa-

plax learning or condition-lag teaks ar& used* 

5* Performance «*tel**nt la high anxious subjects 

way fee immmm& by adding avers! v@ threat to a ooapiax 

discrimination teak* 

6, Diff*r*ati*Uoa of p*rfor**aa* between juga and 

low ajuious subjects if a function of at least three vari­

ables? (a) anxiety, (b) motivational s t ress , and (c) task 

factors. 

7* Tu* f*iiur* of nost researchers to clearly differ­

entiate ?*vlovl*n.y TheradiMaa *ad Avoldaao* conditioning 

situations amy contribute to tee incow^ste&t fisAlag* 

reported in tea liter*tur** 

Takini; into «n#Id«i»tion tee various functional 

relationships which & variety of questionnaire &nxi«ty 

stet#s nay play In different kinds and levels of condition­

ing and learning *t would ft*p**r that much research remain* 

to be dome btfar* *tanl* functional relationship $ eta be 

established* On* obvious 3»«d if to **xlais* the dii ferine* 

in |MSXi'ux'**aott astyeun hign and low anxious subjects by 

whatever means possible* An* to*? a*ed 3s to clearly differ* 

antiate %lm typo of eanaiUonlag being wed £FO*J other 
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eoa*lti*alag models. .Still another nwvd is to ©xpior« asore 

fully the specific intertwining of factor* which are 

involved in superior v^raua inferior performance in bote 

high and low anxious subjects* And* finally, such findings 

mmd te be related to relatively stable and *aau*iag aspects 

of personality* I t i s to explore the interrelationships of 

certain of these factors that this study was directed* 
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T̂A'J a.NKIiT OF lilt MOSLEM 

Fro* the foregoing review of th* **Jor findings in 

tee l i t e r a tu r e concern!ng personality and conditioning a 

theoretical rat ionale a*y be ioraulated for igaxlmiising and 

acre ©XearXy different iat ing th* perfor**Jic* diff*r*ntial 

between high and Xow anxious subjects, and $mwkmp» avaa 

point up certain differences in conditioning between aoraal 

and alcoholic subjects, ^inee anxious subjects do not 

appe&r to differ fro* noa-anxlous subjects in tasks requir­

ing the devaXopaaat of simple po*4t^va eXessictX condi t ions 

responses, i t s»y vtry wtH, be, as ®o» «p©r5ii»nt©rs have 

pointed out, that aistpl® c l a s s i c s ! poslUv* condition!ag 

i s not effected hf anxiety because fear or **f*n*lv*a**s 

I s not a variable in such ^xperiafeats*^2 On tea other 

hand, since studies wMeh d«©aste*t« teat anxiety improves 

learning performance have involved slapXe classlcsX condi­

tioning exparlaents with *v*r*lv* st imuli , i t aay be that 

fear of avsrslv* s t l au l l manifested as a siuplc d«f@»slva 

X K.»» Lilgard, L.¥. Jon©s and S.J, Kaplan, 
'Conditioned iHscrteunatioa as Belated to Anxietyn, •Tovuraal 
PS to®*nimtoii mmxmii* vol, wa, 1951, p. 9̂ -9 * 

2 D* Biadra, A«L* F&twmn *ad *T. g t rxalsekl , 
*'0a th* Eolation Sotvaen Anxiety and Conditioning") £*n*&iaj 
J**r**l of Psychology t ? o l , •>, Xf,5$* p* 1~©# 
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or avoidance mvpomo Xike eye-blink i s tec aajor performance 

variable in such experiments* Th© superior performance of 

anxious subjects in such *x|»eri»«ite my r**ulty than, 

primarily from tea dyaaaogaalc or axcitetery potential which 

snxtety brings to a s i tuat ion involving 6*f*a*lvw ©r avoid­

ance learning. I t **y also be that jjlaple, apparently c lass ica l , 

avoidance s i tuat ions actually incluo**. in fact , *l*a!iaats of 

instrumentel avoidance training ta addition t* the c lass ical 

aspects of tee learning s i tua t ion. Even in complex «l*«slc»l 

d i sc r ia l nation s i tua t ions , where high anxious subjects snow 

detrimental performance in comparison to low anxious subjects, 

i t any be tha t , insofar as the design does not e&ll for an 

avoidance re***a*e t high anxious subjects amy not respond 

eff ic ient ly b****** of the absence of a stralgfatforward 

noxious s t i au l i to be avoided, Xa fact i t may w#XX be that 

high «&xlaa* subjects tend to make avoidance or intensive 

r&spoasts «g*inst noxious stimuli aor* readily tean low 

anxious subjects regardless ©f tea design of th* s i tuat ion 

i f an appropriate opportunity i s pr«#ated high anxious 

subjects to actually develop a elaarXy ins teuata ta l avoidance 

response* 

©no way ©f oxislorlag this probl«! aor* fully would 

bv to aownar* the ^erforaaaca di f ferent ia l b̂ fcw«®» low &nd 

kig* anxious subject* on a straightforward avoid**** 

laaralai task* Suci* a situation could ineluo* stress factors 
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presumably detrimental te high anxious subject* te divteraln* 

whether or not such factor© would affect uigh anxious sub­

jec t s i n an avoidance situaUoa* At the saa«& tia* th* 

experiment could include through appropriate lnstruaaatet loa 

an a l ternat ive opportunity for tee high anxious subject to 

se lect ively attend to *a ineld*At*l pala-avoidmne® ©spoet 

of tne to t a l situate***. 

Although the l i t e r a tu r e on tee role of personali ty, 

par t icular ly anxiety, in learning and conditioning i s exten­

sive XittXe rmmvch km& 1w®n don® wite respect to the 

function of personality In insteuaenteX avoidance X*arniri«» 

By def ini t ion mn avoidance la*ralag s i tuat ion i s ©a& -n 

which the subject learns to m&M a response that prev&nts 

tea oasat of an av#rslv^ s t t a a l u * , ' in ®rd#r to is&te th* 

avoidance response the subject SHISC iaave aoa® prior condi­

tioning i n order te us* tee acute*! ©tiaalus as a diseritt ina­

t ive SUVHIUS* On th is l*v*l, c«aditioning i s oy associ­

at ive pairing regardless of the level of coaplaxity and may 

be defined as P*vlovi*a (c lass ica l ) coxriit toning* However, 

following the ^dcatific&tion of tee d! ser ia l native g u a a l i 

the subject learns te make the response that leads to te* 

non-occurrence of th* noxious sUsu l l* On tu i s Xev$X, 
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eonditloaiag i s Thomdlkiaa {instrumental) since rainforoa-

aeat i s contingaat upon th* subject's response. As long as 

tee subject aakas the corrocfe response the reinforcement of 

te* averslve stimulus doas not ©cow* In tela way the sub­

jec t ' s behavior i s modified {shaped) as a function of i t s 

oonsofviamoas* 

Sine* avoidance training cannot b® classified ua~ 

aauiwaally as Pavloviait or fl»rndikian because of to* 

equivocation of raiaforcaswwt e**Uag*a«l«s i t has immn 

suggested teat avoidance training bo categorised as a sapar-
k ate type of conditioning* 

On ea^irisal as wall as theoretical grounds i t i s 

suite possible that personality faster* in the mMi uoning 

situation dascrlbod abov* would teat te bo quit* different 

froa teat found in ©tear studies relating personality factors 

te conditioning and l*w**Jjng* This in part could be the 

result of th* ualfaa aspect of avoidant learning situations 

in that teay iaaarporate bote classical as mil as inatru-

mantel features of conditioning bote siaultaneously and/or 

successively * 

Th* iaaadiate purpose of this study then was to 

investigate the inaction*! relationships, if mp$ between a 

particular category of conditioning, namely, complex 

»' ' M i n i m u m in ii inMii mi- nun Hi un miniin i 

h %utm l i t tew*»t "Tvetasl**** for tec itedy of 
Lo&ralaf la hmkmXm Awty*!* «a$ Classification1** P«refo~ 
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instrumental avoidance s t ress loaralag* and two ort*iogoa*l 

aln*a*ioa* of persoaaXity consider** to be Alternative 

anxiety constructs derived from drive theory (neurotlclsa) 

and excl te t lon-iahibi t ion theory (extraversion)* 

Actually only om study has been reported in the 

l i t e r a t u r e which i s comparable to the present study.J i t 

too represent* an attempt to investigate th* relat ionship 

between the sa^e anxiety constructs used in tee present 

design and instrumental avoia&nett l**rnlag* However, the 

avoid*ac«» behavior measured in t i^s study, i iager withdrawal 

froja strong e lec t r ic ajnock, involv«s * siaple rather than a 

complex teak. Further, tela design do** not incorporate a 

fteaturfe consider** te be essent ia l by definit ion te an 

ijuitruaiataX avoidance s i tuat ion, tianoly, tea opportunity 

for the subject to actively l«ara to aaake the response which 

leads to the son-occurraac® of the noxious stimulus. Inci -

deatlyt the resu l t s ot' th is study showed no difference in 

perforoaaca between anxious and non-anxious subject® oa 

either the ineurotiGJsia or the extra version dimension. 

The problem which presents i t s e l f nay be stated as 

follows % Can the theoret ical postulates and aapircal 

findings underlying vh* relat ionship h©lw©en anxiety and 

5 P.O. Imvldson, It**** Payne, m^ R.B. Sloane, 
f 'Xatrcversion, geui'i'iicAsa and Conditioning's Jouraiil of 
^m^m^miA^i^^,^M9i^^Mift *©x* 6b, ;io. 2, 19&, 
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various foras of conditioning and learning in hum&n subjects 

be extended to apply te complex instrumental avoidance 

learning? And, i f cer tein relat ionships are found, which of 

two major a l ternat ive theoret ical anxiety constructs, drive 

theory or exci tat ion-Inhibi t ion theory, wil l best account 

for any functional relat ionships observed** 

Further, no dis t inc t ion has yet been made between 

differences in avoidance learning performance as a function 

of personality when such dlffaraness are related to the 

response competition between to* sneidentel pain avoidance 

response ( l a ten t teak) aspects of performance and th* 

appropriate response (a*alf*st task) aspects of parformance. 

For example, i t aay be that highly anxious subject® tend 

to show performance ds t r laaa t on appropriate task alessaat* 

because act ivat ion -is focused primarily on the defensive 

or avoidance aspects of the task, whilo low anxious subjects 

aay show somewhat reversed act ivat ion and comparatively 

a l tered performance behavior* 

The iaaediate purpose or th i s experiment, then, was 

to determine bote the manifest and la ten t teak performance 

d i f fe rent ia l between high and low anxious subjects in a 

complex Instrumental avoidance learning situation* 

A second purposa of this experiment re la tes te the 

c l in i ca l hypothesis that alcoholics havo a heightened 

responsiveness te threat or a lower tolerance for s t r ess or 
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conflict s i tua t ions than normals* in short , that tfeay are 

highly anxious individuals who use eicct^ol, a t Xeast i n i t i ­

ally', as an Instrumental anxiety reducing teehaioae* Xt has 

never fee** experimentally determined, however, whether 

aXcohoXics do actually diff*r fro* nora&Xs in terms of experi­

mental performance m&w s t ress* further , i f aicohoXics 

^0 d iffer fro* normals in teras of parforaance under s t r e s s , 

i s the difference related to or a function of personaXltyv 

Thus, a second purpose of th i s cxp&rinent was te determine 

te* manifest u,sd l a t en t task perforaance di f ferent ia l between 

alcoholics and aoras ls , and high and low anxious subjects 

both alcoholic and aoraai , in a complex instrumental avoid­

ance learning situation* 

Formally stated null hypotheses te be tested include 

the followingi 

X, When anxiety 1® defined in terms of e i ther drive 

theory or exciteUon* inhibit ion theory# highly anxious sub­

jec t s t both alcoi'ollc and nor**!, will not ©Low significantly 

greater d*tr ia*atal pcrforaaao* affacte tasn low anxious 

subjects on the asanifast sspaets of an instrumental avoid­

ance learning task. 

2* Wtmu anxiety i s defined in teras of ©ither drive 

theory or •xci tet ioa-lakib<Uoa theory, highly anxious 

subjects, both alcoholic and noraal, wil l not show s i g a l f i -

cmntXy lesser d*trla*nt*X performance effects than low anxious 
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subjects on the latent aspects of a eoapl«?* instrumental 

avoidance learning task. 

3* *o significant difference in perforaanc* on 

either the aanlfest or the latent task will be found when a 

group of aoraaX subjects i s compared te a group of alcoholic 

subjects matched for sex, age, education and intelligence* 

h. Factor® of age, education and intelligence will 

not be found te be significantly related te either the aani-

fest or the latent, task aspects oi perforaanc*« 
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tmmn 

In keeping wi te the hypotheses to be tested the 

research design called for the evluaUon of two groups, 

aaia©ly, a normaX group and an alcoholic group. Th* evalu­

at ion i t s e l f csJLXed for the ncasur^aent of each subject in 

each group in terms of his re la t ive position on two dimen­

sions of questionnaire personality structure and in terms of 

his performance on a coapXex instrua@ateX avoidance learning 

task. Th® manner in which this was don® and the rational® 

for the procedure wiXX be treated systematically in th is 

chapter in the following suctions* X) Subjectsf 2) ",:u#&~ 

tionsalrfe Am&sty Tests $ 3) Avoidance Learniag Apparatus? 

h) Criterion ieasur@s of Questionnaire Anxiety and Avcidane® 

Learninii 5) Controls; $} Procedure; 7) S t a t i s t i c a l Analysis, 

1* dubjacts. 

AlcohoXic Orottp.- The subjects in th i s group con­

sisted of f i f ty abstinent volunteer maie problem drinker® 

drawn fro* the aeabership of several aXcohoXic sub-culteres 

of two large metropolitan ®,w& mhv&hm areas , Evldenc* of 

alcoholism was determined by current aaabership in Alcoholics 

Anonymous or previous or currant t reateant for problaa 

drinking* FxcXudad fro* th® study %»re thoss alcoholics who 
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were found te be physically handicapped, on aood-aXtaring 

abdication oi any kind, and those who were functionally 

i l l i t e r a t e * 

Hormal Group.- The subjacts m th i s group consisted 

of f i f ty volunteer ai&lea who wer%# drawn fro* the same approjti-

mate geographic area as the alcoholic group. These subjects 

were also group Hatched £&? age, &iumtion and Intell igence 

with uit. alcoholic group. While tear* i s l i t t l e evidence 

in tee l i t e r a tu r e that teese four paraaeters of sax, ago, 

educ&tion sua intel l igence Co s ignificantly affect condi­

tioning experiments in say way, they w®re controlled, 

nevertheless, && a precautionary aeasure, 

2. Questionnaire Anxtety Tests* 

I t was crucial for tee test of the hypothesis that 

avoidance learning was functionally related to *lth*r the 

ncuroticlsm or the extra version dimension of personality 

that several reasonably re l iable end valid es t l as tes of each 

of these so-caXled anxiety variabXes be obtained. The 

f inal decision te use the neuroticisa and the extroversion 

sc&tes of tee lW^MM,,MKmmU%Yn Kav*aterjr (JED s1 the k, 

th* Psychasthenia (Ft) and social Introversion (aJ) seniles 
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as well as the Xftylgr,, MaajLCftff.t Aml^M,, ffaalf (JM&)3 was based 

upon tea fact that replicated factor analyses by independent 

investigators repeatedly have shown tha t these scales have 

high factor loadings on e i ther tn* aeuroti cisaa or tee extra-

version dimension. This i s IXXusirated in the factor 

analyt ic studies of Kassebaua, c t a l . * Franks, at a l . . * 

and &ysenck° as weXX as other factor analyses and correla­

t ional studies* 

3 . /void&nc© learning Apparatus. 

Perhaps the single most Important saeasure used in 

th i s experiment was the apparatus described below and 

designated as an Instrumental avoidance learning test. 

Designed by Lykken, the apparatus w&a originalXy used ^ 

2 *>.!» Hathaway and J.C* McKinley* fuaaesote 
-!ultinh**lc Persaaallty Inventory* (Revised), Hew TorV, 
Psychological Corp., 1?51> W 3i* 

3 Janet A. Taylor, vk Personality acXa of rani fast 
Anxiety", Journal of Abnormal and facial Psychology. Vol. *fa, 
X953» P* 2dS>-2-A.. 

h G.G. K*sseta*ua« A.s>. Couch, and r*k. Pla ter , 
•'The Factorial Dimensions of the * * ! " , Journal of Consult­
ing Psychology. Vol. 23, Mb. 3 , 1 ) ? S P* 226-236. 

5 CM, Franks, <?.!, Jouieff, &®& A*b. Maxwell, "A 
Factorial Study of Certain Jc&laa from the MMPI and ti-a 
STB®", ,A^te fayatotagi**, vol . 17, 196c, p* '407-^10. 

6 H.J. ^yseack, ( ad . ) , Handbook of Abnormal pgv^ftUiw 
lew York, Basic Books, 1961, p." S i . 
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n ia as a measure of r e a c t i v i t y to shock by various d iagnos t i c 

g r o u p s / Th® apparatus used uare w*-s aicdaied *»fter Lykken*s 

and i s contained i n a metal box 15 % 10 x 10 inches square . 

I n t e r n a l l y i t i s saadw up of a power transformer, a power 

suppXy tube, a ti*«t delay r e l a y , two stepping switches , r e ­

l a y s , condensers, terminal s t r i p s , r e l a t o r s , and two erx-or 

counters , External ly thu f ront panwX of th*. apparatus shows 

a ho r i zon ta l row o i four toggle a w i i c ^ s with & rssd shock 

l i g h t on the l * f t s ide of tee pan$l and c &rean advanc# l i ^ h t 

on the r i g h t s ide of the paa*X» On th* .renter panel d i r -

ectXy above th® Middle teggl® switch®® i s located an terror 

counter e a s i l y vis.*bit* to the sub jec t . A recopteble for the 

shocking eXeetroda i s located on tee h o t t e r of the l&f t side 

of tee f ront panel , A shock e r ro r counter I s a l so located 

on the back of zkw- &pparatua and i s not v i s i b l e to tee sub­

j e c t , nt the l i a s of t e s t i ng tee shock eXgctredk? was 

a t tached to the f i r s t and th i rd f ingers of the s u b j e c t ' s 

noo-doainant hand. Shocks wer® ada in l s t a red i n s t r u a a n t a l l y 

and ins tan taneous ly a t a consistent- XeveX of 2H-0 v o l t s , a 

Xevel found i n a p i l o t study to be to le ra ted by aos t uaXa 

sub j ec t s . 

l l l U f l l M I I II III mHI—lMllll • ! • » * • • » • »» ' 

7 D.T* LyLk#n, V,A & turfy of Anxiety i n the Socio­
p a t h c Pa r sona l i ty" , iourjaftLffX ^PRpmX ^ , , , ^ - f f a l 
Psychology. Vol. TJ* lv 1)7, P» 6-10 * 
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The actual Manifest task which the subject performed 

consisted of learning by t r ia l and error vjilch one of the 

four toggle switches would l ight a green advance light* The 

throe other switches, when pressed, registered ®z'?&$& on th* 

error counter. Once ta* advance switch is located te® switch 

location is automatically changed &ud tee subject proceed* 

te find the next advance toggle switch location, e t c , until 

he has completed oat t r i a l Involving the location of twenty 

different and randomly located advance switches* The sub­

ject than repeats these t r i a l s for a aaxlaun of thirty 

t r i a l s , always seeking te get a perfect score; that i s , 

avoiding alX error switches per t r i a l and depressing only 

the advance switches* Hsaawall* the subject1& total errors 

cumulate ©a the visible error counter* 

In th* course of attempting te accostpllsh the mani­

fest task the subject was also expos**1 te response competi­

tion in the form of receiving a shock when certain r&ndomXy 

distributed shocking error switches were depressed* Thus, 

at any giv®n tl«e or choice point a subject could attend 

selectively te tee fact that *** switch was a non-error 

advance switch and tee other three were <=rror switches, or 

he could focus on the fact that at &mf given tia* on© of the 

three error switches produced shock. Shock errors were also 

recorded euanl&tiwly on te* error counter not visibX* to 

the subject* 
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Considering tee rat ionale of the avoidance learning 

procedure and apparatus described above i t aay be pointed 

out teat, by def ini t ion, the avoidance of alX errors was the 

fundaaentaX manifest task goal. The specific avoidance of 

shock e r ro rs , the l a t en t task goaX. I t shouXd he noted, 

however, that the subject was instructed te achieve only the 

manifest task. The task was designed in the manner indi ­

cated above in order to aaxiaise those factors presumably 

detrimental te high anxious subjects, naaely, 1) tes& 

eoapXexity, 2) response competition, 3) noxious stiauXi, and 

*) faiXure report* Latent task benavior was also designed 

for anaXysis bec&use of the possibiXity that aagh anxious 

subjects might pmri'orm inefficiently on the aaalfeat task 

precisely because at tent ion was scXectivaXy focused on tee 

avoidance of shock rather than te© i.-voidanc«? of er ror . In 

terms ©f Bitteraan*sv notation for a straightforward cvoiti-

ance learning design the overall task is&y be described r* & 

chained avoidance learning s i tua t ion (A) i n which the choic® 

point responses are made &n& measured in terms of error 

reduction (A-2) and In which the experimental environment 

i s varied to demand diser ia lnat ive behavior (d) over d i s ­

crete (^) t r ia l®. The complete notation would be designated 

as a chained A^-2d design. 
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On a aore aoXeeuXar level this basic avoidance 

design aay b© viewed as one in which any and every specific 

toggle switch is i n i t i a l l y a neutral stimulus, FoXXowlng an 

unspecified period of Pavlovian conditioning any specified 

switch takes on the character is t ics of ei ther an avers!ve 

stimulus (shcck error or error) or & response wJcn termin­

ates an aversive stimulus (green advance l igh t , no e r ro rs , 

no shock). As the subject gradually learns te m&km tiw 

specific response which terminates U.v avcrsive stimulus nis 

experimental behavior takes on elements of Thorndlkian con­

di t ioning. The aversive stimulus i s only reinstated whan 

tee subject does not *ak* the response which terminates the 

aver si v© stiiaulus* 

V. Criterion ''e&sur®©, 

AXthough the subject i s told te go as fast as he 

can on tee avoidance learning tes t txae i s not a cr i te r ion 

variable, 'iJ-.e actual variables which were used as per­

formance c r i t e r i a w-ssret 

X. The total errors recorded cuauXativeXy on tats 

«rror counter observable to tews subject acquired over each 

t r i a l * 

2m ihe to te l sjuock ®rr<-rs recorded cuaulatlvely on 

the shock error counter not observable te Vm subject 

acquired over each t r i a l . 
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3* The t o t a l errors recorded cumuXatlveXy on tee 

error counter observable te the subject acquired over th i r ty 

(or less) t r i a l s . 

*** The to ta l shock errors recorded cumulatively on 

te® error counter net observable to the subject acquired over 

th i r ty (or less) t r i a l s . 

5. Th® percentage of shock errors (shock errors 

divided by to ta l errors) per t r i a l tm& per th i r ty c r i te r ion 

(or less) trleXs. 

I t should be observable from the above that the 

c r i t e r i a of performance was tee * ctu&l t r i a l by t r i a l and 

to ta l t r i a l behavior of tee subject as th i s i s related to 

te® task of avoiding both shock and non-shock e r rors , The 

manifest task of mking only ;re*n l i ; ;ht advance switch seieo 

tions is the actual avoidance response, the response tns t 

prevents tee onset of an aver s i v© stimulus, ih* extent to 

which the subject makes th is avoidance response i s what i s 

measured negatively in terms of #rror reports* 

Cn the other hand, the c r i t e r i a of performance with 

respect to the ia ten t task of avoiding shock errors i s repre­

sented hy the extent te which a subject succeeds in avoiding 

shock errors as compared }ay r a t io to non-shock e r ro r s . Xha 

response competition between tee aanil 'est task (avoid errors) 

MiH the l a t en t teak (avoid shocx) was thus wsaaured In th is 

mumwtm 
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Criterion sieasures on tee questionnaire personality 

tests, actually independent variables in this design, con­

sisted of the actuai raw scores on both tee neurotic!*® ®M 

extraversion scales of the MPI. the raw scores on the k scaX®, 

the Pt scaXe and the Si scaXe of the ,***?!. and the raw score 

on the ,iAS. i t perhaps shouXd b© noted that the ©xtraverslon 

scale of tee %PI and tr.e k scale of the ,iM?I involve reversed 

scoring. Ihot i s , rug*, anxiety on the v-f~I Is associated with 

low extra version scores while high anxiety on th© <#IPI. k 

seal© i s associated with low k scores, Tne k correction 

usually applied to M 3; 1 scores was not applied to any of the 

A&J scales used because of th® r iah of confounding tee raw 

data with tee questionable suppressor variable. 

5. Controls. 

As was mentioned previously, there i s XittXe evidence 

in the l i t e r a t u r e te suggest that conditionabili ty i s s ign i f i ­

cantly related to age, educ&tion, intel l igence or sex* How­

ever, sine® tills research involved a more complex level of 

learning than slaple conditioning tee above parameters were 

coatrolX^d byj 1) using only males, 2) matching the normal 

and aXcoholic groups for a^e, education and in te l l igence , 

and 3) correlat ing e l l avoidance learning j-trfonaance c r i t e r i a 

with age, education and inte l l igence. Age was measured in 

ieras of ag<& l a s t birthday. Education was measured in terms 
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of Xaat formaX schooX grade coapleted. I n t e l l i gence was 

measured d i r e c t i y with the t&jplay-Hartford Ret rea t &c*l*'^ 

and converted to an estimated Wochsler Adult I n t e l l i g e n c e 

^cale equivalent score standardised on a .Minnesota hosp i t a l 

popula t ion . ' In erdur te avoid experimenter b ias * J 

a naive a s s i s t a n t gave a l l teste and assoc ia ted preliminary 

i n s t r u c t i o n s . 

6 . Procedure. 

All subjec ts were f i r s t given the MFI. the MAff. the 

MriSPI bookX^t fora and & v i t a l s t a t i s t i c s ques t ionnai re for 

coaple t lon . Then each subjact was individualXy schcduXed for 

supervised testing with the St.ipXey Bc&le and the svoldanc* 

y ¥ .C . Shipley* 3aiPl*y»H*rtford Retrea t ScaXe. 
^anu&l ,of..Directions .and. Scoring Key* Hartford, Ccnn., 
Har t ford ' f i e t rea t , 1 W , ** p . 

10 S.X* J inas and Helen Simmons, Hlfr® Shlplay-
Hartford Goal® &-&& the LoppeXt JJnort Form as n .s t iaators of 
MAIS IC in o i t e t e Hospital Populat ion", Journal .of CXlnlcal 
Psychology* Vol. i > , 19>\'T p . *»52-^53* 

IX A.II. w^ens ana w'.H, B&n&ka, "f.stl ant ing WAla l's 
from Shipley-Hartford Scores: A Cross -va l ida t ion" , Journal 
of CXlnlcal Psychology. VoX. 16, Mo. hf l;>fch, p . k$2. 

12 Aob*rt Hosenteal* "Experimenter Outcome-Orientation 
and tee Bssu l t s of the Psychological reparian.nf , Psychological 
B u l l e t i n . VoX. 6 1 , No, 6 , p . k< 5-^X2* 

13 B.L* K^ns, D.J . DcXprate, D.R. Mettee, C.k, 
Persons, srtd E.K, .ichappe, "Tt.o S'yoeriaifanter i f f e c i " , Psych­
o log ica l B u l l e t i n , Vol. 63 , So. U, ic.65, p . 223-232. 
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learning apparatus by a naive a s s i s t an t . Instructions to 

the ass i s tan t and the subject were In wri t ten foras and were 

systematically followed throughout the testing with the 

learning apparatus. Instruct ional de ta i l s are contained in 

Appendix X, Th© teteX testing and scoring time for *ach 

subject took about two and one h*lf hours. 

7 . S t a t i s t i c a l Analysis. 

I t was original ly intended test the date involving 

tee reXationshlps between ptrsoaaXity construct® as aaasur*d 

hy the s ix anxiety variables and th© avoidance learning p©r-

fors&nee as aeasured by manifest and l a t en t task scores would 

be analysed by means of a 2 x 2 x 6 analysis of variance 

design* However, i t was soon learned that significant dif fer­

ences between ce l l sixes developed precluding the us* of 

analysis of variance. Further, the elimination of cases te 

produce e^u&l ce l l siae® would have resulted te such a reduc­

t ion in 3*s teat the loss of date was considered te b® 

excessive. Consequently I t was decided te analyse a l l compara­

tive date in terms of Fisher1 s t t e s t s , 
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Pertinent findings &M comparative resu l t s found in 

th i s study wilX be reported in th is chapter under the follow­

ing section haadlngss 1) fetching for Ag@* Education &nd 

Intel l igence! 2) Relationship or fetching to Performance 

Variables| 3) Oroup P«rfor**ac* ©n Criterion Anxiety Vari­

ables $ h) L*aralag Performance Differential Between 

Selected Groups. 

X. fetching for Age, Education and Intelligence* 

The attempt te match th* noraal group with the 

alcoholic group for age, education md intel l igence was 

successful as indicated i n Table X, page Mt, io significant 

differences between groups on my of tease variables were 

obtained. However, a l l tare® variables ar« soaawhat ®bov© 

te® expected aa®n for a randoa sample of the general 

population* This occurs primarily because no attempt was 

aade te obtain a randoa saaple of subj«cts, Bather, volunteer 

alcohoXie subjects war© f i r s t obtained and then noraals war© 

selected for group matching with that primary ^roup. 



HI30LTS Hrx 

Table X.-

**©ans, &Bs* and Significance of Dlffarano* Between Saramla 
and AXcohoXlcs on &toning Variables. 

. niNwriwiiit'SM.. M<yMevMir,y>) 
Varlahle fe**M Mean SO t 

« p — » — — — ^ — « — « M — » . i iimiin •m»»«.»»»««»«»»M«i.r»iiiii»iilii. 1.1,11 inn i i m 111 m II mniim i a mmmtmmmmm—» 

Age 3S.3& 7»07 39.12 4i.lV ,^9 

Education 13*98 ^*$3 X3.C& 2*3? 1.79 

I.Q.* llV.80 &.SX XX3*6k 8,2C .£2 
* i lain Win" 1 • • 1 i it mfifti M*»y»»«—in 11 n 'J 1 ill 1 ̂ •i*^*j»^w*<^fcMM«w*«^ 'M'"»i'rtw»< WVII 11 HiaYnlKii i M M i H j jnjn m < Muse iiBI*T r i MI ; '<I 1 w m > « 1 n w n j 1 111 mi 1 mn »>• mi! »•*•»• a*,I . I 

a Converted date* 

http://4i.lV
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2. Relationship of Matching te Performance Variables. 

The relat ionship of age, education and intel l igence 

designated as control variables te performance i s shown in 

TahXe I I , page ho, as Pearson r ' s * Correlations arc shown 

between the control variables and each of the «s&Jor task 

factors , aaaeXy, to ta l ®tmr& &®& shock e r rors , for hoth 

normals and alcoholics* Certain consistent and s t a t i s t i ­

cally significant relat ionships are indicated* For cx&aple, 

as age increases to ta l errors and shock errors t&M to 

Increase for both groups* As education decreases errors tend 

te increase for both groups, especially alcoholics* As 

intel l igence decreases errors also tend to Increas* for both 

groups, while aorw of the correlations are high enough to 

appreciably or meanittgfuXly account for observed performance 

differences, they a l l ap^a^r, nevertheless, to be uniformly 

associated with ©ptisan* cort ical functioning* Considering 

the complex nature of the performance teak such re la t ion­

ships are probably to be *xp*cte4* 

3 . Perforaanc® on Criterion Anxiety Variables, 

The eoaparison of the p*rfor**nc« of both normals 

&®& alcoholics on each of the six anxiety questionnaire t e s t s 

i s shown la Table XIX, page V7, l a teras or group a****, 

standard deviations &&d significance of difference. As 

indicated, s lgaif leant dlffaranc** b*tw*en group ***** war* 



R&6ULT3 
1,6 

Table IX.-

Gorrel&tioa of fetching Variables with Total Errors and Lhovk 
Errors for Wora&ls and Alcoholics. 

Total Shock Tottti ukock 
V&riable errors Errors {'rrors Errors 

*33C& .309° 

-,Vv<c -,5-:3c 

-*37^ C -*333fe 

& Converted date, 

b Jignificfttttt between tee *C5 and *f.l levcXs of 
eoafidanc©* 

c Significant beyond the .01 level of confidence. 

Age 

Education 

l*Q*a 

,2̂ 3 

— »2y*4* 

-*3^7C 

.207° 

-.233 

-.3^7° 
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Table XXX.-

Maaas, 80s 9 and Significance of Difforesee Between Means of 
loraals and Alcoholics on Criterion Anxtety Variables* 

C r i t e r i o n * 

x. jjE2r* 
a. j&n 

3» .Mffl>Pt 

**• *&£-& 
?• ; y H 

a* jSWHsi 

mitaa? (iCgi. 

17.16 

10,10 

9.16 

ao*52 

X6.**6 

gh.^0 
sassassssasssss 

9*93 

6,06 

5.60 

10.96 

3.5^ 

xo.ao 

Alr.ohOli.qs, ,(,r%,). 
/teen HP 

27* t*£ 

*&l*3Ffr 

17.6h 

aw.oa 

12.9^ 

as*^2 

U . T ' 

10. ^D 

').2X 

10,¥* 

^ ,30 

10*92 

t b 

* * , 9 1 c 

6,76 s 

5*XVC 

X . l o 

h.i*0S 

.73 

a Cri ter ia X, 2*, 3* and 5 represent asurotiel** 
dlawaalanj c r l t e r l * % and 0 th® introversion-extraversion 
dissension* 

b All t values are based on raw scores, 

o Significant beyond the .01 l*v*l of confidence. 
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obtained on a l l of the neurotic! ss* dimension c r i t e r i a , with 

the alcoholic group obtaining the higher anxiety score in 

every ca.se, A comparison of tea standard deviations of th* 

two groups on th© aeurotlcisM d&aansloa variables also shows 

greater dispersion of the alcoholics about th®3r means ind i ­

cating a re la t ive ly broad individual difference continuum* 

A coaparlson of scores ©a the two variables designated as 

In t ro version-extra version dimension c r i t e r i a , on the other 

hand, shows no significant mean differences end l i t t l e or no 

difference in dispersion about the ®*an between groups. 

k. Learning Perforaanc* Differential Between 
Selected Oroups,x 

In comparing the performance different ial a*tw**n 

selected groups as a function of the stveral anxiety c r i t e r i a 

i t should p*rhaps f i r s t b® pointed out that comparative 

differences v*r* studied by dichotoalsinj; u,« to ta l saapl* or 

subjects ( I * 1<V) into four elt^cntery groups, Th® f i r s t 

dlchotoay was b#tw@©n normals and alcoholics; tuo second 

between low and hir;n anxious subjects using u.e sacan tor a l l 

subjects as the cutting point. This 2 x 2 c lass i f ica t ion 

then produced six primary sub-d1visions each oi w^ic;* were 

systematically mmp&x®& In terms of 1) low to high anxious 

normals| 2) low to high anxious alcoholics | J) low anxious 

X Sat Appendix 2 for Burasary date sheets* 

http://ca.se
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noraals te low anxious alcoholicsf k) high anxious normals 

to high anxious alcoholics} 5) a l l low anxious subjects to 

a l l high anxious sufej®cts$ and, 6) *X1 normal® to a l l alco­

holics. Six paired group comparisons wore thus aada for *ach­

ef the major l**nslag p^rforsaae® criteria* Total cuaulatlv* 

errors (aaaifast task)*, total «u*Ml*tlv* stock errors (latent 

task) &nd ratio of totel euaulativ* &h®ek ©rrors te total 

cumulative errors (shock ratio) were desiupmted as l**raing 

performance cr i ter ia . In addition, a*****1 trteX learning 

curve comparisons mr@ also made for bote normals sad axco-

hollas &a& low and high anxious subjects in taras of total 

error and shock error performance. 

Criterion is ,feflfl*l,<y, ]*mmmU%^lMm%^~ 
**urotl*la**« The r*s*lta of th* analysis of awan**. standard 

deviations and significance of &£f«r*ae* batwaan means for 

the six comparisons noted &fe©v® in teriss of perforata!** 

differtnc#a an ruaulstiv* tetel errors (smalf*st teak) i s 

shown in Tabl# IV, p&g® JO. As will be observed, whan 

anxiety i s defined te tows of th© n*urotiei*a dimension 

as measured by criterion 1, a l l high anxious subjects, both 

nora&Xs mfc alcoholics, shew significantly &reut*r d*tri-

TOntel performance of foots than low #nxXou® subjects (t i s 

^•37* P is b*yond tec *C2 loval) on tha *&snif«©t usk aspect* 

of performance* ***a norsmls are compared to alcoholics on 

the **aifest tesk th* difference i s avan Lfr** tor with .no 
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Tsol© IV.-

mtttMm SDs* and Significance of Diffarena* Bstveett ."#&ns of 
S*l*«tao Oroups for cumulative Total Errors, Anxiety 

Being Mauxed by Criterion 1, Att&alar. 
Personal?, ty Inv*ntere»»»*roticls*i 

Oroup (I) feaa tiD $*" 
miMiMpwH iii*MMw*rtB*<ii^«i>^iiM^iiBnMi»*»i*>M»^ * » M W W ) W M iiMiWi»wiiwp»eiWi)*^»»»i»M'iwi*«iWiaew*<»wi 

^onsals 
Low Anxious 
High Anxious 

jMcoholios 
Low Anxious 
U g h Anxious 

Low Anxious 
loraals 
Alcoholics 

KS|h Anxious 
SorsaiE-
Alcoholics 

All Subject* 
Low Amicus 
High Anxious 

All Subjects 
Sora&ls 
Alcoholics 

iinit^*Miiw<wiaM*wweww*iw^ 
iupwwww rwiiwi ^I*MMMWW*»IM»W»«WMW 

s. All t values arc based on raw «cor©s. 

a Significant h«jtwe«n tec *0~ *nd .01 lt-vvls of 
confidence* 

c giggUXicant beyond th* ,<ul level cf confidence. 

37 
13 

22$ o l 
326.3-. 

15 
35 
52 
37 
15 

13 

35 

100 

4B 

i59*20 
366*I*G 

229*51 
35v*2o 

326.3C 
366.^0 

2\Sm<& 
3o**,2^ 

132* y/ 
17***3'-

1.76 

2^%, 27 
lo^.CX .09 

132. V~; 
2:*».27 

17u.3v 

i . S l 

.67 

143*77 a.|7b 

If0.6$ 2»y6 
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feXcoholic group obtaining far ssore toteX errors than the 

aoraaX group ( t I s 2*96, P i s beyond tee *0X Xt>veX), When 

other sub-groups are compared on aanlfast task performance, 

however, no significant differences are observed although 

aXX aoaa differences are In the expected direct ion. That l a , 

performance def ic i t in te® fora of higher to ta l errors i s 

gre&ter i n a l l comparisons for tea group with tec higher 

anxiety XeveX* As wiXX foe obs*rv*d dispersion about the 

ae&a i s considerable for a l l sub-groups wite alcoholic* s o w ­

ing tee highest standard deviations, i t should also be 

observed teat in teras of p*rfornaac* efficiency low anxious 

aoraais with a aaan to ta l %FT®3? score oi" 229.51 represent 

the aost eff ic ient learners Wail® higit anxious alcoholics 

with a mean to ta l error score of 366.Wo, tee most ineff ic ient . 

The resu l t s of th* analysis of aeaa**. standard 

deviations and sigalflc&aet of difference between means for 

cuaulative shock errors ( la tent task) again using cr i te r ion X 

are shown in TabX# f, page 52*. Sfean dli'farances for various 

groups found here are similar te tecs© found for to ta l errors 

except that tee present differences fere not as great . Xhe 

onXy stet is t iealXy significant difference occurs between 

normals &M alcoholics ( t i s 2.52, P i s beyond the .02 X«v*l). 

All differences, however, with the exception of that batwava 

low and high anxious alcoholics, are in tee direct ion 

exp#cted i f i t la assuaarf that subjects with higher anxiety 
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52 

V * -

*****•, iDs* and Significance of 0lff*r*nc« B^tesen Heans of 
Setectel Qvettas for Ctoiulatlva Shock Errors, Anxiety 

Being ;*>*sur*o> by Criterion X, " " 
aaryoaaUtar, ^v*Alff^^a*ttr*tlalsmv 

• W » " W « W » « * W * ! « S M * * » W » W I « B I ^ ^ mn*»mm*mmimi m* 
«we**«<*><Mwweewewiiwewewa^^ NWMM 

{t) as*a SO 

iforasls 
Low Aaacious 
High Anxious 

Alcoholics 
Low Anxious 
High Anxious 

Low Anxious 
- Horaals 

AXcohoXics 

n*gh Anxious 
aoraais 
Alcoholics 

All Objec t s 
Low Anxious 
High Anxious 

All gunJacts 
I s rae l s 
Alcoholics 

50 
37 
13 

3? 
32 

13 
3? 

100 

itC 
50 
% 

106.15 

115*29 

8 0 , # 
X3C*33 

106.15 
1X5*29 

9^.92 
1X2.dl 

67.22 
1X9. &: 

50.78 

92,17 
63*25 

i-0.78 
•-"«5 1 *?• 

>**x/ 

63.25 

*»0*$7 
61.12 

52*96 
73*fc 

XA3 

.56 

l . a i 

•*•** 

1*57 

2*>'2fe 

•^w*a<*>w!aw)eM*M«w>eww*iiiii» W W ^ I M I « M » J J » » » * ^ * * » * » » * » I I » » » ^ I I * ^ ^ 
i»iiMii'iw»«*Neawiwa*w*aw*w^^ 

a All t values arc based on raw soars*• 

b Significant between ta* *l<5 find ,C1 X«v«ls of 
confidence* 
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wiXX show coacoaitant performance d*trl**at. Further, slaca 

shock errors are expected te occur randomly 33*33 par cent 

of the tiate they aay be expected to vary quit* closely with 

aay given group's to ta l error periQ»a»ce* I t should b& 

observed, however, that even teough a significant differences 

was noted between a l l low &&& a l l high anxious subjects on 

tetel &rx®T& a comparison of the saao groups ^n shock wr3?®F& 

produced no significant difference* 

A soaewhmt different kind of pcrforaanc* comparison 

i s shown in Table VI, page 51** Here various groups are corn-

par ad for a#ans, standard deviations and signifyc&nce of 

difference between aeaas m terns of r a t i o of stock errors 

te tetel e r rors . I t should be pointed out that UAn typo of 

eoaparlsoa i s independent of the imaber of tetel or s**ock 

errors received hy each group or between groups. By w&y of 

cx#apl«, i t i s known te«t a i l high anxious subjects obtain 

s ignif icant ly higher tetel error scores ond also higher, but 

not significantly higher, shock error score® than low anxious 

subjects* But when tee two groups are compared in terns of 

r a t i o or percenter© of shock errors to to ta l errors high 

anxious subjects obtain a significantly lower shock error 

r a t io ( t i s 2*35, P is between the , t$ and *C1 l o r d s of 

coafldtnce) than low anxious subjects, riigh anxious a lco­

holics arc also found to obtain a significantly lower ra t io 

of shock ©rrors than low anxious alcoholics ( t i s 2*37* F i s 
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Table VI*-

a*aa**. SDs, and Significance or Difference B*tv**n tf*ans of 
E lec ted Groups ivor Shook Error Ratio, Anxiety Scin& 

Measured by c r i t e r i ca X, Msudslay Fsrsoaallty 
Inventory- l?«urotiulsa» 

»»»*»«w*»iw»»**»**»»iiw»*<t»MWp^^ umi i i i ^»immwmmmm'immmmmmmmmfmimmmmmmimitm*mnimtm •rom 
w^nw i.w.wiw, i»u»—«**»»—WJH^WMIII w înwiifî wieweiiiMMMMMei «i «• i n i i ^ ^ i i a ^ i w i i * » r ^ i d i i i i i * ^ ^ 

Oroui> (H) .'tean SO t 

Horaals 
Low Anxious 
Sign Anxious 

Alcoholics 
how Anxious 
High Anxious 

how Anxious 
Normals 
Alcoholics 

iligh Anxious 
aor**ls 
AXcohoXics 

AXX Subjects 
how Anxious 
High Anxious 

All Subjects 
aa r aa l s 
Alcoholics 

5C 
37 
13 
50 
15 
35 

52 
37 
15 

13 
35 

100 
52 

ICC 

50 

*3U87 
•33^7 

.3587 
• 3X2̂ > 

•3U67 
.3>o7 

.33^7 

.3516 
1107 

. 3^61 

.326V 

,C7& 
• C9X 

• 066 
. C H 3 

.06©' 

• Cyl 
.0^3 

.07? 
,061 

* v. 03 

.31* 

2.37b 

. ^ 

.97 

2.35b 

1.3s* 

sss 

a AXX t "v&Xues are bas<ad on raw &ccr#s. 

b 3i^ni-fleant beiwe&a th© ,C5 $m$. . c l levels of 
confidence* 
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between the .05 and ,01 levels of confldonco). Otetr coa» 

parisons in th is tab le , although non© are sign!fleaatv show 

a consistent tr^nd for higft anxious subjects to obtain lower 

ra t ios of shock WWOZM th*n low anxious subjects. Expressed 

another way, labia VX suggests that tsv^n though ni*h anxious 

subjects consistently obtain higher to ta l errors uM shook 

errors than low anxious subjects, their re la t ive parceateg* 

of shock errors i s lower than that of low anxious subjects . 

The rati© of shock &i?mes te to ta l errors oey &iso 

be analysed in teras of differences between obtained group 

shock eri*©r ra t ios and urn ©xp^cted ra t io based on randoa 

expectancy which i s »333* Ht» significant differences were 

found, however, between tee obtained ra t ios shown in Table VI 

&a& the «3ipected r a t i o . S&wzh, findings indicate tiiat #v«n i f 

differences between group aMins &r# loond &ad trends ind i ­

cated, none of the %ztmp « a a s treated individually differ 

s ignif icant ly £?>m random expectancy. 

Fur thai* evidence of differences in parforaanco be­

tween normal® tm& alcoholics on bou to ta l errors and shock 

errors I s presented in Tables VII and n i l , p'-gas % and 57, 

Mere a#an ®vr®t reduction learain4 acor©s over thir ty t r i a l s , 

tabulated in terms of six blocks of a&sa&d t r i a l s , shew 

clearly the significant perfuraanc* dif ferent ia l beteMun 

aoraais and alcoholics on hoth te* aanlfest and tl.« l a ten t 

tesk. A® will be observed both groups t&nd te ruducc their 
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Tabic VTI.-

'4aans, SOs, and aignlfiesnc® of Difference Between MRSBS of 
formal and AXcohoXlc a ' s on Error Reduction Learning 

Curves for Totel Er rors . 

:4a a***1 

T r i a l s 

1-5 

6-10 

11-15 

16-20 

21-25 

26-30 
SSSSSSSSSSSSBSSH 

. ^ o r a a l f ( r » ) . 

07.10 

5b, t-6 

k2.% 

29*20 

22. Of 

IV.96 
SSSSSSESSSSSSS 

25.26 

31 .$* 

32.36 

29*51 

20 A3 

21,70 

Alcoholl 
•lean 

106.k* 

72.6U 

5d*M* 

50. d8 

u 3.5o 

32.^* 
a"Mia.i;r.̂ 'iiiifflMam: 

cs(M*50) 
80 

30.63 

39.95 

30*70 

30.27 

3^.9** 

35*.7I' 

t s 

3 A l c 

2*05* 

2.lhh 

3.c*t° 

3*C2C 

,-t ^^ c 

a All i values are based on r^w stroros. 

b Significant batvaan tet* .05 and . t i lgveXs of 
confidence. 

c significant beyond tee ,t 1 Xaval of coafid«noe. 
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TAOlu V I I I . -

•4*«B*9 SBs, and digal f lcance of Diff*r*nce Between M&aas of 
Horaal and Alcoholic 6»* on %vmr Reduction Learning 

Curves for Shock Errors 

:l."li'.SS':'i.il,Mi'li1 im^TJ. iWBXMOT^ 

'leased 
Tr ia ls 

1-5 

6-K 

11-15 

16-20 

21-2^ 

26-3t 

3X.26 

IV A6 

lk-.&2 

-),56 

7.co 

^ • 5 6 

v A3 

12.65 

12,29 

X v * JL y 

0.63 

6,o6 

Aie*hoMc.«<rSO> 
Mean &D 

37.Sc 

2*f,5w 

Xt;.7o 

X^*3^ 

13*16 

XC.2C 

XX . 5 3 

1^.35 

X5*cr. 

13.75 

13*3-

XX « '^%i 

s a 
**-

3.<-7e 

1.69 

xAo 

*» • „,« 

2.67^ 

a ^ r j . v , u:,:.1.:.1:,:, ,L'„: l,^:^f.^^^svJi^r:^rl:n;,v,l:^l.^^:,.l,;•rlll
|vlWM:;;'•;,JJ^r•r;mT^Ts:•^•l

l^.^l^
l^,'. ii,!':;?'^,,:,':,1::!,1!.",1?^^ ..v^,,!. , l

|, i.„..ri^M-jLj, isg3! 

& AXX t values ar** based on raw scores . 

b J l g n l f l e a n t between Uu* ,o> and ,Cd l e v e l * of 
confidence, 

c 65gninc&nt beyond ta*.. .CI l eve l of canflckncu. 

http://37.Sc
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trror scores over the thirty t r i a l s but a t a l l tabulated 

points on the curves tee alcoholic group shows detrimental 

performance in coaparison te the normal group. Keeping in 

mind te® response competition involved because ®i te© shock-

error switches te# pat tern 01 significant diff#rene<fts between 

the two groups on tetel errors Indicates that tee alcoholic 

group i s a t f i r s t seriously detr iaaatslxy affected by th© 

intermit tent shocks as shown in thw f i r s t five t r ia l s* Zhea 

a Qualified recovery i s aad* between t r i a l s eleven &m& 

f i f teen, but pvpt'cFmrkc® i s again det r iaea te l ly affected 

throughout tee remainder ©f the t r i a l s . Although tit* 

alcoholic group i s similarly datr iaental ly affected on their 

shock error t r i a l by t r i a l per fori***** i t should* b® noticed 

that s ignir loaat differaaoas between t,.^ir scores and tfaos* 

of the aora*l gx®ug> are fawer* 

similar differences er« found v,*n a l l low anxious 

subjects ©re eoaparod te mil high anxious subject® over 

massed t r i a l s , l&fel&s IX and X, pag*sa 59 ®w& 60, show a 

pat tern of mean differences on bote to ta l errors &nd shock 

errors s l a i l a r to teat found for aoraais and alcohol ics . 

*iowev«r9 not && grml a difference between the two a&xtety 

groups on aaaifest task performance i s found ov**r cscr. of th© 

massed t r i a l s , and aost laport*a<.« significant difference! 

on th t l a ten t task J»u«*» low snd Ugh anxious subjects &r̂  

a&**at with th® excaptioa of tee on© found on th« f i r s t 
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Table IX, -

leans, oLs, and Significance of t ifferenco Between «&an§ ©f 
Low and High Anxious S*s on Error Beduction Learning 

Curves for ToteX krrors , Anxiety Being Measured hy 
Criterion 1, m&^fX .PMMMUM, MimWOfr 

fteurbtlei**)* 

Lev, Aaxteus<H*53), ff*ffo Aax}ou*(y«ffi,) 
Trials Nftsa SD Mean W t& 

X-5 tt«**56 2^*03 105**9 26.02 2.9*c 

6-10 ^ , 6 9 33* «5 72*56 36.66 1,9U 

XX-X5 **3«65 3̂ *7** 57.02 3***6l 1,92 

16-20 3X*?6 35„i6 kh<J>j 36.f7 2.31 b 

21-25 26,77 35Ao ^0.15 3**o5 1.^9 

26-3C 17*29 29*65 30.»*V 30.63 2,15b 

a All t values are based on raw scores. 

b Significant between tee .1 5 ®a$ »01 levels of 
confidence* 

c Significant beyond the *C1 lcvwl of confidence. 
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X . -

iteans, SO*, and Signif icance of Difference B«twe©n He&ns of 
Low and High Anxious ;J*s on £rror Reduction Learning 

Curves for Shock Srrors. . Anxiety Being Measured by 
C r i t e r i o n 1 , , W s l a y , P$MM^te„J^M$SM¥-

W^wrotici sa* 
*mmim»4*!*HtqmmM *Sm5£mB££3iiZ& 

*1h 

T r i a l s nmn SB mm St) tB 

•WMMi^w»wiw^«i*jw^iwi*M*^wwMweiMw HI m—ei WW.MWIWIWIWII^I^IIIWWIW*******^^ mtBitm*imi\wm)m\immmmmM*mMmwM*w,»mi*w*mm»m*im 

1-5 32.11 1 1 . A 37*15 lC.Mf 2 .32 b 

6 - 1 . 21.02 X*f.35 23*62 12.1*5 *\i-

11-15 15.Lv ihmiK 17 *7 > 12.65 .7^" 

16-20 X0,v>5 12,53 X^.21 X2.'.d 1.35 

21-25 d.oo 12*12 XIA6 XX.L 5 X.U 

26-3C o.23 1- . 3 ^ ^»62 $ .h l . i c 
<»**J»JW*»W*W>^WWW»*WWWWW**»»^**WW*WI m m i wi HWWWWWWWMH I ftww»'Biii*wewt»iHH i m< «* n iwwwwHWwweHm*—x»» i>n \mi*m*mmmm**mmmm^*>Mw*'Mii>*mmm*m»mmmm+immm!miw. • »• wni «»|i 
mm mmmmrmmtmmmmtmmmmmwuamt mimwiiHWinn w»w*ji»iw>**iiii>i'w*ii iii*i«w»«<»i««™^i>»*mwM«MeMimwift>.*^^ ww*mm»tm*mmm»'0*tmmm*imm'M*mmnWmm 

a All t values ar* based on raw scur*s* 

b S ign i f ican t between the . c^ and .CI level® of 

http://15.Lv
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aassed t r i a l . Thus, despite their coaparatlva dvtrlB&ntel 

performance on the manifest task, high anxious subjects do 

nearly as wall as low anxious subjects on tee l a t en t task. 

Figure X, page 62, offers & graphic representation 

of the massed tri^X performance noted &b®m for aoraais and 

*1 acholics and for low and higij anxious subjects, As will 

be observed, a l l curves show various degrees of ratner 

steep negative fecc€l#raiioa» Thus, Xfearaisiii i s rapid fit 

f i r s t but then the rate of laprovesnnt gr&du&Xly, i f iapcr-

ceptibly, d*or«***s. S ia i i s r curves &re cowoaXy observed 

in the safu ls l t ioa of complex s k i l l s . 
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ERRORS 

LOW VS. HIGH ANXIETY 
GROUP 

A A A High anxious 
GOO Low anxious 

NORMAL VS. ALCOHOLIC 

A A^A Alcoholic 
O'JO Normal 

\ \ 
\ 

^i 

~\ \ 

<L 

^ \ 
s.< 

SHOCK 
ERRORS 

TOTAL 
ERRORS 

"x 

X 

°^ 
— f -

25 
—r 
30 10 

— j -

15 20 50 10 15 20 25 

Figure 1.- Kean total error and shock error avoidance 
learning curves for low anxious vs. high anxious S's (left) 
and normals vs. alcoholics (ri^ht). Anxiety was measured by 
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Criterion 2i XmUl,, flflffiMfrlA, A r t W yfiff^*" «**• 

r e su l t s of the analysis of swans, standard deviations and 

significance of diffcrane® between «®&as for various sub­

groups in terms of per for***** differences ©a cumulative 

teteX errors (saaifest task) Is presented in fable x i , page 

6**, Kara i t may be observed that when anxiety i s defined in 

terns of th* nsurotleisa dtaaasio* as a s s u r e d by c r i te r ion 2, 

high anxious subjects, both aorsmls &n& *lcoholics f show 

signif icantly greater detr iaental performance effects than 

low anxious subjects ( t I s 2*52, ? is beyond te© ,C2 level) 

on the manifest tesk aspects of performance* Th® comparison 

of asan score differences between a l l normals and a l l a lco­

holics i s laaludad here for purposes of coaaarison* And, 

again, th i s eoauarlaon of diffaraaee produces tn«* highest 

level of significance*, ¥i»n otear sub-groups arc compared 

on manifest task pisrfcra&nct no significant differences are 

observed. All immn dlff*r*Bc*s are in the expected direct ion, 

however, i f ©TO &STO»M that th* group with tee highest 

anxiety level wi l l also show tee highest level of d*tri*»atal 

performance* Once again low anxious normals with a at»&n 

to ta l error score of 2**5*3C> represent the most eff icient 

learners while a l l high anxious subjects with a a*** to ta l 

error score of 363*05 r*pr***»t those showing tee greatest 

d a t r i**at* l p*rl'oraaae*. 
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/ . I . ** 

. u a n s , ^ D s , &v& S i g n i f i c a n c e o f S i f f a r c n c e B@tw#©n }&*ns o f 
Selected Croup* for C&aulativa ToteX Errors, &rui*ty 

Being 'ensured "by Criterion 2 t ynylor 
;*«&&§&* Affi*Atfar.,*i<»JL«.* 

Group ($) f£s?&n ^D 

HoraaXs ,-C 
Low Anxious %3 2^5.3f X51.v-, 
High Anxious ? 312.2V 129.% 

Alcoholics *>0 
Low Anxious 1? 333^6 216.31 
High Anxious 33 379.^6" 203*19 

Low Anxious 6C 
V3 2k$*$o Vjl.iii 

JL *->& y 

,71 

> 

Alcoholics 1? 333•at 216.31 

gigh Anxious Wc 
%ra*l* 7 312.29 129.5*" , ~, 
Alcoholics 33 379.60 203*19 l«°5 

All Subjects XOO 
Low Anxious 6C 27^.^> 177*X>:-
High Anxious Wo 36h.C5 19**C3 r-',!;* 

AXX S u b j e c t s ICO 
X 22**6o 1%*09 

*5 ?-' 

Alcoholics 5& 36W.2** 2i^*o7 2,9l; 

wjtsasifssis ar '{; ."iva1-,,' ftjs.l:.t,xii& v & « « « » « iwMis,aa,ii«; J 'Hi 'S: •• .-.JRU car. wjtZA* t" lawaassiss 

& All t values *r* tesed on raw sco ra s . 

to S ign i f i can t to* twos* the .05 and . c i l«v*is of 
confidence* 

c wlgru.ficant beyond te* .61 level of confidence* 

• V -

http://wlgru.fi
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The rasuXts of th* analysis of means, standard devi­

at ions and significance or difference bataaen iseans for 

cuaulativo shock errors ( l a ten t task) as s**sur«d> by c r i te r ion 

2 I s shown in X&tole XXX, page 66. tfeaa differences for 

vmrious sub-groups found Mm are s l s i l a r i n direct ion to 

those found for to t a l e r ro rs , except that differences ar© 

not as great . Here two s t a t l s t i o a l l y significant differences 

©ccurj that between noraals and alooholles*. already reported, 

and that between a l l low to a l l high anxious subjects ( t i s 

2*28, P i s beyond tha *€2 l eve l ) . As in previous comparisons, 

a l l additional differences are in the expected direction* 

A comparison of »&as , standard deviations &%& s igni ­

ficance of difference between means in tar** of r a t i o of 

shock error* to to t* l errors i s presented in ?abl* XXIX, 

page 67* He significant s t a t i s t i c * ! differences &r© found 

between sub-groups in terms of th i s analysis indicating that 

uny group classif ied i n terms of c r i t e r ion 2 obtained shock 

errors in the &m® re la t ive rati© to tetel errors ** any 

other group. As would b@ «xpeoted fro* an analysis of th* 

various shock error ra t ios shown in Uv<s table no signif icant 

differences w r e found between the obtained r a t io and teat 

which would bo anticipated on th* basis of random expectancy* 

dloc* *rror reduction learning eurv© score* for 

aoraais %M alcoholics h*v* already boon prassated only Urn 

r e su l t s of differences in tela! by t r i a l performance for *1X 
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?*bl« m # -
ifeaas* 8D*t ami Significance of Diff****** B©tec« ^es** of 

Selected Sroups for Cta*il*tiv* 6ho*k ixr*rsv Anxtety 
Being *m*ur*a by Criterion 2* ptffcpr 

Group <S) ?lcan SB t* 

Horaals 
Low Anxious 
High Anxious 

Alcoholics 
ho* Anxious 
High Anxious 

Low Anxious 
Aoraais 
Alcohollea 

High Anxious 

Alcoholics 

All sub jec t s 
Low Anxious 
High Anxious 

AH 3»bjecte 

Alcoholics 

?3 
7 

>'0 
17 

6C 

17 

%0 

33 
i-GO 

60 

loo 
V *, 

33* (id 
1//.71 

109.06 
125*33 

&3*c& 
119*06 

11,7.71 
125*33 

^A*v2 
122*25 

v>7#22 
119.60 

M.J3 
5*.S9 

7^*53 
72.2d 

M.53 
7W.53 

?2.2o 

70*16 

;2#96 
?3***6 

•97 

.72 

1.2** 

,66 

„ ,. b 
2 * of ^ 

2* /2 

a All t vfrlu** ax'o ****d on r&w *oor«s* 

b S ign i f ican t bateaaa t h ,C;, sad ,01 l e v e l s oi 
eaafld^nco* 
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Table XIIX.-

rteaas» Sfis* and significance of Piffersiace Bate*** Means ©f 
;*x®eteti Groups for Jhock Error Ratio*. Anxiety Being 

Measured by Criterion 2, Taylor. ijKnif**t 
Anxiety t*cale* 

Group (n) mm m t& 

Ncrs&ls 
Low Anxious 
High Axuious 

Alcoholics 
tow Anxious 
High Anxious 

how Anxious 
Normals 
Alcoholics 

High Anxious 
normals 
Alcohol!cs 

All Subjects 
how Anxious 
High Anxious 

All iu t jec ts 
formals 
Alcoholics 

a Ail t valu«« ar* based nn r^w a cores. 

7 

17 
33 
60 
**3 
17 
he 

7 
33 

IfX 
60 

I t I 
50 
50 

•3**7° 
.33*0 

.32X9 

.32^6 

,31*79 
.32X? 

«32i>6 

.3^06 

.3297 

.3**6l 

.326% 

.077 

m'J>2 
*C53 

.077 

.062 

.053 

*C73 

*c^3 
*i o t 

*2y 

.37 

X.32 

« *T*V 

.76 

1*3!+ 
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low te a l l high anxious sublet® will be discussed here. As 

shown in T**l*s XX? ©ad jcv* pages 69 and 70, significant 

differancess ar« obt*la*d throughout aost of th* aossed t r i a l s 

when low and high anxious subjects are caapared on both 

aanifest asd latent teak pcrforaaao*. The pattern &ppeiirs 

agaia te b© on* in which high ^axiousi subjects show in i t i a l 

performance detriment wite a teadamcy te recover between 

t r ia l s six te fifteen but th*a emp&mtlv* 6*trln*&t*l pcr-

foraaace is resumed throughout th* r***i&Jag tr ials* 

Figure 2, page 71, snow* massed t r i a l learning 

perforasacc over thirty t r i a l s for low and hig£% anxious 

subjects and, for coapariaom purposes, aoraais m& alcoholics« 

on both tee aaalfast und th* latoat task* All curve oliaracte 

or is t ies are sial lur l a aost rssspacts te v.>os* round for 

criterion 1. 
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Tnblti a v . -

^•aasy SBs, and uigaiflounce of Difference B*tw**n Ht&ns of 
low and High Anatious d's oa brror Beduction Learning 

Curves for total Krrors, Anxiety Being Measured by 
Criterion 2, flaylpr, j^Xaj f r Aaxlu^r, £c*l*. 

•Ml«PWMIMaMto««««Mm«ffHM«*M*M^^ 

-1&ssed 
T r i a l s 

l - > 

6-10 

XX-X5 

16-20 

2X-25 

26-30 

Lj3:&...AnxiousiXMi£j. 
veen 

&5.2C 

59***2 

M*.^J 

3a,72 

26 A? 

10.12 

tit* 
% . * * • * • 

2 J«hxu 

3*».97 

36,39 

32.1^6 

,5 ji » i"4* 

26. &3 

<lii*a b & t i J ^ a ^ r n l 
*fean ID 

U&.X5 

7^*25 

^9.^2 

51.C2 

**3»27 

31*fc2 

27 * 7^ 

37 A l 

37*35 

2^*32 

37*i3 

3^»3r* 

t i 

3*27c 

2 . ^ B 

1*97 

3* XX 

2,a9to 

C l l L 

a All t v*lu@i are femscd on rsw scores. 
b iignificfent between the ,C5 and te*» ,CX levels of 

confidence, 

c Significant beyond the *fi level of confidence* 
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fable xV*-

*{****, 3D*, and Si ;n-f ie : nee of Diff*ranc« betw*cn -*feaas of 
Low and High Anxious 3*s on s r ro r deduction Learning 

Curves for „ jock e r r o r s , Aaxtety Lwing %i?sured by 
C r i t e r i o n 2 , jMAftP f$f¥4JMS.lmA$M ,.v,SftA«« 

35B£C353BSBi33BSB»iiii^»^ mn • i!S»SSWiiiiii i« r niTrSTrT^ 

tt.imfta.Hw liKfe), li&jfo iAfflSi,p,HS,(,̂ A,? 
T r i a l s n S s h " "" ""SIT"" "Wan "" SX> " t£ 

1-5 31*o^ 3.^*3^ 3^*62 I t .72 3 .12 c 

6-XC 20.52 13*23 $*.yc l**.t»* 1*55 

1X-15 l i . l y 13*3t X9.X2 X»f*32 X.36 

X6-2C l ^ * c 10*95 X6.X^ 13.^3 2 ,37 b 

2X-25 b*X£ 10,25 13.12 1 3 * ^ 2 , i 3 b 

26-30 5A2 -«^3 XC32 IX,?, 2.23^ 

a AXX t values &r« teased ©n raw #cores , 

b s i g n i f i c a n t b*tv*«a te' .(.^ and ,C1 l«v«ls o* 
Confidence, 

c difan,'fici'nt bayoad Uit, »rl level of confidence. 

http://tt.imfta.Hw
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ERRORS 

LOW VS. HIGH ANXIETY 
GROUP 

NORMAL VS. ALCOHQLIC 
GROUP 

110-

100i 

A A A High anxious 
OGO Low anxious 

TOTAL 
ERRORS 

AAA Alcoholic 
00& Normal 

TOTAL 
ERRORS 

SHOCK v 

ERRORS 

10 15 20 25 .A 10 15 20 25 39 

Figure 2.- Mean total error and shock error avoidance 
learning curves for low anxious vs. high anxious S's (left) 
and normals vs. alcoholics (right). Anxiety was measured by 
Criterion 2 (Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale). 
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Criterion 3« M^MM^MJ^MBmMlS^^immUM 

lnyonfcory»PsveMsthanl& £&*!•• <- The r«sulta of the analysis 

of aeans, stftaa*rd deviations and significance of differtnce 

between aean* for various s¥b~groups presented in terms of 

p*rfor**n** differences on oaaalatlv* to ta l errors (aaaif®@t 

task) I s shown In fable X¥X* page 73* i t my bo observed 

here that whan anxlaty i s defined in terns of ta* acteroiielsn 

dimension as m®&mjtf"®€ by c r i te r ion 3 high anxious subjects, 

both alcoholic m& nor amis, show significantly greater 

detrimental performance than low anxious subjects ©n the 

manifest task aspects of p«rfor**ae« ( t i s 2,^2, P is beyond 

the *02 l eve l ) . As usual, however, the mean difference be­

tween normals and alcoholics i s greater* teen other snb«* 

gronps are coap&red on manifest tas& perf®tm&m&, only on® 

coa^arison show* a significant dlfferanca* Her©, low anxious 

normale obtain far aor« officiant total error laarnlng scores 

than low anxions alcoholics ( t I s 2A9 * ¥ ** beyond the .02 

l e v e l ) . Again, a l l differences b*tv»«n ®XX sub-^ouas ar« 

l a th® ax»*et*a direct ion If a detrimental »**for*sd***~hlgb 

anxl«ty level hypothesis i s used* The group with the greatest 

performance efficiency i s low anxious aoraais with a ***n 

totaX *r?or score of 231*95. High anxious alcoholics with a 

score of 3^*21 represent the group showing t2«* grsavast 

ItotriBantsl sarforajaaa*. ThJs 1st tar sc<r* happens to bo tw* 

hlghast ***n to ta l *rror soor* obtain** by any &rtmp In siny 
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TabX* XVI.-

HOsns* SBs, and Significanco of Difference Bstw^^n m&ns of 
S«l@ct@i &ro&gs for Cu*uiativ« t o t a l Urrors, Aaxi*ty 

Baing #**•***« by c r i te r ion 3 , j|fi!X-ft. 
«SS MOTMIHWM 

Group (I) ss f" 

Sforaal® 
how Aaxiou* 
High Anxious 

AXcohoXlcs 
how Anxious 
High Anxious 

Low Anxious 
formal* 
Alcohol! C5 

High Anxious 
ooramls 
Alcoholics 

AXX S u b l e t s 
Low Anxious 
High Anxious 

AXX sufeiocts 
J§or*al* 
AXeohoXies 

50 
**X 
9 

50 
22 
28 

03 
**X 

37 

25 

ICC 
63 
37 

ICO 
50 
50 

331.*5 
358.22 

3*3.91 
3&C2X 

231.95 
3*3* vl 

3 Jo.22 
3oC * 21 

271.05 
37**.o* 

29*mU 

i3u.o>" 
176.68 

i«)i* V/ 
226. >t 

13*fr.C} 
i l l*97 

176.£& 
226*50 

2X5,65 

150**5 
206.87 

1.91 

,62 

b 
2A9 

.29 

2*52b 

2»9^V' 

am sen 
a All t valuos ara bas©# on raw scoras* 

b Signifiesni batwa«n th* .05 and «C1 levals of 
ooafla****. 

c Significant bayonc* the .01 l*v*l of ooafJdane*. 
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of th® cinxiaty er i t*r loa clstssiflcations. 

Th® r s su l t s of tiiv analysis ol auans*, standard a~@vi-

at lons and significance of difffranco batwaan us«ns for 

cumulative shook errors ( l a ten t task) are shown in TabXa AVI I , 

paga 75* Mean diffarswsos for various groups found bora ar& 

similar to thosa found for totaX arror* ax**pt that th* 

present differences &ra not as gra&t. Outside of th* alraady 

r*port*d significant diff*r«nee botwsan normals and alcoholics., 

tha only othar significant diffarsne* i s batvsan low anxious 

normals ana low anxious alcoholics* VhiXo *11 dlff«r«ncas 

&r* again in tha sxpaotad direct ion except for t r^ t batw*<3B 

low and high anxious alco*tolies, It should b© no tad tnat tua 

diffsrane* b*tw**n a l l low to a i l &igh anxious subjects 

steMis not r*aoh a significant l*v*l* One® sgaln th* resu l t s 

indie&ta t h t t «ven though high anxious suajaets show d* t r l -

aanta l o*rf*ra*a*a i n taras of total s r ro r s , tr**y soffl#tl*@© 

r@due# tha i r l a t e s t task #rrors to th« point vh*r« s ign i f i ­

cant X@vals of differences do not occur* 

When jrcup eoapsrison* ar* swd® in t*r*s or n*an 

dlffarvncas i n ratifo of utmok arrors to to ta l errors &® 

indic&tad In X&ble IflXX, paga 76, further *vid*nco i s found 

for assuming that shock arror parfornano* i s a variabl® 

closaiy r^Xat^d t© aaxiaty lavol* In Tabl* xv i l l i t may be 

®bmT'v®& that uigh m%Jk*M% feloofcollcs **ke signif icantly 

f#w#x shoe* errors by r a t io than low anxious r*lcojsolios 
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Tabl® XVII . -

Hfeana, ffi>st and ^sgn i f i canes of fi*ff«r*ao* Batwoan Means of 
s e l e c t e d Groups f&r C*n*Al*tlv* 3ho*k e r r o r s , Anxiety 

Being Measured by C r i t e r i o n 3 , J f f i I~lH, 
mmmm*miimkimmmm»\mm^m*m*m*m*^ 

mw**mmmm*!*>*m* 

Sroup (I) Mann 3D t 

normals 50 
Low Anxious **X 03.16 50.95 , , 
High Anxious 9 105.56 5^*lC x*y i 

Alcoholics % 
Lew Anxious 22 X2X»lo 67.97 nC 
High Anxious 23 117* «& 70.65 # i ' 

Low Anxious 63 
normals kl ^3*16 5C.9? ~ « b 
Alcoholics 22 121.16 ^7*97 2* ?^ 

High Anxious 37 
HoraaXs 9 1"5*A *>&*l**j .... 
AXcohoxics aa XX7«<& 76*65 **^ 

AXX S u b j e c t s ICO 
Low Anxious 63 96 A6 60. 17 , «« 
High Anxious 37 115*51 73-53 x * 3 2 

All Subjects 100 
Hor**ls 5C &7*22 <2,96 0 e„b 
Alcoholics 50 1X9* ^c 73 *w 2 * ^ 

j«mMarT»«ii»ffiMrTifrimi!i*r^ -1"—*f—-*— "y '"i ——^•—r-^^TrrTTrii -'•••ii(i 1 •wrrTWTTrwm -wirm»i 

a All t vulu*s ar« bastd on raw scores* 

% Significant be tare** tlie ,< 5 *nd *C1 Xsavtlss of 
eonfid^ne®. 
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rjr.bl« ,VII1.-

rfc&ns, >Lst and n^gnifKfc.n.,,t. of Eifferanc* 6«tw*on *»«** of 
Select** Groups for shook Error Rati*. Aaxlaty Sting 

icasurad hy c r i t e r ion 3» ffffJ>fr-'t» 
#^WWWw«^i*MM"M|M^TIW*WII»WW^^^ i[IIU^*M**«MiSM«<!t»»il*»W<»MM^^ 

Sroup (JO ;«*a j*r> t * 

iforsiils 
Low Anxious 
M*gh Anxious 

Alcoholic* 
LOW AnxiOUS 
iiigh Anxious 

Lew hn&^&jiM 
j fersals 
Alcoholics 

iii^d Anxious 
JlerssaXs 
Also&olic* 

All 8ubj*ot« 
Low Anxiouis 
High Anxious 

Al l Lu*J*cte 
Horss&ls 
&1 ~ C'i a l l i e s 

50 
HI 

5>0 
22 

37 

2* 

63 
37 

.35&6 
•3026 

*3Vf6 
•3X2v 

,3H*o 

,302b 
.3120 

* J / * v 
,3&9$ 

.3**1 
* j26X*> 

, \<<>7 

•*'?7 

*i^7 
*t'i*l 

,',72 
.061 

*i6C 

1*60 

2*fl : 

3*cfe> 

1.3^ 

$ >11 t vwlaws ai'» bas®i! en r&v* icyi'*^, 

i j lcnif lw,nt Utftwa*.* Û*- *i JT i*m* ,., 1 levels of 
**af idea*** 

e Significant bayaad tht» •< 1 lov*l OL* confidence. 
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( t i s 2.CI, P i s a t th© ,05 l eve l ) . And a l l high anxious 

subjects wifflk® significantly fewer shook errors by r a t io than 

aXX lew anxious subjsots ( t i s 3.06, P i s beyond th* ,01 

l e v e l ) . AXthough not s t a t i s t i c a l l y s ignif icant , a l l other 

low to high anxious comparisons in th* table show the saa© 

di rec t ion of difference in shock r a t io performance. Xhus, 

despite the detrimental performance shown hy high anxious 

subjects on both th* manifest and la ten t tasks in comparison 

to Xow anxious subjects, various high anxious groups, never­

theless , *anage to keep their shock errors sharply reduced 

as measured by shock error r&tlo, 

MhBia each of th* twelve shock error r a t ios in Table 

XYIXI are tested for significance of difference fro* random 

expectancy no significant differences are found. Such find­

ings indicate that ®v«n i f sgiff ©ranee® between selected group 

ise&ns are found to be s ignif icant , none of the group lae&ns 

treated as individual variations differ s ignif icantly from 

random expectancy* 

Further evl&«ic« c i differences in perfomance be­

tween low and hi girt anxious mib$®ct& us dieasured by e n t@rlon 

3 i s prasanted in Tables XIX and XX, page* 7& and 79, mm 

**&n to ta l error &n& shock error reduction Xe&rnlng scores 

over th i r ty t r i a l s , and a;i®in tsbul*t*d in tftras of massed 

t r i a l s , &tmt c learly tn* significant p«rfor**nce difforent la l 

between th**a two groups, Onca again both groups tend to 
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TabX* XIX.* 

Means, 3Ds, and Significance of Difference Between Means of 
Low min& High Anxious a1* on «*rror deduction Learning 

Curves for Total iurrors, Anxiety S#ing Measur**! by 
Criterion 3> jfiEi-H* 

Tibials 

1-5 

6-lC 

11-15 

16-2C 

21-25 

26-30 

6? .2** 

6u. 2% 

**5.**3 

33*21 

2?.$** 

17* &c 

22*vil 

32.66 

3***?3 

3o*d«; 

23.73 

a^f,„Aa«f 
.'toftn 

H-V.62 

7^.05 

5^.1** 

SX*6b 

fc5.5V 

3U.d** 

'iPHfX^^?,). 

26.61 

3V.33 

»*c.t7 

^3.01 

^3.C'. 

"̂ 7*?? 

t 

3*55c 

X*7t> 

1,71 

2 .26 b 

2*»*5b 

* AXX t values ar* h*se* on raw scoras* 

b Jignifleant between -Jtm ,C> and .11 Xt*vels ol 
confidence, 

e Jigniflu«nL beyond the .01 l«v*X or confidence. 
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TabX* XX.-

?4©ans, SDs, and Signif icance of Difference Between ffeans of 
how end High Anxious i*s on fcrror Ruduetion Learning 

Curves for Shock E r ro r s , Anxiety Being i**asur«d by 
Cr i t e r i on 3 , ' :>!-> t . 

frow ^cMfi^y, j ^ h , f^ax^Qns,(,ffa7). ,, 
T r i a l s Maua. 3S> ffc.n 3D t 

»i| IMIWW»^«)W.W«^BWl*lL^| l»lN«»»«|*J**a*«l |*^^ »«»»*B«»»*JtM*»«i**»WM*»WW»JW***»^^ 

1-5 32*75 11*22 37*57 10.0C 2*2Qh 

6-10 Zl.jfc 13*23 23* >i Xk.i*2 ,67 

11-15 16*^6 13.**5 17.27 X .̂**6 .27 

16-20 11.02 1 1 . C5 1**.V2 1^.07 1.^3 

21-25 &,73 9*59 12.V6 7*5> 2 , 1 3 b 

26-30 5*97 o.V7 9*7® 11*75 l*6v 
'•„•, !"• HijmrruniMiti'iiiiraftmgw^ 

a Ail t v-iiuss arc tc-ŝ c* on rr w scores. 

b significant between the .C? and .01 levels of 
confidence* 
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reduce their errors ©mr a l l t r i a l s , but a t sXX tabulated 

points on the curves the high unxlous group s;*ovs d*trla*utsl 

perfoi^i&nc© in ooMyparlson to t^e low anxious j,roup. In keep­

ing with previous findings, not as gr*at a difference i s 

found between the two groups on manifest task perforsmac* 

over each of the messed t r iads as t& observed between H0rm&l& 

and alcoholics in their t r i * l by t r i a l performance, altnough 

the &&*« pat tern of dewijwrnt&l oarCcraanc* and recovery i s 

observed. Also observed i s th* similar reduction in s ign i f i ­

cant differences b*tv**n groups on shock error performance. 

Thus, the observation *ust f^cln be ***«! that despite their 

comparative d*trl**atal serfomanc* on the jsanifest ^ask, 

high anxious subjects do nearly as well ss low anxious sub­

jec t s on the la ten t task aspects of parforsanes* 

p;gur* J , page bl« l l lu*t races the massed t n * l per­

formance ruf&rred to abovt fox- low and i;!^! anxious subjects 

as sefesured by c r i te r ion 3 and for norsisls &nc alcoholics on 

bou, th* manifest and the latent. task* T*i« g*n*r*il a t t i tude 

of turn curves i s similar to tiiosw reported previously. 
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ERRORS 
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Figure 3.- Mean total error and shock error avoidance 
learning curves for low anxious vs. high anxious S's (left) 
and normals vs. alcoholics (right). Anxiety was measured by 
Criterion 3 (Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory-
Psychasthema Scale). 
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Criterion h. ^ W * y , immMx .SftVfla^Offy-Bxtr*-

version*- The rasu l t s of ta* analysis of means, standard 

deviations and' significance of difference between aeans for 

various sub*groups In terms of performance on cumulative 

totaX errors (nanifast task) i s presented in table XXJ, **fe 

$3* Hare i t *&y be observed that wnen anxiety I s d«fin@d in 

t e ras of the exci tat ion-inhibi t ion dimension as ao*sur*d W 

cr i t e r ion **•» no significant differences are found except for 

those occurring as a resu l t of the nornai ftrsus alcoholic 

dichotomy* Thus, low anxious normals and alcoholics , high 

anxious noreals and alcoholics eno* s l l subjects dichotoaixed 

as normal versus alcoholic show significant mmn differences 

i n the expected direction* But a l l msm aiff*r*ntl? t ions 

based upon a low versus M$h anxiety cXsssiflection pm&xkm 

n© significant mmn differences. In fact , there i s an 

insignif icant tendency for high anxious subjects, in t rover ts 

according te th is c r i te r ion , fco hav® lower scores than low 

anxious subjects* that I s , extroverts , Thus, high anxious 

aoraais with a to ta l error swan score of 2**G*36 r*pr***nt 

the most efficient learners while, as s&ighi be expected, a l l 

alcoholics with a mmn score of 36**.2^ represent those shoving 

th* greatest detriment*! performance, 

In* resu l t s of Uv$ aaalysls of meant, standard devi­

at ions mx& significance of 41 ffereneu batvaen ***& for vm~ 

ula t ive shock errors ( l a ten t ta«k) as i®#asure4 hy o r i t a r loa k 
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Table XXI.-

?%&ns, SBs, and Sigalf leaao* of Difference Between Jfe*ns of 
ttelectad Groups for CuaulAtlv* Total e r ro r s , Anxiety 

Being > tourer** by Cri ter ion **, j§n " 
p%mm$UMn±wm^w~^^&^^°®< 

mBSmmmSm 

Uronp (If) Mean SB t 

tow Anxions 
high Anxious 

Alcoholics 
tow Anxious 
aigh Anxious 

Low Anxious 
Soraals 
Alcoholics 

High Anxlona 
n*r**ls 
Alcoholics 

AXX iubjttots 
Low Anxious 
Hi fin Ansiou* 

411 S u b l e t s 
tforsiais 
Alcoholics 

50 

22 

26 

2c 
26 

h§ 

100 

XC-w 

265*93 
2̂ *0*36 

365*56 
362,7^ 

265.93 
3o!T*!;o 

2W*3I 
3o2*7< 

3X3*91 
30** .2** 

25^.6b 

15**9? 
1W-9.CV 

19v.**0 
2lb06

sJ 

l ^ . C ? 
21.3*65 

Jt^V** iwf 

2CW»%&7 

* 59 

1?-' 2 
*** * *» 

2.19 b 

2*9! ,e 

• mm*mmtmmmmm*mmw»mim pj....-—">f^ iftir^-""'-^L;-^r—-rnnn'r"-—^'^^'iirw'i11 -iiiirTfthriiitiiiiirSr M(i!T"""i"."tiiuiiTifMiiin n WiiiulliirfTr'rini 

eonf3£***•» 

bb.mu on r&w score©» 

b JI$ai£le&nt batwtaa tne *C5 and *'. 1 levels of 

c algalf leant beyond th* *oi l*v«l of confidence* 
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i s shown in fable XXII.. page &5. Hsan differences between 

various snb*groups fonnd hart are negl igible , i t may be noted, 

except for the already reported algalf icaat difference be-

toman, a l l normals and a l l alcoholics* Once again the low 

varans high anxious di©hoto*y as determined by t h i s c r i t e r ion 

prodmoas no differences in $H»rforaaa@#* The notable aon~ 

signif icant differeaoos that do occur are atgala th* resul t of 

the different ia t ion of normals and alcoholics and not the 

r e su l t of an anxiety dlchotomisation* 

A comparison of to ta l error® to shock errors in teras 

of shook mmr r a t i o p®? gro**^ also produces no significant 

nor noticeable differences between snab-grou^s* kn wil l be 

observed in T*al* XXXIX, page oof most shook r a t i o s cos* very 

cXoa* to th* 33*33 P®* sent expectancy l eve l , thus no s ign i f i ­

cant individual gr*** differ***** froa randost expectancy ere 

®hm?m& either* 

t r i a l hy t r i a l error 7*d**t5oa learning curves ex­

pressed in teras of aassed t r i a l s for Xow vsrsu* high anxloas 

*tt*4**t* on both to ta l errors and shock errors is presented 

in Tables XXIV endJOCV,pages 87 and be. Again no signif lcsnt 

differences between Xow and high anxiety groups arc found on 

ei toer porforaince variable. 

t h i s sao* sa&ssed t r i a l la&rnlag perforaane* over 

t h i r t y t r i a l s Is shown ageln in Figure **, p*£u u9^ whora i t 

i t aottp****' to that toiieved by aora»X« varan* alcoiwlics . 
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fabi# XXII.-

&t®&ns, S&s, end &igi&fic*ao* of difference Between *eana of 
Elec ted Groups for Ciwnl&tiv® 3hock jurors , Anxiety 

Being Measured hy Criterion **t 

^m^mUM^JwtB&m'-^^^^^ 

SD Group fean 

iiq*.i»i,.i*n» n 

aoraais 
Low Anxious 
High AEUIQU& 

Alcoholics 
how Anxious 
High Anxious 

Low Anxious 
Mbns&ls 
Alcoholics 

Hi^h Anxious 
**rsi*ls 
Alcoholics 

AXX Subjects 
Low Anxious 
High Anxious 

All Subjects 

Alcoholics 

50 
2b 
22 

50 

< * 

26 

22 
2k 

100 

46 

XvO 

50 

90*M» 
33.0> 

123*5^ 
115*71 

9 0 . ^ 
X23.58 

&3.09 
XX5.7X 

106.M 

67*22 
119*dc 

5J.l|f 
V9.7U 

71.67 
7^.93 

55.11* 
71.^7 

1*9.7U 
7^*93 

65.0*6 
6b ,17 

52*96 
7 3 . ^ 

•**9 

.37 

1.53 

1,71 

»l*7 

2mS2l 

t All t values are h&swd &n raw scores* 

b iiigudfleant between th& .05 arid ,C2 levels oi 
confidence* 
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TabXw XXIII.' 

Means, 3Ds, and o l jn i f i cence of I iff^rsac*} Between liaans ©f 
Selected Groups for Shock Error Ra t io , Anxiety B«.un^ 

leisured by Cr i t e r ion V, ffinds^ay parsonal^ty 
Invcntory*Lj£traversion< 

t*W»iWiiWlt|»j«i"Mp'«n»MMi»i» 
wmmmm*****!m*mmm mmhmmmmKimimimmm* 

Group <*> Hean m 

SormaXs 
Low Anxious 
High Anxious 

Alcoholics 
Low Anxious 
High Anxious 

Low Anxious 
Iformsls 
Alcoholics 

High Anxious 
^orsmXs 
Alcoholics 

AXX Subjects 
Low Anxious 
High Anxious 

AXX subjects 
normals 
AXcoboXiou 

50 
22 
ae 

26 

i*6 

«h-
m 
26 

100 

5*+ 

ice 
50 
50 

.352X 
*3W* 

*313« 
*3333 

.3521 

.3X^9 

*3*H** 
.3333 

.33^ 

.3375 

*3*»*1 
m$26k 

,0tJC 
• C66 

.061 

*CoX 

.c5** 

*C61 

.076 

•C03 

*M+ 

• b6 

1*17 

*«9 

.12 

x.31* 

* All t value® are based on raw scores* 
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fabXe XXIV*-

Heans, S&s, &M Signif icance of Piff*r*a** Between &..ns 
of Low &B& High AUKIOUS d*e on ifirror Beduction 

Learning Curves for Total E r ro r s , Anxiety 
Being Measured by C r i t e r i o n U»Mtettdsl*y 

Personal i ty lnv*ntory*g*traversion. 
BB»BWfflB8BBBS8E883BBBfiHP^ 

Trials 

1-5 

6-XO 

11-15 

16- 2€ 

21-25 

36-30 

Mean 

97*c« 

6*f,-̂ 3 

^1.^3 

**t»M* 

33*91 

25.6X 

QUSCJH^S**) 
3D 

3 C , ^ 

3^*37 

3^*3^ 

3^.66 

3X.4& 

29*0> 

f ;6Al 

65**5 

^d.U3 

3v*57 

32.35 

2X.«̂ * 

2U.rA 

37*o3 

36.M* 

10 M 

39.55 

3^.62 

t a 

• 11 

.12 

A l 

.12 

.21 

.6$ 

& AXX t vs-Xues are based on raw scores . 
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Tabl® XXV*-

'leans, &Da» and Signif icance of Dlffarance Between Jfeans 
of Low *nd iiigh Anxious <s*s on Error Reduction 

Learning Curves i'or Shock Er ro r s , Anxiety 
Bein£ ^assured by Cr i t e r i on k» MBudslay 

Personal i ty Xnventory-Kxtrt. version. 

.-fessed 
T r i a l s 

X-5 

6-XC 

11-15 

16-20 

^L**it/ 

26*3^ 

Low A^,™«^1 
Wean OKD 

3^*35 

2t.X5 

X8.26 

X3 *550 

IC • 2** 

V » •sjjfv 

4»««w a / ^r 

13.6c 

1**.39 

i .2 . &1 

10. Mf 

10.10 

3^.7^ 

22.V1 

X3.CC 

XX. 59 

V. '>6 

6*^1 

«i.v- * X ^ 

13*<*9 

12.9& 

12*65> 

13.0* 

10,15 

t" 

.17 

* {•'",/ 

X.Xo 

,6*i 

*X2 

» V / 

AXX t values ..re b&**d on rav seorss* 
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Vj 

ERRORS 

LO'v VS. HIGH ANXIETY 
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ERRORS 
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Figure k.~ Mean total error and shock error avoidance 
learning curves for low anxious vs. nig- anxious S1s (left) 
and normals vs. alcoholics (right). Anxiety was measured by 
Criterion k (Maudsiey Personality Inventory-Extraversion'). 
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General curve enaraotarls t iea ar* similar to tnos* previously 

reported. 

Criterion S* iflaassof*, ^ f t ^ P ^ ^ c ^crsonfl^y; Invffl* 

JbfiDHt Scale . - Results of the analysis of w a n s , standard 

deviations and significance of difference between means for 

various sub-grows** in tarn* of perfor***** differences on 

eussulafciv© t o t a l ®xmv& C**nlfest task) i s presented i n 

table xxvif p^® 9 i # %»& &mti®%& is defined in terms of the 

neurotic!s* dimension as a******* hy c r i te r ion 5, no slg&ifl~ 

cant differences ar# observed that can be related di rec t ly 

to the low versus high anxiety dichotomy* The significant 

differences that do occur, featwoan th© low anxious noraals 

versus low anzlotts Alcoholic* and a l l ooraals varsus alX 

alcoholics , *jpp**r to tafe* place- primarily baoausa of tha 

more datri*®nt&i |s#rfor^ane§ of aXeoholica in g*s*r*X rather 

than to any r t a l l y significant differences c@ ŝ#d by ov*rt l l 

anxSaty laval* Hov*t*r. with th* ©^caption of th© al ight 

reversal in direct ion b®t*r«an ***** of low varsus high anxi­

ous alcoholics , aXX ottear **** relat ionships «r* in kaopSn-j 

with th© high aa3d.*tv*d««ri«»ntaX p*rf*jn**»o* hypothesis* I t 

p#¥im$a should! ba *olat*d ant , a l so , that the low anxious 

noraial group in c r i t e r ion 5 **• tha Xowasfc oaan. total orror 

scora of **ny group In th* vhol* sttady. As Jndic»t«d in 

Tafela XXVI i t is 226,^5* I t should also h# pointed out ^i.at 

jpovorsod scoring has fe#« applied to th is *nx.rf*ty y*ri*hl«$ 
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Tabl® KXVI.-

?4&ans, SBs, and Gignif1c&nc® of Diffar*no« Batv**n tf*aii* of 
w *l*c t*a Groups i'or Cuaailativ* Xotul E r r o r s , ;nxi*?t> 

^*ini: Ife&sured oy C r i t e r i o n 5» '{H?X~fe Sct-la, 

Group (0) Doan uO t* 

normals 5& 
Low Anxious \k 224,65 136.19 i if. 
High Anxious 16 31^.25 293.69 

AXX SubJsets XQG 
Lev Anxious «& 2 7 9 . V* l ? ^ . 1 * ? 

*X3 
^XcohoXics 50 

Low Anxious 20 36V.20 206.52 
High Anxious 30 3oC*93 &XC.35 

Low Aaxlous 5V 
Borstals 3** 226,65 X3&.19 * A«l 
Alcoholics 20 36r'.2© £0<$.̂ 2 *'** 

High Anxloas H6 
lOmtaX* 16 31^.25 293*69 .55 jkleonolics 30 360,93 210.15 

2 7 ? M 17t-.u9 i m 
3^**7© 196*2** *' High anxious 

All Subjects 100 
formula % 25^.6& 1U .69 ? ^ 
Alcoholics f,'G 36*».2fc 204*^7 ^ 

a All t values ar# t̂ -ŝ d on raw scoras, 

b ii.fc.nifleant bsyond iho ,ui Xsval or eonfidwie©, 

http://ii.fc.nif
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that I s , high anxiety i s associated w*th low ;ffil>k SCBX© 

scores, Xov anxiety with hlgn k »©ora#. 

Th* rasultss of the aaalysis of means, standard devi­

at ions and significance of diffarano© b«twaan mans for var i ­

ous groups i n terms of p*rfor**&*« 4iff«renee* on cuwilativ* 

shock errors ( l a t ea t task) i s presented la, x*bla *UVX1, mi® 

93* Her© i t may bs ©bsarvod that »«&& dlff@rtacon for sub-

gro*#s ar* *i*l l*r .in direct ion to t&cse f&uM for to ta l 

errors* Th* significant ®m.n diifero&ees b*twe*& low anxious 

aonaals vor«MS low anxious alcoholics, and a l l noumla versus 

a l l alcoholics i s &&&in associated \ti\u d<itris*n**l alcoholic 

performance r&ttor th-n overall anxiety level* 

0aspit« the abs«mc*j of significant a#an differences 

d i rec t ly a t t r ibn tah l* to anxiety en th i s curl tor *on the general 

trend v*s for high anxious n&ra&ls and uXcoholics te get 

higher to ta l *rror se«r*s than low anxious »rs»X® and alooho* 

Xics. Eh* trtnd vss aiail&r for shook orror scoi'*s. But an 

analysis of th* rati© of ou*nl*tlv« acr&n to ta l error scores 

to oiwuiatlv® aaa*. shook @rroi scors* express** as a shook 

©raror r a t i o again i l l u s t r a t e s th* tendency for high &iuious 

normals and aXcohoXics ic gat a lower percentage of shock 

errors than Xow anxious normals and &1COSJOX1C$* fable XXYXXX, 

pag# 9*»» stow® that* relat ionships (|ttlt* dear ly* Thus, alX 

comparisons batween low and high anxlvue groups show the 

tr@ad for high an^ioua groups to obtain re la t ive ly lowar 

file:///ti/u
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Table OTIX.­
Ms***, SDs, and Significance of Difference Between Means 

Selected Chr*u*s X*or Cuaulativo Shock Errors, Anxiety 
Bsin& rkasur**' by Criterion *>, «hi££-* Scale. 

««W|l»»W»«i*JWIWIWW*̂  MK*w»*f»*^i*lwyiqiiyl^^ 
«MHtt<«w««ffeiwMiMMMeinMiie^ 

©roup (IT) !%an 3D 

Horaals 
Low Anxious 
Mlgn Anxious 

Aleoholi as 
Low Anxious 
High Anxious 

Low Anxious 
Morsels 
Alcoholics 

iiigh Anxious 
l o x m l s 
Alcoholics 

AXX sub jec t s 
Low Anxious 
High Anxious 

AXX mh$ e e t s 
I'-Jcciaals 
l l . o h o l l e s 

aviiii,1,: ...arrr^TfiiWriBss 

50 

16 

50 
at 
3fi 

2o 

W6 

30 

xoo 

100 

50 

c.1,7% 
9S.&7 

12o***0 
UV*C? 

01.7** 
12o»*tC 

9*.*7 
11^.07 

9V.02 
100*75 

07.22 
119.6c 

£1.6'; 
;;3*7L 

7^.61 
72. XX 

51.69 
7**.6l 

53*7** 
72*11 

65*21 
60.70 

52,96 
7 3 . ^ 

1.0V 

.66 

2*^Xb 

.79 

*73 

2*52b 

a All t values ar® based on raw scores, 

b significant batvaan tu .c.5 and .'.1 lewis 0/ 
confidence. 
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T&bX® XXVIII.-

Ms****. SDs. and Significance of Differ once Between J4t**<n* of 
Selected ©romps for fflutck Error Ra t io , Anxiet/ Seine 

.-toesurec by Cr i t e r ion 5, fflfiff-»* Seels* 
mi 1 1 mw*w*»*»Mawi»—<*w 

Sronp ($) He&n JD t 1 

HorsmXs 
how Anxious 
High Anxious 

Alcoholics 
Low Anxious 
High Anxious 

Low Anxious 
dorsals 
AX c o l l i e * 

High K.i«t*oug 
normals 
Alcoholics 

All ^us^Jects 
how Anxious 
High An*iou* 

All Subjects 
Hormalfi 
Alcoholics 

50 
16 
3** 

50 
30 
20 

k& 
X6 
3^ 

20 

ICO 

1W 
% 

•35©5 .000 

.3105 *0J7 
#u^2 

319$ .077 
3X05 .057 

•06% 
.t>7? 

Ak6l M3 
.326^ .l<oC 

1,60 

2mk7l 

AX 

• 3W.e • ' • w Lis; 
icCM ^ . -« ***J 

2*9o* 

1,3** 

l l | IH»rnnill»«—»—WW—mi'in ii>iiim«.i»»milill. in Min ium 11 II HHIi 

L All t yttlues «*# fcrso^ r*n raw scores . 

b S ign i f ican t between tb* *C5 and .CI l e v e l s of 
confidence. 

c S ign i f ican t beyond the .01 l eve l of ©onfidtnc®. 
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shock ®rr®v r a t ios than high anxious subject*. The ©capari­

son of low to high anxious alcoholics sind tnat of a l l low to 

a l l high anxious subjects i l l u s t r a t e s Uug r a t i o difference 

to a s t a t i s t i c a l l y significant &<$gpm* Nba* or tn« individual 

group r a t i o s were found to be significantly &iif$mnt from 

random expectancyf however* 

The resu l t s of differences in «&»«©d t r i a l perform* 

snce for a l l low versus high anxious «b j*c l» i s presented 

in T**l* XXIX, page 96, for the aanlfeei t*sk. As shown, 

mean difference® &re in the ejcpteted direct ion with high 

anxious subjects reeelvine higher total error scores through* 

out th* .massed t r i a l s tii&n low mxi®m subjects* But only 

the f i r s t five t r i a l s show a significant difftr&nc© ( t i s 

2.^0, P i s beyond she »02 level)* All r*a*i»ing differences 

are negligible* 

The r e su l t s of an analysis *f »*£n differences m 

masad t r i a l perf©r*anc@ for low versus high anHous sub­

j ec t s on the l a t en t task i s shown in Ta*l« XXXt page V7. 

ii^re e l l w&n &lf£vn&ncm ^re lasignlf icsnt throughout the 

perfonaanc* curve. These resu l t s appear to be in aesping 

with the tendency for hi^h anxious subjects*, both alcoholics 

sad noraais , to obtain re la t ively lower shock error r a t i o s . 

Jipparently high anxious tubj^els , *ven though tnay si-ow 

greater 6*&ri*>mtsl perforsjanc* on tt»* asm fast tasK In 

©oapari»B to low unEious subjects, s t i l l s?& able, to 
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Table XXIX.-

ile&ns, SDs, and Bignificanee of difference Between Means of 
Low SLM High Anxious S*s on Error Reduction Learning 

Curves for t o t a l Errors, Anxiety Being Assured by 
Criterion 5* .MMFI-k Scale. 

_ I J . - I . H I I •• . 1.1. ; ,i.||i,ni|.i T • . • JII i M iii.iil . - . , . » . T r i i ^ | | I I , . i, iiiii,, v II.....I..;I ,:|i M . I . L i . , , II .Hi....... i i . f . 1 ni.i..i ..iiiii .,, u.iyi. HI 

Massed 
Tr ia ls 

1-5 

6-1C 

X1-X5 

X6-20 

2X-25 

26-30 

Low Anxi< 
Hean 

5>f-*22 

6G*X3 

**5.&7 

3 5* CO 

27.00 

20.%3 

pus(aa^). 

3X.5^ 

33.27 

37.67 

3^.26 

j j * . J>/ 

26 M 

IC'̂ .WtJ 

71 .Mi 

55*93 

W-5.96 

39*52 

27*33 

27. *+7 

37*o? 

36.56 

39.00 

30.16 

33.05 

t £ 

2.**0b 

X » T"<C 

1*32 

1***6 

1.56 

X.06 

& AXX t v&Xues are te®ed on r&>w scores. 

b Significant between the ,C5 &nd .CI XeveXs of 
confidence. 

http://_ij.-i.hii
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Table xx>:.-

Me&ns, SPs, MS& significance of Difference Between Het.ns of 
Low and High Anxious &*n on i r ro r ieduction Learning 

Curves .for Shock Errors, Anxiety Being Messur«d by 
Criterion $?, MHPX-k ScaXe* 

cfc seed 
T r i a l s 

1-5 

6-10 

11-15 

X6-2C 

21-25 

26-30 

Low Anxi 

33.20 

21*70 

16.70 

XX. 7^ 

9*09 

6.57 

BB 

XX. 36 

X3.57 

XWA2 

X2*GCt 

ic .77 

iv1» j . 5 -

uiah Anxi 
Nl*!s»n 

36.09 

22.93 

16*03 

13 • 30 

XX. 3 r ' 

o.33 

as 

10. Mi-

X3.0<? 

i j j »*y 

12.77 

12.61 

10.15 

t" 

1*31 

.¥* 

.ok 

.62 

.92 

.Oj / 
»«**»»4»WPWtM»«*«»i*JWW»<*w»W***»**»***^^ 

a 4X1 t values are 'mm® on raw scores. 
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appreciably reduce their shock errcrs to the point wbar* 

difference* between their pferi©x*mance mi& that of low 

anxious subjects on tbe la tent task is alstost abssnt. 

Figure J, page 99» i l l u s t r a t e s the nasssd t r i a l 

learning performance mentioned &bov# for low &nd high 

anxious subjects as well as ror normals m& ^leoteolics for 

both the manifest and the X&teat tasks. 
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ERRORS 

110 i 

LOW VS. HIGH ANXIETY 
GROUP 

4 ,& A High anxious 
OOOLow anxious 

NORMAL VS. ALCOHOLIC 
GROUP 

i ^\ j&.mi A l c o h o l i c 
OO o Normal 

TOTAL 
ERRORS 

SHOCK 
10- ERRORS 

10 15 20 25 30 10 15 20 25 30 

Figure 5.- Kean total error and shock error avoidance 
learning curves for low anxious vs. high anxious S's (left) 
and normals vs. alcoholics (right). Anxiety was ^ersured by 
Criterion 5 (Minnesota Mjltiohas;c Personality Inventory -
K Scale). 
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criterion 6. M/msMaiHu ,jM,U,Eteto .MmmXiM , te;«" 
,tory-.aocial Introversion*- Tha resu l t s of the analysis of 

***ns*. standard deviations and significance of daffer*nc* 

between meana for various aub*croups In terns of performance 

on cumulative to ta l errors (manifest task) i s presented in 

fable XXXI t page 101, Here i t *ay be observed that *h*n 

anxiety I s defined in terms of the exeit&ilan-inhiMtion 

dissension as ***sur*d by cr i te r ion o, no significant d i f fer ­

ences ere found except for those occurring as a resu l t of 

the uoraal versus alcoholic dichotomy. Thus, low noxious 

normals and alcoholics &nd a l l s u b l e t s 6U«h*toaised ** 

normals and *le*holics Blmw slgninc&nt sse&n differences in 

the e j e c t e d direction* However* a l l mean d i f f e rence based 

upon a low versus high anxious c lass i f ica t ion re su l t in no 

s ignif icant differences* although a i l differences S,P«S in the 

ej^ectod direction* 8ev*rth*Xessv low anxious nor** i s wlti. 

a mean to t a l error score of 22fm23 represent th* aost e f f i c i ­

ent learners whale high anxious alcoholic* with * n*&n t-/t*l 

error score of 372*co represent the group with th® greatest 

detriaeataX performance* 

This r e su l t s of the analysis of aeans*. standard devi­

at ions and significance of difference between ncans for cumu­

la t ive *ho*1c errors ( la tent task) as ttaaeuradi by cr i te r ion 6 

i s ***** In febla MXXlf paf© 102, Mean cliff trances for 

various sub-groups found h«re ^re negligible «c©pt f&r the now 
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TabXtf XXXI*-

4»*a*t S©s. and Jipi if lcance of Difference Between 'leans of 
Selectee Groups for Cumulative to t a l gr rors , texiety 

Being t^easur**1 lny Criterion *-9 HMPI-fel t£cale*. 
i'!'•,,"•', i.iw :̂;i:iixff:B:ffiv îT::uMW^ 

G r o u p (H) 
HDUWWIWIWWeiiiMf llntfUiWW 

$oraaXs 
Low Anxious 
High Anxious 

Alcoholics 
Lev Anxious 
High Anxious 

Lot* Anxious 
Morsels 
Alcoholics 

High Anxious 
fcnssls 
i looholies 

Ail Subjects 
Low Anxious 
High knxSms 

411 Subject® 
$or*al* 
Alcoholics 

50 
2b 
22 

% 
20 
30 

2b 
20 

52 

sa 
30 

106 
ko 
52 

1C< 

50 

227*25 
2B9.59 

35&.60 
373*00 

227*25 
3?a*6C 

2^9*59 
372.00 

2 7 9 * ^ 
«r Jp / * «*-w» 

36**. 2^ 

13C*2^ 
166,&3 

5811 *Cu 
20?.€2 

130»2y 
211*C6 

166*£3 
5£C7#t2 

17V.67 
XV?*3f* 

1>W*©^ 

au>**7 

X.**i 

.31 

a.3ofe 

1 . 5 * 

X * J>« 

> tot' 

soma 
a AXX t valu«* i r e basse on raw score®, 

b btgnifleant B*tw*en th© ,0'} <s»nd *0l 1 
of confluence. 

c Significant beyond th*. .' 1 laval of 
mm£i&m.m* 
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Table XXXII.-

s&s*, 8Ds, and Signif icance of Difference Between Means 
Selected Groups for Cumulative Shod' Errors*. Aiuiaty 

B^lng Measured by c r i t e r i o n 6, iflfPI-si Sc?ls* 

ssssassssessi atas 

(*r@U£» ( I ) 
—WWWKHIMWii*. 

SB 

?& ratals 
how Anxious 
High Anxious 

Alcoholics 
Low Anxious 
High Aa&iou-s 

Lew Anxious 
aoraais 
Alcoholics 

high Anxious 
**r**ls 
Alcoholics 

AXX 3ubj*cts 
hoy /uaxiouii 
High Anxious 

AXX Subjects 
»©raals 
Alcoholics 

50 
2& 
22 

50 
2C 
30 

m 
2$ 
20 

52 
22 
3'v 

100 

IOC 
50 
50 

7o*oo 
97*^6 

119*05 
12G.3C 

7S.&6 
119.C5 

97.06 
120.3C 

9!u6C 
IXC* hi 

^7*22 
A.«*» ^ a -J * 

^X.r-3 

7 ft fcV" 

72.06 

52*9^ 

**i • 03 
72*06 

6V.<J® 

52.90 
7 3 / " 

1*26 

1,2$ 

l.XV 

2.521 

& All t values a r c baaed on r,-:w sco re s . 

b dignific&nt b*t**«n .05 &u& .01 l e v e l s of 
confidence. 
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usual significant dlffarances bctvuun certain normals and 

aXcoholics* In X'able MX21 tljase significant, differences ere 

between low anxious normals and *lu®hoiics and uw already 

reported difference between a l l normals wad a l l aXcoholics, 

A comparison or total errors to shock errors in 

tcras of comparative *&oc& error r&u.o between jp?oups also 

produces no sijgmfleant differences between sub-groups* As 

wi l l be eb**rv*d in Tablt XAAXXI) ps^« 1C&* most shock error 

r a t i o s cone very close to tbe #3333 ra t io based on random 

expectancy, thus, s*© significant individual group differ­

ences sre to fee expected* 

Further evidence oi the absence* of Significant 

differences between low and high anxious subjects on th i s 

c r i t e r ion anxiety variAbl* i s oontainoC in fables XXXIY &nd 

XXXV* p&ges 105 toad X~>6* The ?»se«4 t r i a l error reduction 

performsmca curves shown in thes# tables for tct*.X errors 

and shock er rors between Xcw and high anxious subjects 

contain no significant differences b*tweu* groups at &ny 

t r i a l point throughout ihe curves on ei ther per f-r-imneu 

tnsk* 

Figure 6* pai'* 1^7* i l l u s t r a t e s UI«J masses! t r i a l 

lemming performance enslya^u la tftw b̂-ov® tables . v>";c 

Xearnlng curves for normals &hd alcohol! <.•« i s aieo IncXudafi 

for purpose* of co*p*risoa« 
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T a b l e . - X A I T X . -

^eans» &Ds, and iJlgniilcwsce of .difference B«?tw<£cn Ife&ns of 
cfC-i*ctoa druups for ohocli l irror Ha t l c , Anxloty B d n , 

.•toaaured by C r i t e r i o n 6 , ./flfrjl-Si tfciXe* 
wmtwi* Wnwiniwu^ewiH* w 

Croup (H) w**n SD 

normals 
Low Anxious 
High Anxious 

Alcoholics 
Low Anxious 
Hxgh Aiutioue 

Low Anxious 
flor**ls 
Alcoholics 

High Anxious 

Alcoholics 

AXX Subjects 
Low Anxious 
Hijp. Anxious 

All Subjects 
Korssale 
Alcoholics 

25 

50 

2o 

52 

3t 

X'X 
T V 

V1* 

XOO 

H'r-

.335^ 
*35^1 

.3336 

.32X6 

439© 
.3336 

*35fcX 
*32i6 

*33/* 
*335** 

*3*f6X 
.32^ 

,086 
.077 

• Coo" 

* C'06 
• 06&" 

• 077 

.065 

* u-J3 
• C6C 

sas 

.67 

,27 

•12 

1.35* 

• M ipi>W»#W|iMHMIW»ii 111 i*ii iiw.1 MM— wmHWimm* *m *mmn»mmmmi- * w » MM ymm *M»iM*m ••"•• »pw>w**witwpmwiWiiWi mmm m * 1 nwi'i HwafWWWMWM 
»<pw*»^wiw»»wSi»*jpBiM^ 

All t values lire ba&^d on raw sco res . 
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Table XXXIV.-

Me&ns, SDs, and Significance of Difference Between Mean® of 
Low and High Anxious S ^ on Error Reduction Learning 
Curves for Total Errors, Anxiety Being Measured by 

Criterion 6, MMPI-81 Scale. 

Massed 
T r i a l s 

1-5 

6-10 

11-15 

16-20 

21-25 

26-30 

Low AnxiousCM^^) 
Mean SD 

91.79 

59*37 

^6.83 

33*9^ 

27*79 

19.75 

30.33 

35.10 

36.96 

33. i& 

31.00 

28.1** 

Ifish AnxJous(N=-52) 
Mean 3D 

101.3b 

70.87 

53.B8 

^•5.67 

36.17 

27.15 

28.27 

35.76 

35.79 

39.26 

3&.70" 

32.71 

t a 

1.61 

X.6C 

.93 

X.60 

X.V7 

X.20 
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Table XXXV*-

Hesns, SDs, and Signif icance of Difference b««tw«an -fcanu of 
Low &M thgh Anxious S 's on &rror Reduction Learning 

Curves for sihac* isrrors*, Anxiety Beia^ ,t.'-sured by 
C r i t e r i o n o , j*J£I-«i t>crle* 

• * * « M * W W * » M » » W W » W « « » J W « « P * * J > ^ W « M W » » P « W « « W * » » W ^ inn—'»»•>—• mi I W I W I I W HWIUMHIIII P W I * I I * W — * . i ' i n iimwii****^** 
*m+m*mmwmmmmmmmmiMi^mmm*i~m*mm&*immmm>mmmm*mmwm*Mim'mmmtmmmwmm*^ u*miin—~i***mwi*—mMim—i***mmi m i mm i*m**m*—****—**+*•»*"* 

tossed hqw, ^nMQ^,Cyf^,) tjitiikAMAoue^Ti~^) 
T r i a l s ^tean rj£ Nemn -X ta 

1-5 

11-15 

16-2C 

* X —«E yf 

26-30 

3 2 . V* 

20 . IC 

16 .23 

lo»92 

b .v7 

7.CV 

1 1 * yU 

1H. CC 

l*f.b7 

X1.4JC 

I t .39 

9.59 

36>o 

2^.27 

X7« *f 5 

1 3 . CO 

IX.25 

7 .69 

X'->'*X,? 

13 * l i 

X f̂ * C1 i. 

12 . JX 

X2*69 

XO.Oo 

X.o2 

1.51 

.36 

1*1V 

1 4*1 «w 

"SO 

ft AXX t v&XufcS &r« b&sed on ra* scores . 
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ERRORS 

110-

100-

90i 

LOW VS. HIGH ANXIETY 
GROUP 

^ A A High anxious 
O O c>Low anxious 

TOTAL 
ERRORS 

NORMAL VS. ALCOHOLIC 
GROUP 

A A A Alcoholic 
o Q & Normal 

SHOCK 
10- ERRORS 

• SHOCK 
^ | ERRORS 

TOTAL 
ERRORS 

— r 
20 

—r~ 
10 5 

—r 
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Figure 6.- Mean total error and shock error avoidance 
learning curves for low anxious vs. high anxious S's (left) 
and normals vs. alcoholics (right). Anxiety was measured by 
Criterion '6 (Maudsley Personality Inventory - Social 
Introversion). 
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DXSCOoY/XQK Of RhulL'X* 

Xn th is research as i n most conditioning or t r i a l 

and error learning studies using h\mm suspects* var iah i l i ty 

In performance was l*rg* for *11 measured groups* Alcoholics 

showed the greatest var lan i l i ty in performance on a l l 

c r i t e r ion leern in i Measures* The extensive dispersion ahout 

saan perferamnee scores for a l l subjects *ay explain why 

sub-groups with ***U I*s* even when showing consistent 

expected anxiety to performance rel*tlo*shi»s f frequently 

did not achieve s t a t i s t i c a l l y significant difference levels 

on most performance c r i t e r i a . 

ifitti respect to s*rforasa.ce de f ic i t on e i ther the 

manifest or the l a ten t task the findings clearly deaonsfcr&se 

that alcoholic® sa & grouo *bt*la*d the greatest perforaance 

de f i c i t of a i l aeasur**1 groups* AS a consequence, the d i s ­

criminating factor of noma! versus alcoholic was, in th i s 

study a t l e a s t , the single fcest predictor of def ic i t avoid­

ance laarning p*rfcraaace, 

While unknown determiners of behavior may haw been 

present in the dichotomy a*ra*l versus alcoholic the feet 

raaaln* ta*t the observed def ic i t in learning performance 

found among alcoholics can feast he accounted for i n tense of 

the i r s ignif icant ly hl<**r scores than aoraal* on the four 
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naurot ic is* dimension anxiety varlahles (P«<*ol)* Thus* 

anxiety level as a**sur*d fey these c r i t e r i a appears to he the 

s ignif icant demonstrable factor associated with the da t r i* 

aental manifest task performance observed among alcoholics . 

I t aay also he ©onclndod ftm tn* differences found between 

various groups with respect to la ten t task performance that 

whan aniLiety reaches the level oatainei by th* alcoholic 

group i t rmty llkmly r*as*rs the* imcapafeie of select ively 

attending to the l a ten t tas&* Thus* primarily hecause of 

high anxiety, alcoholics are found In comparison to subjects 

with lower anasiety levels to show a mere thoroughly dafeilit-

ated performance en both aspects of the avoidance learning 

l a s t . 

the most discriminating anxiety variahXts with respect 

to performance on the manifest task for a l l s**Jsets was any 

one of the oaiarotiola* dimension c r i t e r i a , ffi,I~Xf MS* or 

M*^l~Pt* fcach of th*** anxiety scales was a©le to success­

fully d i f ferent ia te a l l high anxious fro* a l l low anxious «ufo~ 

Jeeta on the manifest taste a t teeyond tee p«.C2 level of 

confidence* 

While two of these three neurotic! sm dimension 

anxiety variables did not d i f ferent ia te the performance of 

high versus low anxious subjects en the la ten t tmsfc e t 

s t a t i s t i c a l l y s ignif icant l eve l s , and the third a t only * 

re la t ive ly 1** level of ec<hfld<moe* th i s phenomenon **sas t* 
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have occurred precisely ba cause high anxious subjects as 

measured by t h i s dimension select ively sacrificed manifest 

task perforaance in order to f a c i l i t a t e l a t en t task perform­

ance. As a conseqneac® of t rds select ive discrimination high 

anxious subjects tended to obtain far higher t©fcai error 

scores than low anxious subjects, yet simultaneously the i r 

shock error scores were found not to be significantly higher 

than those obtained by low anxious subjects* Thus* i t aay 

be concluded that high anxious subjects as measured by thasa 

neuroticlsm dimension c r i t e r i a cannot be said to siapXy 

perform acre detrimentally than low anxious subjects on a 

e©a*Xex avoidance learning task* Esther, a t Xeaat for th i s 

study, i t aay be concluded that high anxious subjects see* 

t e perform more detrimentally in comparison to low snmious 

subjects en a coupler instrumentaX avoidance Xe&raiag task 

because they have select ively focused a t tent ion on th* 

inci&aat&i anxiety-provoking• pain mvoid&nee aspects of the 

t o t a l task* 

Tho obtained resu l t s on cr i te r ion 5 (H*>l»s ^cale) 

appears to be a special mm of the selective ph*ao**noa 

noted above* High asmious subjects ©n th is scale did show 

soae performance def ie i t on both tbe asnifest and the l a t en t 

tasfe in eoapariaon to low anxious subjects* but the d i f fer -

ences wer# not s ignif icant . Tat th* high anxious subjects 

"um% did obtain a s ignif icantly lower s<ioek error r a t i o thmn 
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the low anxious subjects (Pa<^ol). This finding suggests 

that a relatively hign level of shock error discrimination 

was being practiced by th* high anatious subjects, but without 

it seriously impairing their laan^fest task performance. 

Based upon the above tentative findings the relation-

ship between anxiety ®n& certain espeeta of behavior pathol­

ogy see* obvious. Chi on* level of analysis *uch of the 

observable behaviors found in functional **nt*l illness aiay 

be conceptualised a© well developed and selectively adapt!v® 

learned avoidance responses, Perhaps even though the highly 

anxious subject wants to attend to jaore significant aspects 

of a given reaiity situation he algbt*, over tlaa* :tner***~ 

iagly and selectively turn t© whatever adaptive behavior is 

available to avoid what to hiia sight be intense feelings of 

anxiety* And, in time, such bonavior could take on aor* end 

more of the observable characteristics associated wit/* foraal 

behavior pathology, l#e* not coping with reality* defensive 

behavior, preoccupied with Incidental anxiety*provoking 

aspects of the total situation* 

The finding that both *a*l«ty variables (j£I~K» 

*f#jj>Sl) identified with tti* iBtrov*r*i*n»>*xtra version 

distension ef personality did not significantly differentiate 

between high and low en&lous subjects on total errors* shock 

errors or shoals error rati© suggests that* in avoidance 

learning at least* tnis dimension cannot &$ yet be used altuar 
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*>s a *ra*tio*l d i f ferent ia l variable or as a theoretleaX 

explanatory concept,* 

In terms of the generaX findings in tj;is study i t 

appears to be quite plausible te accept th* hypothesis tos t 

fclga anxious subjects as measured by the n#urotleis» dlnen* 

sion show detrimental performance effects on the isanifest 

task primarily because of s t ress factors , pari] eularly the 

intermit tent noxious stimulation produced by th* shook 

e r ro r s . The fact that high anxious subjects selectively 

attempted to avoid the shock errors ®dds credence to th is 

hypothesis. But xt i s something else ng&in to explain logical ly 

how Xo%* anxious subjects* par t icular ly Xow anxious normals 

wit* tna i r comparatively superior manifest task perforasac* 

efficiency| succ**dad in obtaining snoak. error r a t ios i igher 

than would foe anticipated in tarns of r&ndom expeetancv* Qm 

tentat ive hypothesis wouXd be that aigh anxious subjects ar^ 

on on® extrow of a coatinuu* representee" by persons who are 

anxious? fearful and inhibited, while low a&nlous norasals aay 

represent persons on the opposite end of the s&ae continuu* 

who alghi be described as adventurous* uninhibited and curious. 

The3*- non-anxious subjects* then, night look upon the experi­

ence of shock as stimulating or exciting rather than as 

threatening or s t r e s s fu l . PmnMpa certain of these Xow anxious 

subjects could even have personality character is t ics nasoclatse 

v i t a s*«i*a*taie personality disturbance, &w.a speculation* 

of sm&rse, awaits further r*se&.r<"n« 
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Concerning further research in the srs&s explored in 

th i s study several recowaendulions come to s&xxtd* Certainly 

further *tt***ts should b* made to rep l ica te the finding teat 

alcoholics show a re la t ive ly detrimental adaptation t© s t r e t t 

in a coaplex avoidance learning situation* TA* finding that 

high anxious subjects d© select ively focus atwention on the 

incidental pain avoidance aspects of a complex task could 

sis© be aor© clear iy analysed by aod*fyin,.j an avoidance 

learning s i tua t ion so ti<*t the opportunity to s a l ec i iw ly 

attend to a l a t e n t task would he mom r^c i i ly accessible. 

From the findings in IU present study i i, would sue* plaus­

ib le to assume that Irgu anxious subjects woul$ ii&Vv? etwncUMS 

to this &vci&&nc& of shock ®rFOF& even »ore extensively than 

tfcey did i f th* design os the experiaent had been less eoaplex. 

AX so, sinccs t*«*re «*r@ questionnaire anxiety constructs too 

numerous to aantlon* i t 5s possible th^X *«®y nussb#r of ttum 

could b® found to b« good predictors of avoidance learning 

performance. Anotoer ^eioc predictor of baits vior in & complex 

s t ress learn* nn test aight simply be t»'* verbal reports aade 

by the subjects . This cowwni i s wide because t ic naive 

saxperlaenter used In tkm present study w&s convinced that he 

could distinguish, alcoholics from normals ©imply by th© 

larger number of self c r i t i c a l consent* aade by the alcoholics 

wh-la taking the &v©ld&»e# Xiarain/, i**\ &s compared to the 

re la t ive absence of such coaaents made 'by % n mvwml jroup. 



DlSCUSSlOn* Of HMULTu 11** 

He aXso observed that even though the normal subjects com-

pX&ined about th* shock early in th© experiment* th&y seened 

to forget ebout it as they became involved* Al^oh^Xics, on 

the ether hand, continued to coapXain about the shock 

throughout the experiment and to show coasidtrebX® relief 

when it was finished, 
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The iaaediate purpose of t a i s study A S 10 

invest igate the functional rsiatlon*h»ps t i f ®ny between & 

par t icu lar category ©f conditioning, namely, complex instru* 

mental avoidance (s t ross) learning* and two orthogonal 

dimensions of personality co«sid^r«d to be a l tera*t ive 

anxiety constructs derived fro* drive theory (nwuratlcisa) 

and oxcitation*int*.Mtion theory (extraversion)* 

The problem which presented i t s e l f amy be st&t;®d ^s 

foXXowsj Can th* theoretical postulates &M empirical find­

ings underlying tht relat ionship beiwwn anxiety and various 

forms of conditioning and learning m human subjects be 

extended to apply to complex lnstru**nt*l avoidance l«*r*i&g? 

And* i f certain relationship® ere found* which of two j§teJor 

a l te rna t ive theoret ical anxiety constructs* dr;v* theory or 

axcitaaofs^inhibit icn ^mry^ will best account for any 

functional relat ionships observed'. 

Further* no d is t inc t ion has yet b«ea a*de between 

differences in *voi&snc* lmr®±n$ perform**** f t a function 

of personality when such differences ui** r^l^ted 10 u u 

response competition between fcu» incidental pain avoid&acw 

response ( la tent task) nspects of performance *nd the aapo* 

pr ia te m&m®*& (**aif*«t Umk) aspect® of performance* '/T 

©xaaple* i t nay be that highly anxious subjects tend to show 

performance d*trl**iit ©a appropri&tt i&$k eleaant^ of a 
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complex teak because ac t ivat ion i s focused primarily on th* 

defensive or avoidance aspects of the «*ss* while Xow anxious 

subjects aay show somewhat rmmmd Motivation m& coj*p*r*-

tiveXy altered behavior* 

The immediate purpose of this experiment, then* was 

to determine both the vaalfest and la taut task p*rfor*ana* 

d i f fe rent ia l between high and Xow anxious subjects in a cca-

pXex instrumental avoidance learning situation* 

A second purpose of this «xp*rl**jit related to the 

cXlnicaX hypothesis that election cs fcuv* & heightened respon­

siveness to threat or a lower tolerance for s t ress or con­

f l i c t s i tuat ions than nomals* m short , that s.:*ey are 

highly ©nxious individuals who use alcohol* a t l**st i n i t i ­

ally*, as an instruaental anxi#ty reducing technique, Xt Lcs 

never b®*m **p«rla*nt*lly d^ieriained* however* whether 

^XcohoXic® do actually differ from normals in terias of 

experimental performance uadtr s t r e s s . Further, if alcohoXlcs 

do differ froa aoraais in taras of performance undar stress* 

i s the difference related to or a function <f parsonalltyv 

Shus* a second purpose of th is experiment was to determine 

the manifest &®& l a t en t task performance d i f ferent ia l between 

aXeohollcs &n& noraals*, and high and Xow anxious subjects 

both alcoholic and normal, In a eoaplax instrumental avoid­

ance learning situation* 
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1« tfethOd*. 

The a l foho l l c group conssist#d of f i f t y abs t inen t 

volunteer aa la problua c'rinkv.rs dr*»wn XT', a the aoabarsh.'p of 

severa l a l eohc l i c sub:uXtur*s of two larj«j Ktro;>f' l iUH and 

suburban areas* Kvld^nc^ of alcoholism w&s dot-.rm.ned by 

aaaherci*ip i n Mvxn&li &$ Anonyaous or previous .>r current 

trejTtaeat for pr^blcs. drinking* 

Xiu noraal control group consisted of f i f t y males 

drawn from the saae &;<proAiajet« &&0graphic a r e a . 

Independent Var i ab l e s . - Ti.c neu ro t l c i s a ?iiaension 

was iaeasur«d by each of the following personal i ty ques t ion­

nai res* *1lwAsMy, , ? s rae jM^r n j j f f a a t e r j ^ u r o t : c* m ~><.*l*i 

,*,fiwflftS. J3frfo&E.*.fr i M ^ J X l g A f ? „, ̂ nneso,^, / ^ L i l l M ^ . ^ f f l f f l -

Parsonal,! tv foveatory** ocivle* *'ha 1 n t rovers lo tvex t ravers lon 

pe r sona l i t y dimension was aoesurad by t/.c fe u.dsluy • fYrsonal-

.Aty Invon rtory-y ,xtrsversion .xale* tad the .#n |WRt4, ^ V u j t ^ s l c 

Pa r scna l i ty Inventory- ,o<lel In t rovers ion »k-ale* 

XHtpandent Variables*- Th*. AOLLSI Instrumental %.void~ 

anc*i l ea rn in*; ap^ars? ius tfks contained i n a re^ t^n^ular ae^&l 

box X? jt 1', x 10 inches* The f ron t ;/«w X showed a row of 

four toggle switches wish a red shock l i g n t on I'K- l e f t aldss 

and & ^ r w n *dv*nc# l i gh t on the r i j u t Bide or the front 

p*n«l* l b * center panel contained an eas i ly rasa e r ror 

counter a s weli a® * r«c*pt ica i for th© shocking electrode* 
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A shock error counter was located on the back of the 

apparatus and was not vis ible to th® subject. At the t ia* 

of tes t ing the shock electrode vna attach**' to the f i r s t and 

third fingers of the subject1* non-teaiaant hand, shocks 

ware adaiaisterad ins tnwta t^ l ly a t a consistent level of 

afco volts* 

The actual asnifest m»k which tn* subjects performed 

consisted of learning W t r i a l and error which one of the 

four toggle switches would l igh t the green advance l i g h t . The 

other switches, when pressed cumulated errors on the error 

counter* Once the advance switch was found i t s location 

was automatically changed m& the subject proceeded to find 

the next advance toggle switch, etc*, un t i l he had ej**nl*t*d 

cne t r i a l involving the locating of twenty different, and ran­

domly located ad van** switches* th© subject repeated the** 

t r i a l s for a aaxiaus of th i r ty t r i a l s always s*«kina, so get 

a perfect score—that I s , av&ldiat a l l error switches per 

t r i a l and depressing only the advance switches. Meejnrails 

h i s errors cumulated on the error counter. 

In the course of *eco»plls&iag th* manifest task the 

subject was also exposed to response competition In the foras 

of receiving a shock when certain randomly distr ibuted shock* 

lag &rror switches were depressed* li*? w&s told that this was 

to remind h i * that a* **4« another error* Thus, a t &®$ gimn 

t ia* or choice point a subject <sould attend select ively to 



SUNKA*? AMD CGMGLU&XOa$ 1X9 

the fact that one awlten was a non-error advance switch and 

the other three were error switches or he could focus on tn* 

fact t;u*t a l any given tin* one of the three error switches 

produced shock* By defini t ion the *void*nc* of ®rx*ers was 

the as&ifest task goal an i l* the avoidance of shock errors 

was the la ten t teals: goal* But the subject was only 

instructed to achieve the w n i f e s t t*sk* 

The task was deals***" ®s indicated abovt in order to 

aaxiais® those factors presumably detrimental to high *ttxious 

subjects, mmlyi X) task cqapltxlty* 2) response competi­

t ion, 3) noxious stiavCLi* and h) fa i lure report . 

The c r i t e r ion awasurss for the avoidance Xearnlne 

t e s t consisted of X) th© to ta l %rmT& recorded cumulatively 

on the error counter eb**rvabl* to th* subject over eacn 

t r i a l and ov*r s l i t r i a l s (aaalfast task) , 2) tha to ta l shock 

er rors recorded cumulatively on the error counter not observ­

able to the subject 0¥er each t r i a l and over a l l tri&Xs 

( l a ten t t ask) , and 3) the r a t i o of shock errors to total 

e r rors per t r i a l and o v « fell t r ia l®. 

©ontroXs.- In order to avoid «xperiaent4ar bias a 

naive a s s i s t an t adaiai stared a l l t ea t s and r»^d spoolfie 

ins t ruct ions to a l l subjects tew.log thi* fcvold*nc<s learnin,.; 

tost* 

In order to control for aatranaous variable* only 

Males were ua©d and the aar*«l subjects wire ^roup a*tchad 
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with th* alcoholic subjects for age, ©dues-lion and I n t e l l i ­

gence, 

&get education and intel l igence weru also c o r r e l a t e 

with both th* manifest and l*tent task perf/iimac* of a l l 

subjects* K*r* I t was found that *xthough a l l of these 

variables were significantly correlated with the m m fas t and 

the l a t en t perforaance tasks for both aoraais and alcoholics, 

a l l correlat ions ware uniforaly low. While mm of these 

correlat ions were high enough to appreciably account for 

observed performance differences they a l l appeared, never­

theless } to ba associated with optimum cort ical functioning* 

Considering the complex nature of the task such findings were 

expected, 

2, Avoids*** tfeiirning <forfor**2ic* Rt'sult* Obtained 
hy Selected Sub-groups* 

Ifcrsutls vs . Alcohullcs*- Wh@n a i l normals war* com­

pared to a l l alcoholics, th© l&tutr stowed significantly 

greater detrimental performance offsets t>*n normals en the 

manifest task ( r^Col )* T .e **** rali tlonshlp w$ia found it»r 

ia&m two groups on tha l a t e * , task, with th* alcoholic uroup 

again showing signif icantly gr*6tor de t r iaamal perfora*ace 

(P~<»€>1). Altltough thtrt) was a tendency for Uh aXcohoXlc 

group to get am lower shock error r a t i c than the noraal group 

i t was not s t a t i s t i c a l l y s ignif icant , in mil coap*rist,ns 
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^nalymed throughout th* study, regardless of principle of 

c lass i f ica t ion , alcoholics consistently obtained s ign i f i ­

cantly higher to ta l ®rmm mnd shock errors than may o t t e r 

group with which they were compared* 

When error reduction laarming curves wire constructed 

showing aean to ta l er ror and mean shock error massed t r i a l 

performance over th i r ty t r i a l s , performance differences for 

normals versus alcoholics were else clearly and signif icantly 

demonstrated throughout the curve®. 

Verbal reports a*** by alcoholics throughout the 

learning tes t when compared to ceden t s §*&de %y normals also 

showed a greater tendency for alooaolie* to aake self-

c r i t i c a l co-assents sm& to be more greatly concerned with the 

intermit tent shock* 

Criterion I t ££*>****» Mh*a anxiety was defined in 

terms of the neurot lciM dimension as a*asu?«d by iffjC»*V hi $h 

anxious subjects both alcoholics wad ao»eX« showed s ign i f i ­

cantly greater da triaemfcal p*r tar***** affects than low 

anxious subjects on the aamife&t task (F®<*C2)* te th* other 

band, high anxious subjects did not differ s ignificantly fro* 

Xow anxious subjects on th* l a t en t task, that of avoiding 

shock errors* Whan comparisons were and* between these two 

groups in teras of r a t io of shock errors to total e r ro rs , 

high anxious subjects obtained s s ignif icantly lewer ra t io 

of shock errors than Xow anxious nubjeetg (P~<.C2), Those 



SWHWY AM mncLmiom 122 

results suggest that high anxious subjects as defined by 

i£l-N tended to focus attention on the avoidance of shock 

rather than on the manifest task aspects of mr£®mmmm 

Criterion at .,#,§+~ Uh*a anxiety was defined in 

terms of the n*uroti«ls* dissension as measured by j ^ g , high 

anxious subjects both alcoholic* and normals showed signifi­

cantly greater detrimental performance effects than low 

anxious subjects on both tha aaalfast CF-<*02) and tha latent 

task (P*<*t>). anil* there wes a tendency for high anxious 

subjects to get a lower shock wmr ratio than Xow anxious 

subjects i t was not significant* 

Criterion 3* j ^g l -F t , - mm anxiety was defined in 

terms of th* aaurotieisa dimension as measured by flffiy-Pt*. 

high anxious subjects both alcoholics and normals showed 

significantly greater detrimental a*rfor**ao* effects than 

Xow anxious subjects on the manifest task (P<*025* Sigh 

anxious subjects did aot differ significantly fro* low 

anxious subjects, however, on the latent task, vn** compari­

son* were aade between tb*s* groups on ratio of shock errors 

to total errors high anxious subject* obtained a significantly 

lower rat io of shock errors th*a low anxious subjects (P»<»ci), 

x**s* findings again suggest u ^ t high amicus subjects tend 

to focus attention selectively on the X&tant u&sk aspects of 

parfomsace rather %am on the Manifest task. 
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Criterion n |ffil-k 8«*1*,~ Mhen anxiety was da-

fined in ter*s of the aeuroti dam dl»ansion as Measured by 

the j8EJ>* Scale, higb anxious subjects both alcoholics and 

normals did not show significant differences in perforaance 

©a either the asnifest or the latent m$k In comparison to 

low anxious subjects* All differences were in th* direction 

of higher anxiety nore detrimental performance, however, ra t 

whan comparisons were and* between th*** tw* groups in teras 

of rat io of shock errors to total errors, high anxious sub­

jects obtained a significantly lower ratio of shook errors 

than low anxious subjects (P*^»01>» Thus, ones again high 

anxious subjects were found to focus attention selectively 

on tha avoidance of shook to a slgnUTicantly greater degree 

than low anxious subjects* However, in the pmmu% compari­

son they successfully succeeded in doing so without signifi­

cantly increasing their asnifest task error scores a t tha 

expense of selectively avoiding shock errors* 

Criterion *i j f£ - t and Criterion &* M£B~&1*- loth 

of these i*tr©versloa-*extraversioa dimension variables were 

found not to discriminate between high and low anxious sub­

jects on either the nanifest task or the latent task* This 

i s rsvoaled In the absence ©f significant 4iif*reac*s on 

total mmr scores, shock error seor*s ansl ratio of shook 

errors to total errors, i t msy b# noted, tow*v», that 

«rit*rlo:a € did show consistent triads in tne expected 
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direct ion on a l l c r i t e r ion *«*sur*s of avoidance learning. 

In general i t ®my b« concluded th&t tne theorotical 

postulates and empirical findings unavrXying the relation­

ship between drive theory (ao'urotlcifl*) sud coaditAoninij 

and learning ssay be ext#nd#d ta apply to instruaaatal 

avoidance learning according te th is stuSy, 'ins dimension 

of personality usually defined as iwurotlci** was found to be 

s ignif icantly re la ted to perfenmnce in cesapl&x instrumental 

avoidance learning. The dimension of personality usually 

defined as introvorsion-extraversion was not found to be 

functionally related to th i s type of l**rBing* Avoidance 

learning aay be differentiated into appropriate (aanix'est) 

task variables &nd incidental ( la tent) p*in*«voidance task 

variables* High *axl«a* subjects as deftn*A by the n#uroti-

cisa dimension tended to show significant p e r f o r a t e * def ic i t 

en appropriate task elements of performance because ac t ive-

t ioa was select ively focused on tha incidental pal&-*vo;*daac* 

fispeets of performance. Alcoliollo subjects tended to show 

signif icant perform*©* «*fici t on both appropriate « d 

incidental wleaenfcs of teak perforaance in comparison to 

I s r ae l s suggest*** a acre debi l i ta t ing or heightened zmptzm® 

to s t r e s s , probably the resu l t of anxiety* 
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conditioning works best i f experimental s i tuat ion arouses 
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imrmcnom mmn m Bzpmimmm w mm 
SUBJECT FOB AVOXDAJICI tnmmm rmt 



APMMX 1 

IHOTRCCTXO** OXVfiB BY fcXPLRIiKlfM TO »»CH 
SuWECT FOE AVOXDAHCR UEAftVXNQ YJWT1 

Obtain name, check for »hysic*l i l l n e s s * 

PtUBZ BS 3EAT1S*,, JlfSBg* 

ARE YOU hb.FI OB B1Q&T HAJBEBY 

TMXB Itf TUB APFASATSB v* WILL USE XI THIS TBBT* 

(Point to aachijw,} 

mm FIEST x m mm® to ATTACH mis WHS TO A mwm 

OF YOUB wimma* 
(Attach e lec t rode teraJLaals to the f i r s t and thi rd f inger of 
sub jec t s non-dc»inant hand W using the e lec t rode J e l l y and 
adhesive p l a s t e r * provided*.) 

THIS IS A TiSST TO fiSfiS HDM USU. ABB fiOW IAPXSLT TOO 

CsB LEABB* t Witt SXPLAIB MAT TOW ARE TO CO FXR^T AHGD TMES 

YOU MAT ASK tJBBBTIOBS I f 100 W4E JktfBRtfABBg XI CÂ K YOU DO 

SOT tfSDERSTABD. 

(Push red r e s e t but ton to cl**r asichina* Set f ront panel 
e r r o r counter a t «oro*} 

TIE FURPOBB Of THIS T8ST U TO ?»E£ KM UEU, A® HOb 

FAUT YOU CAM LSAB* VtftCB Of TH*** mm SWITCHES XS THB 

(poin t to switches) 

•mmmt om no M FK*BS*0« 
w»iMiimy-ii i i i 111 iii.miii.iiii ww.inuiiinnnmiiiniiiiii 

X Al l c*pit*l i**4 s t a tangents ar© read v e r b s t t * to 
sub jec t , Al l o ther ce«**at* ar@ i n s t r u c t i v e to **p*ri**at*r» 
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om OF tmm mm mnmia&i if PKABSBD, WILL LIGHT 

THIS &mm ABVAJKS LIGHT, 

(Point to switches m& point to l i g n t * ) 

THAT SwITCH WHO, M THh CORBBCT OBb. M&M OF TM 

QXKSR TZBtttg SWITCHED IF IRBSBJSD WXhL LIGHT f Eh <MMM ADVAfCE 

LIGHT, 

fehxcB Bvixctt i i rm BIGHT QM TO PB*S&Y THAT U 

WOAT YOu" MOST 1£ABX FOB WUBBKL? BY TBIAL AID EBROB* 

MEAT WILL fiAPr'hV IF YOU m&bl THIS &W1TCM ( ^ ) l 

TBY IT km $%&* 

iOTXCE, XT DX0 » T LIGHT TBK G&M LIGHT* A8D TUU 

%mm mmmm m*h& YGO VM? YOU MADE 0*% UBOBG choice. 

(Point to e r r o r counter*) 

HOW PHES0 TEX 3 WTICK At© 5LE WHAT KAPTEBS (#2) . 

aDSICB, XT &X& BOT XIOtfT Ti*k OR&UB LlOrfS A® Tfth 

SB80H CGiima AGAIS TBLLS BS THAT YOU TOE ABDTH£B tfROflB 

CHOICE. SOW PBSB3 THIS GwlYCR A® S8B MAX HAPPLli* 0O.) • 

SOTICB THAT YOT UB A BLIGHT SHOCi. ABD TBI MD oHOCe, 

LIGHT tfEJIT OH*. 

(Make sure subject d.d get & shock*) 

IT WILL BOT HURT OTi IT IS 10ST 4 RBKXNDRB THAT 

mm mpt ABOTHSB mam CKOICB* TUB CBROR COUHTBR TULL*» UJ 

mm THAT YOU mm, kmtnm MTSI/UL. 

now warn bwiTcr. mm LIGHT THE taw** LIGHT* 
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TEAT»B RIGHT (#3 ) . THIS SWITCH LXGWS TBfe Cft**** 

LISZT* 

(Subject should press #3 swatch and gr«#n l i g h t should go on.) 

X? Y0O WGUL£ BAYS TBI2D XT F X « YOB BOBLB » f HAVE 

mm mt MXSTAJSB ox BKBB SHOCKBD* 

WW THY IT AOAIB, BOT HhMBMBSB EACH lim YOB FRKtfo 

TUB CGRBBCY SWITCH miXCM LIGHTS THE GBEBB ABVAiGS LIGHT THE 

SWITCH s&rrxMBs m& AUTOMATICALLY CHARED* THIS HKAHS THAT 

YOtJ HAYt AWAIGBD TO ABOTBSB CHOIGB FOIBT A© OBCB AGAIB YG8 

MOST FIGURE GUT WHICH IS TBI €0aH&CT CHOICE TO JUKI* 

CAB YGO KBD TBB SWITCH MMICH WILL UGH? TBS GRESff 

ADYAfOf LIGHT THIS flMf PRBBS ABY SWITCH YOU WAK. 

(Msfc* appropr ia te responses for whatever sv i tob i s pressed, 
continue u n t i l subject presses the P* fw»teh &nd l i g h t s the 
grmn admnc® l i g h t . ) 

(Then exp l a in ) ! 

SBE, THIS TIJfc fife ^ SWITCH WA3 THE C0IM2CX* 0 ® , 

IT MAXMe; TUB OKE&R ADVAfiCI LIGHT G© OB. 

AW, IF YOU WsSE TO START ALL OVaB mOH ffi BBOIBBIBG 

YOST WOtXLB FXHG THAI TEE #3SWITCB ALWAYS LXOffTd THE GBEBB 

ADVABCE FIRST. M B THE #** SWITCH LIGHTS TH» OHBEB ADVABCR 

LIGHT AT THE S&C02© CHOICE POIRT, BOT TO0 STILL D©»*Y BROW 

WHICH SWITCH WILL Bh TH*, COBRBCT OIK AT THE RiiXT CiiGICE 

mtm* 
mm im% i s to START AT XHS BSGXMXJSG ABB IM&MM 

WBRRB BACK OF THB WEMTf BXFFgftOT GREEK LIGHT, OH #.DVAXC.; 

SWItOtRS ABB LOCATES, 
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EB»I©J£R, WHbSRVBR YOy PRBite THK CORRECT SWITCH THE 

GRBBB AOVA8GE LXGHX' WILL GO OH TKLLIWG YOU THAT XT WAS 

THE CORRECT CHOICE. 

WH&R&YBR YOU PRESS A kftGBG SWITCH AM BRRGR WILL M 

RICOI®E£ HEHn, A3© OCCABXQ*ALLY 9 YGO MAY Mf 1 SLIGHT Bm®L 

(Point t© srrar counter*) 

OBCB XM A WHXLB WEEB YOO $&r, THE RED LXGHX GO OI MMM YOU 

HAkiS A KESTAaA. 

mmmm THAT YOUR TA&£ 13 TO JTART AT THE SIGXHMIJIG, 

GO SM FA3T AS Y0O CAB AM) JLLAILI WKEH& SACK OF TtD. TWESYY 

DIFFKRBBT GRLKJt LIGHT SWITCH &STTXH(k» AKL LGCATFO, LAC;. TIME 

YOU PRfcOs, TiU CORRECT SWITCH WBICH LIOUT* TBL GRfcLS ADVAiMCi 

LXGBI TBB SWITCH O-ITIilGi* AID AUTOMATICALLY CMMSJ&, TBI* 

mmh mkt tm HA?E AJDVASCBD TO ABOTBBR CEOXCE PGIRT AID OHO* 

AGAXH YOU MOST WIWMS, OUT WHXCI XG X M CORRSCY ChGXCB TO 

mrs* 

WQ CAS TBLL WHBB YOtT MAV2 Rs'ACLJSD TiC h;**D OF Tfli: 

3>mr&& BBCAG*^ TJifc Gfllv&i A0VABCB LIGHT WILL fi&^AXB LXGHXKD. 

TBIB X& WE BIGHAL 10 START OYM AGAXi FROM Tift. BaGXRRXSG* 

mm urn THAT YOU GO THROUGH TBB *WOM i WILL GOTST 

ALL OF YOUR ERRORb, XT DOM :i0T MATTLR LOW HA!<Y MIoTAKBG YOU 

HA&X filE FIRST TX«T, BhCAUfe YOB W&T LURH BY TRIAL A..0 

HtftQR, BUT THE N&/G TXaa YOS GO THROUGH THH {ABRXlw YOU otfOULD 

MAES FRWER BRBORS* irACI tlW YOU GO TiiROVGh IFi ; CMILS I 

WILL COillfT liOW m IT MItoTAJr.*fc* YOU HAKfc* 



Avwmix i l& 

mmmm> tin: GOAL I& TO BL AUL^ TO GO THROUGH TUB 

CGMPLKIF TBoT WlTiiOOT MAXIMO km MIiJTAfcK3. TBI a CAB 0HLY btl 

DONE BY PRKUlTttG TUB CORRKCl SWITCH FOR EACH GHFrK ADVABCL 

LIGHT BBTTIBO Iff 1IIt£ ,SLRIa£ AID lHuVER MAfiXi<G AHY MIoTAK&S, 

TUTS X& WHAT YOO ARE LUPFOSEO) TO L&ARK*. YOU WILL BE 

GIYBtf THIRTY IffilALS TO LC THIS. LO YOU U'llXJtoTANO; 

(Rusct botL e r r o r couB*.«rg &ad push reo r^st- t bu t ton*) 

HOW BBOINt 00 AS FA£T Ad> Y013 CA«i TIttt 13 IMPOBTA?^ 

SO WORK A3 ?AC»T JVJ YOU CAlf, RLM-JfiiWi, YOU CAK TAL2 UP TO 

(Observe am* urJ r e c o r d , ) 

THIRTY TRIAL.* TO LLAB>< TUli ,vLRJ LIS. 

I f s u b j e c t ao«;a no t u n d o r s U n d and indlcmt&s t h i s 
be fo r e a t a r ^ i n ^ &»% ue*t an ttxpianaUoT* J.® given wtuen 
d # s c r i b « $ tha a&eiiinfe a s a mas® I n w^j-eft ®m a u s t l a a r n which 
i s the c o r r e c t p&thw&y t o ta&*$ o r an analc-cy i s us#d i n 
WiisL a rooa i s d e s c r i b e d wi th Tour doors l a I t , I t i s 
oxp la lnad t h a t only on- o f the doors w i l l l**d i n t o ano th*r 
room *nd t h a t i n t / .a t o i n * r rooa h* w i l l a g a i n f ind four 
d e a r s wh*r<£ onee ©©re La m i s t f ind tha door t h a t wSXX a g a i n 
ia&d i n t o a u o t h a r ro'v*, a t e . 

A i t a r complet ing *b* t o s t a i l s u b j e c t s w i l l be r a -
a s s a r a d tw&t th*y d i d w e l l r e g a r d l e s s of a c t u a l pa r f oraani :* . 
But du r ing una t e s t p roper no a $ 3 » s u p p o r t i r * r o s s s u i a n c ^ 
w.XX be ^lv*n* Bacsus* th* t e s t I s s t r e s s f u l and coa$lsx*. 
h o w e v e r * ' c e r t a i n s u b j e c t s who do not wish yo contlnuw a t any 
p o i n t w i l l bo to3c th* t *uoy can l e a r n th* i u » t i f -hoy t r y , 
a t », e t c . 
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SOUMARY DATA TABLES 

This section contains a evmmvy of the raw data usei 

In computing aa&ns, *t<fc&a*rd d e l a t i o n s and sign!fieanc® of 

diffar&nce b#twa@n moans of mrious groups on to ta l errors 

and shock errors for *ach a*3d@ty m r labia, 

symbols usad to identify various #ub~tablas arc 

defined balovi 

AX 

A2 

BX 

B2 

CX 

ca 
C3 

<& 

C; 

C6 

- Low A*xi*ty 

- Sigh Aindaty 

- florasls 

- Alcoholics 

~ :%«8©d t r i a l s 1-5 

- '<te*«*d t r i a l s 1-lc 

- %ss&d t r i a l s 11-15 

• l fcs»d t r i a l s 16-20 

- 'lassed t r i a l s 21-25 

- m»m& t r i a l s 26*30 
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ABC Sustaary Table for Criterion 1 Showing SX and ^J£®, 

CX 

C2 

C3 

Ck 

^x 

30^6 

2003 

13* , 

VX3 

Bi 
^3? 

273256 

1399X7 

^uMi-9 

k%715 

33l£ 

15X9 

XC%9 

6ol 

7*10, 

"S3? 
•€X2 

SBMLMMM 

172751 

*^b29 

bi>735 

71277 

1269 

9CO 

739 

5*»7 

. A2 
01 .. 

3KJ^2 

1329-Jl 

77bM 

iM61 

37^&3 

^X 

3ddt 

25*>3 

ao**x 

1795 

S5 . 
s:xa 

MtOu32 

239799 

16**G69 

139263 

C? 6S5 335**X 707 68927 **5i> 32831 1^72 ICXofo 

C6 **X6 I66l«i k&% kk6kl 332 lol2C 1X29 7X3&1 

Qk92 25"99**>2 f3Ui 29CJI1** U#tf 177SC***- 12c-2^ 5909652 

01 

C2 

C3 

ch 

CO 

1 U 2 

o©7 

5C6 

3X6 

2X7 

139 

3*5*0 

lB*t27 

126X2 

6220 

3573 

20X3 

S5s 

**06 

3x6 

2**6 

2M* 

Ii>5 

JMfll„,«imf» 

23396 

X^27d 

XlbjV 

&G**o 

"4X72 

/ A V 

Wjl 

311 

233 

160 

136 

d9 

16723 

9^79 

!#19 

3UV6 

2u26 

13-iV 

1332 

023 

619 

saw 
t^li* 

32 5 

5^716 

2.^253 

X6&77 

13202 

?3**o 

6775r 

2961 335^X 1955 3^22^7 X30C leS»03*f lK3V 605171 
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ABC &»***ry Table for Criterion 2 lowing *SX and £X*% 

*»WM*««*«IH**»«tg»*»W»<»<*»«»*M**j*J^^ > HP Uli ll t j»tt«W**»»MilWMWWBM|**M»*»«»W Wpi llWHftlf [WPUw* W» M»W*WH—>— 

a,^LK«ff 
Cl 

C2 

C3 

cU 
*»*< « 

C5 

C6 

3o73 

2**20 

17 J't* 

1102 

916 

607 

3 ^ 7 3 

10C3X2 

XX726& 

&7&>6 

5WU06 

29023 

1679 

11W5 

9X9 

70X 

672 

Iffeo 

162617 

XC-̂ 967 

0C9CJ 

01x97 
r3CC^ 

33^*>6 

&02 

W3 

37-

27^ 

22k 

1**X 

6?74>1* 

37C **9 

2S-6M* 

I0322 

ll f/66 

571*; 

36¥* 

2kW? 

20C3 

1763 

15C7 

1132 

^30966 

233661 

171903 

1**93*»3 

11777t 

b2136 

H . loi*w 357*3-0 5676 269<-5;0 21 w6 C»v021o 1213^ 612^26$ 
*MM«JWIWift*J»**»»*W<g»aW***J»*MWMM^^ >*M*^»WiB«*aili|l|iW|i»*J^**»«»****»»»»***l»*W^^ »MLWM>IMll*W#B»w»»*'«»**jP»»jW*<WM^^ 

Cl 

v2 

C3 

c** 
cs 
C6 

13X5 

bky 

616 

373 

27 5 

17V 

M*X95 

23**3V 

152^6* 

7^5 

**>c*X 

<OC/l 

^93 

3^2 

295 

227 

M < i t 

%R,Pft •«*¥*, 

229^3 

* * < J J ? * 

*17? 

613? 

ivh 

2*KJ 

1M 

1 2 V 

1 • i * 

76 

1*9 

9Xuw 

M*67 

32^3 

2631 

1^2t 

721 

1297 

4A7 

6**€ 

5*»1 

¥+7 

3 ^ 

>5161 

2^199 

1 Cjtff ' I 

jt.ji.xX 

12263 

9C1C-

5 , 3OL7 M6739 lo5** 2v662M- ?$*• I t 3 b 7 * **136 o>t?<A 
jimjim-i,u...iiu.i. .).u.. mi jiiLLi ' . . r i*itni.H'Bnininjrrpiii r--r—r-rrTrr~- 11 """-——-™--—•——**—•" •• .̂••-»* •• .,••—.,—. . - . ^ M . . ^ . - . ^ . , •„.—.„,,— 
iiMiif.HUMiinn ti.iiiunT—rr'-i ' *" —-^ . ^ ^ u ^ ^ . , ^ ^ . , . , ^ , ^ ^ , , ! , , . , , . , , , , , . ^ . ^ , , , „ ,uuu,- mtttatMml^mmtammmamMmM„„ „ M M , , M M M , f a . 

http://jt.ji.xX
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ABC 3uaaj»ry Tabic for Criterion 3 .lowing £X «ad ^X'". 

— s f t — ~ $2 T , icr*" as 

yo,ts^ Sfororj 
Cl 

C3 

C^ 

cv 

C6 

33*5 

22i*0 

16v5 

r:5** 
761 

**65 

3C1253 

1562X0 

1 C W J 1 7 

57632 

39C69 

19371 

2237 

1 i »:*• 

1257 

lC'3^ 

<-73 

606 

^ ^ t a / P ^ 

1396X5/ 

7H&2 

3**2u6 

-*7f' 

663 

--•23 

**€6 

379 

2&3 

1C993W 

61151 

3*>C 93 

201^6 

273C3 

15367 

3CS6 

2C77 

1665 

X5C6 

1306 

1>„('6 

360&28 

199CX"9 

150721 

I3^69& 

11, £126 

GX736 

^ 9 5 1 - 29^2652 756o 333^560 322»* xk$,cCk lt»**6 5Wf2;>d 

v l 

C*£ 

C3 

C** 

C5 

C6 

X2kb 

&k 

255 

160 

^1522 

2X232 

I 5 ' l ? 

'. 7s- 'J 

UU39 

2^22 

0 1 ; 

f 6 ; 

Mtf, 

33f 

295 

216 

v $ t . * 0 if*r̂ «i 

-33 *•w ^ 

19053 

13V/X 

^13'-' 

613X 

**636 

J»SX2£§ 

U 5 

206 

1»<9 

l lU 

9« 

64̂  

1 •» fj 1 

x//** 

3521 

^ViM-

1962 

vsc 

1(75 

UvA 

k* VC 

t*3-L/ 

3o3 

29** 

U*129 

21^7** 

X5260 

131X2 

11309 

7675 

X 3**XX 3v95Sl 2666 k&7U*< 95c UXOflfc 3 3 ^ >627Ci> 
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ABC Susa»ary fabX* Tor Cr i t e r i on *f ©howing ^X and 5X2 . 

sss 
u , , J&^. 

JUL 
v^A ^x2 ^x 5X2

 £JS s:.2
 EX S.X2 

CX 1?X6 I 0 l u 2 o 251V 2 ^ 3 7 7 5 2*69 2291*€>9 2b0k 32906^ 

C2 12bk >5*hL2 X765 16^X79 163';' 12Xvin1 1^67 l69Mv; 

C3 <*y **7v02 X**l* 123736 129- v590o i s - o 129^6o 

c1* yuV 3 ^ 1 5 1231 109073 ^71 5X?63 13X3 lci**67 

C5 ^31 29397 1C57 7^67 7*-v 36975 1X22 79^)6 

Co 2ipw lWQoC 71 ;J 55679 kiK 2067© 093 Oi.3^3 

^ . ; 2 ^ X76ct3- w^7 !+3t62v3 7 ^ 2616**^ >5i5 ^5^*531 

2c5;v XC13 '+265X 

X52X»f 6V6 2 1 2 ^ 

X2o65 ;X7 X6325 

59X2 *t2X XX.,25 

359^ 3^1 7935 

227- 20'; U&5 

i«2v» 20633'- 2777 ^5«0,5 2533 31^277 3213 ^3X363 

CX 

C2 

C3 

ck 

C5 

C6 

71X 

kkc 

272 

io6 

Iki 

?<-

2i*753 

12692 

;662 

3o<A 

26L>7 

112k 

w 7 

5<>3 

Wl„ 

$*7 

3X7 

225 

3 5 ^ 3 

192C3 

12^06 

>723 

75-5 

5519 

i^>'2 

Wy 

292 

2X2 

xv>«: 
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ABC &u*»*ry T&bl® for Cr i t e r i on 5 l owing .r; . and ^ X ? . 

^"""•r i,i,"nBuH:iftiritii't*ifff»i'Tfr'irii.'"*riWi','n".jj.̂ ,it.nuini,i.n'iii»J waaBunim.LA.,'ii..ii,.niv •» knw*mwM'AMWwiti,MiGmmrw''>'B 

U U "* l 7 " " " " j y » | ' j . ' " WiT) I.II .. II in maiji 

' ^ F l I! I..MI J M . , » . |i „ . f t L . . , . ..„ .,1.,,,..—Jf^, n.n,. » 

2. > J> *> 

Cl 

,-= '•J 
U*£ 

c3 

C^ 

Co 

X571* 

U2Q 

0<J& 

6L2 

5U 

327 

i6i+9 vO 

9&2v;2 

•̂5 XOo 

3 ^ 6 2 

326^9 

16 j M 

3232 

2X60 

X6^7 

15X2 

i3C7 

v3" 

, l t te l , . , 

3 7 1 ^ 0 

20?/9* 

ikl'Sh'S 

12^672 

i-,.5991 

{x&.*2o 

ie^rors 

2*7 vX 

1775 

12^2 

0';b 

629 

H21 

2^62V? 

1X-7X59 

7U&2 

4477X6 

33523 

i J19*7 

2091 

1^72 

1235 

XC32 

*>72 

6v2 

2**X7**3 

135^7** 

111**6X 

<JlCA*> 0> 

6**792 

V/995* 

•5 -;c2i 2wC13^- lc^2o 523i.oi*a 77t<> 2377X6ii 73$* 3570176 

CI 

C2 

C3 

Qk 

C5 

C6 

S *} jr 

353 

265 

177 

151 

l\ f.-J3 

1CA75 

o^o5 

3&31 

2797 

1^53 

1125 

7^2 

50s 

*+35 

369 

2d 2 

akock &rrox5* 

V 5 o^tl 

lMf^l 

i i ;25 

!C3o5 

6^72 

X'i.-'2i/ 

l*-76 

301 

202 

127 

Jj » d**^*^ 

17^31 

12CM 

l.'tio5 

36C4 

19**9 

765 

527 

**26 

333 

2o9 

i22*v 

32273 

17939 

l**2Va 

> 2 3 

7x35 

*tf92 

^ 15o2 2r,263** 3^22 > 6 3 ^ 2779 317W1 2'&v M»l(72 
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ABC i^waBUtxy labl® for C r l t t r l o * 6 ^Lowing "£/; sndlX2 . 
imi»nmmt*mmmm 

S - . . I ! A^,,.,,,..,,,.,,. „ . „ , , , . , . ,,„ |, , l „ . „ j . ? . . , . I ..,,1,1 .!••, ,_ I 

I U iliHWMH^iirWilLliWui. Ill «i IMIIilil.,, •MlliS'teMiii'i»lpilM<<iil» I iMHil.fcfii 

Xx z:< s x T / 2 K XJC2 Zi £x* 

Cl 2363 2X^77 3£*6 23^277 19 ?2 X96760 32C0 379306 

C2 lkk2 96^3^ l V u 131o-(6 l*i6l X2C923 222V 206732 

C3 K <-k 7193" 116% XC^:o ickk y r > & 175*0 x V 6 ^ 

CV 660 33622 >63 7s*;"'! 7 A 52556 l , a l 136035 

C5 W91 216u9 ml 615C3 6V9 kkm$ 1136 1C92*;C 

Co 3x7 123*53 031 VV357 V31 22355 961 7166; 

*Z 6303 1921225 7052 337751** 6371 2*»57291 U16C 5*673*A 

cx 
C2 

C3 

ck 

C5 

C6 

035 

**72 

3 ^ 

23X 

X62 

X16 

27571 

X199<* 

1' 2<K 

W 
271c 

1.16 

7i<-

V93 

391 

293 

2oV 

222 

$M£kMMt§ 

2937C 

X6UC7 

12', SI 

70^3 

62V© 

V*66 

72k 

526 

353 

2V7 

191 

112 

25732 

1590^ 

6251 

5173 

3651 

3 5^6 

U 7 2 

736 

5VV 

V75 

3'A 
?< -b 

V&7VV 

2372V 

1577*. 

13*K">5 

1127V 

739^ 

T ?2Cc 2f2>.>2'. 23<>X 3"'7V?9 2i53 ^ / C 7 / 36('5 f0?939 
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ior ilsv>ck t:rrcH Rv ti<"> JLowin*: 2I> u. d 

Cr i t e r i on Codo ;[ ll2 

1 AlBl X2.VC3 V.733355 
4XB2 5 .3MX 2,OCl*53 
A2BX V.VOV 1*600637 
L2hZ 1^-05 3A939C7 

2 AlBl i^.963 S.V6693? 
A1B2 5*V73 1.&291V9 
A2BX 2,\h\ .S67CO. 
A2eC' U.0V7 3.666V69 

3 AlBl XW,5a3 5.V39J.6S 
A1B2 7»5"2 2*6950A 
A 281 2.72V * w 9 w 3 
A2B2 «..73V ? .79V9^ 

V AlBl 7'7k7 2.VO7606 
\iiJ? 7*6{A 2*U272u 
/ 2BI 9»5&C 3 * ** ̂ 63&6 
A2B2 0,666 2.9C291C 

5 A1E1 5 .U7 1.732X^6 
;1B2 9.317 *.</<1125 
A2BI 12.19C V*6010(6 
A2B2 7* CO 2*50V'.t>9 

3*W^;u3 
?^hAk 

,,~~.~. , - , „ — 2«uO /;( / 
* 2fc2 5*£»Vc 3*17*-12V 

6 AlBi ' * 515 
A1B2 0.072 _ _ _ 
«2B1 7.712 2,uo/yC; 
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APPIMDIX 3 

ABSTRACT OF 

E*r**n»Mflr Correlate ,*f ^mUA^mP^mzl 

the purpose of this stndy was to Investigate the 

relationships between ooaplex Instrumental evold&nce stress 

learning; and two orthogonal dimensions of personality con­

sidered to be alternative anxiety oonstxuets derived fro® 

drive theory and excitation-inhibition theory* 

Fifty normal end fifty alcoholic **los ©etched for 

age, education *nd intelligence were given four questionnaire 

teste representative of tn* neurotic! sm dimension and two 

que&tloimair® tests representative of the extroversion dimen­

sion. In addition ell subjects were given a complex instru­

mental avoidance learning performance test designed to 

ss&xlatsse tno®e task factors presumably d©trisient&l to high. 

SOKIOUS subjects. A naive experimenter administered all 

teste. 

Performance variables on til© avoidance learning test 

included nuafeer of totai errors, number of shock errors end 

ratio of shock errors* to totaX error®. 

X BsnieX *T. Anderson, doctoral tne$i# presented to 
th* Faculty of Psychology ana Ediae&tion of the University of 
Ott***, Ontario, If66, xin-lVj. 
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Although age, education and intelXigen.ee were 

s t a t i s t i c a l l y correlated with performance variables for both 

aieofaoXles end normals, aXX oorrolationa were uniformly Xow 

and did not appreciably account for performance differences. 

In eo*p&ri»on to normals* aleehoXics were found to 

obtain significantly higher nourotleis* scores and learning 

error scores for both to ta l and shock er rors . Xt was eon-

eluded that alcoholics show significantly greater performance 

avoidance Xearsing because of their signifieantXy higher 

anxiety ieveX. 

As measured by three of the neurotica am dimension 

variables , a l l high anxious s^b^ects wore found to obtain 

s ignif icantly higher to ta l error scores than Xow anxious 

subjects , tfhlle high anxious nub^eets tended to obtain 

aaore shook errors than low araiou^ subjects the differences 

were not s ignif icant and the trend w&a for high anxious 

subjects te perform alsost as well as low anxious subjects 

in avoiding shock errora . I t was conduced that high, io 

coaparlson to Xow, anxious subjects showed significantly 

detrimental to ta l error porfomuieo because they attended 

to the avoidance of shock errors rather t^ian to ta l e r rors . 

Both of tti® introv*r»ion-oxtrav*r»lon c r i t e r i a were 

found not to s ignif icantly discriminate between high ®tv& low 

anxious tubjoets on to ta l e r rors , shook errors or shock 

ra t io* 

http://intelXigen.ee
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Although age, tsdueation ant; into 111 genoe war'* 

s t a t i s t i c a l l y correlated with performance variable® for both 

alcoholics and normals, a l l correlations were uniformly low 

and did not appreciably scfmmt for performance differences. 

In comparison te nomals , alcoholics wera found to 

obtain s ignif icantly higher nooroucis* scores and learning 

error scores for both to ia l and shock er rors . Xfc w&s son-

eluded that alcohol!os show ai&r^fJ. c&ntly greater p^r romance 

de f i c i t than normals on ii coiapXex aeasurc of Instrument*! 

avoidance learning b^caxxsu c>£ their significantly hi jher 

anxiety l ev^ l . 

AS aeasured by t.*ree of tiu* neuroticus* dissuasion 

var iables , a l l hl^h anxious subjects wer« found to obtain 

s ignif icant ly higher to ta l #rror scor#a than low anxious. 

subjects* While high anxlcsus subjects landed to obtain 

aor® shock ®st®v® than low anxious subjects the differences 

were not signlfleant and the tr«nd w&s for high anxious 

subjects to perform almost &B weXX as Xow anxious subjects 

In avoiding shock e r rors . I t was concluded that high, In 

comparison to low, amioua subjects showed aignifieancly 

detrimental to^al error performance because tjt.ey attended 

to th* avoidance of shock errors rather than total f-rrors. 

Both of th© introversion-extraverolon c r i t e r i a were 

found not to s ignif icantly discriminate between high and low 

•jutlou* subjects on t o t a l error®, ahock errors or •hock r a t i o . 
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Within the l imi ts of trds study i t was concluded 

tha t alcohoXics and high anxious subjects show significant 

performance detriment in comparison to nonaai® *nd Xow 

anxious subjects in a compXex Instruments! avoidance Xearalng 

t e s t . 


