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ItfTBODUCTIGBT 

In an earlier study, it was found that tlm latency of 

the conditioned i@&r response was probably of th© order of 3.5 

seconds. This hypothesis could not be accepted because of a 

diehotoaty in response among subjects at th© critical latency. 

The investigator accounted for the dichotomy hy postulating 

th© level of manifest anxiety or drive was responsible for th® 

confounded result* Th© present study is an attempt to repli­

cate the earlier study controlling for level of anxiety* 

Three important concepts in this study are operation­

ally defined at this point. The origins of these definitions 

will be discussed at greater length in Chapter I. The fear 

response is defined as the subject's r®Bpom& to a tone* which 

has been paired with shock on several previous trial®. The 

latency of the fear response is defined as the time between the 

onset of th® tone and the effect of the fear response on a 

reaction time task, Anxiety is defined as that which is meas­

ured by the Manifest Anxiety Scale. 

The conditioned fear response has been used extensively 

in experimental psychology* More recently it has been used In 

behaviour therapy, and la assessing the action of dru«£8* Know* 

ledge of the latency of the conditioned fear response and 

variables affecting this latency are important to th® theory 

behind each ©f these important areas* It is submitted then, 

that investigation of anxiety and th© latency of the conditioned 
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fear response is important, not only for its ac&dealc interest, 

but also because of Its relationship to these other Important 

areas. 

The first section of this thesis deals with earlier 

work on the latency of the fear response. Three topics ©ranch­

ing from this work, fear, anxiety, anc the probe stimulus tech­

nique are further discussed* The effect of anxiety on the fear 

response and in turn the probe stimulus response is discussed 

and two hypotheses are postulates* 

The second section is concerned with the method employed 

to test these hypotheses. In this section the major topics 

discussed are the subjects and their selection, the apparatus, 

the procedure, and the null hypotheses and their analysis. 

The su-seeediag and final chapters deal with the pre­

sentation and discussion of the results of the experiment* the 

results are diacussad in terms of the theory outlined In the 

first chapter and their Implications are considered. 



CHAPTER 1 

R&VI&W OF TiCi LVZERMUto, 

The proolejs to toe investigated in this study ia the 

influence of two extreme levels of anxiety on the Xateaey of 

the conditioned fear response, in a recent study, Champion1 

pestulatea that level of anxiety was responsible for a tfiver^-

enee of response l&tsney to conditioned fear, The concepts of 

fear and anxiety are outlined as they relate to the problem. 

The theory, vnieh suggests the relation between anxiety level 

and performance in conditioning, is considered« Two research 

hypotheses were formulated with these considerations in wind. 

1» Origins of the Problem, 

2 It is Chaapion's opinion that infori&ation concerning 

tine fear response is of paramount importance to psychology, 

because of Its place in behaviour theory and abnormal psychology, 

Ho consider* that fear is the result of classical aversive con­

ditioning, ane therefore the principles of learning may be 

applied to Its acquisition and extinction, in a discussion of 

1 R.a. Champion, "Ww Latency of the Conditioned Fear 

Response % jmx&m^Amwmjh^M* iMstokm* vol, 77, *>• i f 
issue of mi eh X9oS p. 7£~®3* 

2 — ™ — - . , "The Acquisition an$ Extinction of the Fear 
Response';, Australian Journal of Pirehology. Vol. 13, jfo. 1, 
issue of i$KL, p» 23-2®* 
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factors affecting the acquisition of fear Jri® noted that 

theories to date hav© he$n based on the assvcaptlon that the 

fear response Is of short latency in the order of 0.5 se«0»$s. 

He reported two studies that indicate that fear has a latency 

between 0.5 ais$ H.5 seconds* The importance of the latency 

of the fear response to current learning theory provoked him 

to investigate this variable. 

To explain opposite response latencies among M s sub­

jects he suggests that different levels of anxiety amy have 

caused the &ichotoa»©tts results. In his study, forty-few 

subjects vera conditioned to respond with a fear response to a 

tone after the tone feafi been paired with shook for nineteen 

trials. The pro fee •tlauliui technique, to be described helov, 

we a used to measure the latency of the conditioned fear r^s|>oas@. 

Aaoag his cubj*«ts he found two groups of autojeota who resets 

in opposite directionst as ifidisated by their probst stimulus 

response latencies* Thia result c©nfevua$e»S bis stain result, 

such that he felt that a study to Investigate the effects of 

anxiety upon the latency of the fear response should be done 

before further conclusions were made. It was <2@cid«d that thia 

problem would form an excellent area of research and a necessary 

addition to the work of Champion. 
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2. Fear. 

I t i s important before proceeding further to clarify 

the current theory and defini t ion of the various variables 

involved in th i s study* in th is section the concept fear wil l 

fee discussed and in the. followlng section the concept anxiety 

will be considered. Fallowing a discussion oi each concept 

the method of raoasur«»«nt to be employed with each variable 

will be outlined. 

Feer i s defined as a learned, anticipatory response to 

painful stimulation. fMs defini t ion i s offered by isaay authors 

in the present l i t e r a t u r e , jg&£«, Brown and Jacobs,-* Kalian, 

and Mower and Aiken** This defini t ion i s also consistent %flth 
6 

the def ini t ion, about which Chjuapion centers his discussion. 

The usual procedure, by which fear i s learned or conditioned, 

i s to present the subject with & conditioned stimulus (CS), a 

neutral atimulua, &1E1^ ^ unconditioned siisuuLus <UCS), a noxious 

3 Judson S. Brown and Alfred Jacobs, wTfc« Role of Fear 
in the 2fotivation and Acquisition of Hesponses***, .Journal of 
jpperlnentaA P»ydbelo*y* Vol* 39, Wo. 6, issue of December 

** Harry I . Kalian, s t r e n g t h of Fear aa a Function of 
Acquisition and j u n c t i o n I r i a l a " , Jotynal of feper^ntil 
Psychology. Vol. **7, l o . 1* issue of January 195**» P« 1-9. 

5 0,H. Slower and £,0, Aiken, "Contiguity va. Drive 
Reduction i n Conditioned Fear* Temporal Variations in Condi­
tioned and Unconditioned ^tiauluy", Anwlnaa fleiyne^ off 
Pavciioiogy. ?el# 67, Sfe# l y IMAM of March 199*** p . 26*38• 

6 Chalazion, *The Acquisition and Extinction of the Fear 
Eeapoaae*1, fin/ Clt»« F» 23* 
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stimulus, l a close contiguity. After several t r ial®, prmm~ 

t a t ion of the CS alone i s able to produce the f**r response 

<CR)t aonmOly produced by the UCS, In th i s study Vm fear 

response (CR) i s operationally defined as th« subject 's r e ­

sponse to a tea® previously paired with shock for savaral 

t r i a l s . Tka iataaey of t&© faar response i s dafi&ad as the 

time between %LQ onset of the tone and tha affaet of tfca fear 

rasponss on a reaction tima task. 

I t fc&s baan deisonstratad by savar&linvestigators, via,* 

Kalish, Brovn and Jacobs, that faar has tha a b i l i t y to moti­

vate tha subject in subsequent behaviour, Xha-rafors fear i s 

eonaidarad & saooadary or acquired drlva, the reduction of 

wMeh i s coasidarad rainforcaaont for the acquisit ion of nav 

responses. Baeausa faar i s a la&r&ad rasporas®,, factors such 

as contiguity aiast ralnforoa&e&t ara conaldarad to affect i t s 

acquis i t ion. A «atho4 tha t has often been used to investigate 

tha effect of thasa variables i s the pro by stimulus teeimique. 

Brown, &&l±afa and Far bar ̂  developed tha proba stimulus 

tae&aia.uaf bacauss tliey o^jaetad to tha lack of precision 

7 Kaliate, Qg.fr, fiifr, p* 1*9* 

a Brown and Jacobs, Oa, C l t . . p. 7*+7-*759. 

9 jtadsoa 8* Brovn, Harry 1. KaXlsb, and I . R , Farbar, 
"eonditlonad Fsar as Bsvaalsd by TtAgaituda of S ta r t l e lespoasa to an Auditory Sttanlua*, ^ ^ i f l n ^ l . J s y l i p ^ l ffiyffltftfuftmr< 
Vol. Vl, Ho. 5» i»*ua of Hay 1951, P* 317-J2B. 

http://Qg.fr
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associated with the fear redaction method, A major problea 

with tills method was that i t did not allow the investigator to 

follow the deireiopHieiit of the fear response in re la t ion to 

training t r i a l s , Asswlag that fear has drive properties as 

well as reinforcement properties they reasoned that fear wouli 

affeet the amplitude and latency of a response «aae to aay 

stimulus (the probe stimulus) which was presented in conjunction 

with the C3, In the i r sta<3y e s fear eoaditloising with r a t s , 

they employed a t the probe stissulus a loud auditory ftiflttXus 

whose response was the s t a r t l e response. By comparing changes 

In the latency and amplitude of the s t a r t l e response re la t ive 

to various periods preceding, and during acquisition anoi extinc­

t ion of the fear response, they were able to investigate the 

development and d&tsrioration of the response. 

8pence and lttu*tulat applied the M M technique t© the 

st\i4y of conditioned fear l a bi«&&sf they m®& as their probe 

stisaalttg response the eyelid reflex. Their tta^or l a te rea t was 

the effect of varying <&®grm» of reinforcejaeat on the 4®velos>-

majit of the fear response. Incidental to resul t s eonceraliif 

th i s pheno®enoaf they fourrf evidence to suggest that the latency 

of the coiiditi©jae4 fear response i s more thaa 0.5 aeeoada and 

10 K,H* Spenee and sML Ruoquliti ^Temporal Effeeta of 
G»a4itt<u»4 Fear m the Syelid l e f l « % JoMrafA iifff J a p r i p ^ l ^ 
Psychology* Vol. 55» *>* o* *»»a® of Juae 195», p . 613H51S. 
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11 
that it is likaly about k»lj saeonds, Ross carried out a 

similar axj*aristsnfc, in which ha manipulated the CS-UCS Interval 

in fear conditioning. He measured the effects of tills variable 

by sassns of the ayalld raflsx, which acted a« M s probe 

stimulus response. He also found evidence to sug^ast that th® 

latency of the f#ar raaponaa was graatar than aithar G.Jf or 

2 seconds. 

The Indications of thase studies provoked Ctwrnplov?"® 

to investigate tha l&tanoy of the conditioned fear r@sponsa as 

tha major variable. Instead of the eyelid reflex ha us<nd as 

his probe stimulus rasponsa key pressing i n response to a 

l i gh t f lash. In his study, forty-four subjects war® subjectad 

t© faar conditioning by » a n s of a tona as th© CS and shock 

as the UCS. As has hmn reported above he obtained a diehotoiny 

&f probe stimulus raapons® latencies aaong his subjects* which 

ha suggestsd was tha resu l t of anxiety* Dua to past ®ls* 

undsrstanding eoncarning anxiaty as i t i s usad In laarning 

tfaaory the concept ©f anxiety wil l few expanded s»ra fully in 

the next saetion. 

11 Leonard E* Boss, "Conditioned Faar as a Function of 
_ „ nd Froba mtmxlm Interval 
Pwchology. Vol* 61 , Ho. S 1 « « M 

CS-UCS and Profea stiatilus, Intanrala*. Jowaal of BKBtyiMsaits^ 

12 Chaj$>i©% r-"fh® Latamey of the Condi tlonad Fa&r 
g**l»onsa% JteaJ&JtM p* 75-^3* 
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3* Anxiety* 

The other variable to be manipulated in this study 

will be level of aoxiety* In comparison to fear, it response, 

anxiety is usually viewed a® a persisting state of the organ­

ism. Champion *•* siakes this distinction m& mg&®&t% that while 

the conditioning of fear is dependent on environmental cues, 

moiety is the result of successive noxious stimulation over a 

brief or an extended period of tin** In agreement with this 

view, Sarnoff and Ziisbardo"1 state that fear is aroused when­

ever the organism is confronted with a dangerous or potentially 

dangerous stimulus, while anxiety asay be aroused by innocuous 
15 

stimuli. In his article Campion defines anxiety as emotion­
ality, a state variable, which suggest* he eonsl6«r* anxiety 

16 in the same terms a a the Iowa group, faylor develops the 

Manifest Anxiety Ge&le tftfti}) as a selection tool to obtain 

extreme groups exhibiting this variable. Although Champion 

dees not suggest this as a measure of anxiety la his paper, it 

13 Ipi.Q.* p. />• 

Ik Irving aarnoff ana: Phi l l ip 0. Zisibardo, "Anxiety, 
Fear and Social Affiliation"* Journal of W f f i y l *** J ° ? f F 
Paycaolomr* Vol, 62* Mo, 2, iaaue of March 19*1* »• 356-363• 

15 Champion, f,fhe Latency of the Conditioned Fear 
Response", pp* Cit.» p* 75. 

16 Janet A. Taylor? "The Relationship of Anxiety to the 
Condition©*! gyelid Bespoase*, itemijLttf, .affiMjJfWflto,,tefiM-fg » 
?@1* kit *>• 2* *8ffiU* o j f February 1951* p . 81~92* 
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Is evident that this is the measure he Is discussing. In 

order to clarify this point this author wrote to Champion »nd 

fee replied that the >4̂ j could be used r.s a measure to select 

nigh and lew anxiety groups for the proposed study. ' 

The original Mfe& consisted of sixty~five items assuwd 

to ©assure drive level as it la reflected by symptoms of Mani­

fest anxiety and 150 buffer Items, which did not reflect anxiety. 

This fore has been revised several times, such that the present 

test consists of fifty items and forty buffer iteas. Extensive 
1& 

normative data is available for this scale, Iyl,g>. Taylor. 

In this report she states that the test*retest coefficient with 

a sample of 113 subjects for a five month period was »&2» Over 

a nine to seventeen aomth period with a sample of fifty it was 

•61. 

Friar to discussing the val idi ty of the ;iA,S» the purpose 

for which th i s t es t was designed should be recal led. I t was 

not designed to measure anxiety but rather to se lect subjects 

of varying drive l eve l . B®<sm$® of the confusion that has 

ar isen, Taylor1^ feels i t alght have been given another t l t l a 

17 R.A* Champion, Professor of Psychology, University 
of Sydney, ^ejipnal, 9®JKMmMmM, Ml&U ttfrifttftMEi l e t t e r elated 
December ? , i9©5# 

l i Janet &. Taylor, *» Personality &cal© of manifest 
Anxiety", I f JoWfflft ,ftf ^ m g t f V j j p 3oci,a^ psychology, vol. 
**0, Ho, 2 , issue of 1953* pV 285-290* 

Xf ™ - , wDrive Theory and Manifest Anxiety*'. 
favehelsgie&l .Bulletin* Vol. B* Ho. V, Issue of M y 195*, p« 303-
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aucit aa a scala of ««©tlonallty« Any studies attempting to 

t aa t i t a va l id i ty against ai thar c l in ica l or physiological 

measures of anxlaty do not t a s t I t a val idi ty as a aa&sura of 

ganaral driva laval (D), which i s a hypothetical construct* 

Tw© othar methods of tas t ing i t a val idi ty ar© poaalfcla, than© 

ara construct va l id i ty , or i t a val idi ty in re la t ion to othar 

measures of D. Construct val idi ty iss daisonsfcr&tad whenever a 

hypotaaaia, l a which tha HkS l a used as a aaaasura of D, 1$ 

aecapted. One attempt has ha@n jaad© to aaaaaa ih© val idi ty ox" 

*k* a*5 i a re la t ion to another measure of D. Kmln and 

Fedorchak ' eomparad tha affacta or D as aeaaurad by the /fAS 

and food daprivatloa* Xhair hypothaaia aould not h® acea$t«d, 

bat i t i s f e l t thia was du© to thalr fa i lure to obtain normative 

data concerning; food deprivation in humans. 

Aa was stated in tha previous paragraph, the usual 

sathod of validating th® Mafi haa heen construct validity* l a 

th ia jaethod as Hypotheses ara sccaptad or rejected tha defini­

t ion of anxiety as meaaurad hy the ^jS i s modified in re la t ion 

to th« findings. In raeant l i t a ra twra , Taylor,2 1 Smock,22 

20 Laon J . K&itin, and Olga Fadorchak, MTh« Taylor Bcala, 
Hangar, and Verbal Learning", C f » d l | a ^ r n a l of paych^ftgy, 
Vol, 1 1 , 8o* *»> iasua of Daeanfear 1957» P» 2lSWfcL¥« 

21 Taylor, j fo . j f l f r , p* 303. 

22 Charlas &« Satoek, *'perc<?otu&l Sensit ization to 
Thraat Objeots as a Function of Manliest Anxlaty", Child 
fiavalogmant* Vol. 3**? *>• X? iiwue of March 1963, p . 161-167. 
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Farber and Spenee,^ JAjfc acorea are considered to measure a 

state of emotionality, emotional responsiveness, or reactivity 

and excitability respectively, which in turn reflects level of 

D. Further Jfelao2^ considers that there is no distinction be­

tween emotionality as Measured by the j$k&, and activation. 

Conclusions drawn from this discussion leave Xlttle doubt teat 

the ,I3AS measures the variable, which Champion2^ suggests should 

be nanipulated. For the purpose of this study anxiety will be 

operationally defined as that which is measured by the MAS. 

W. The Effect of Anxiety. 

Although, the motivation for using a simple reaction 

time task as the probe stimulus technique was baaed on 

Champion's1^ use of such a task, further support for its use 

has emerged from the literature* To date most studies on 

anxiety and sisiple reaction tisae have shown that this phenomenon 

is not affected by lewel of anxiety* yĵ a.« Farber and spe&c*,*? 

23 I.E. Farber and Kenneth W. Spence, "Complex Learning 
and Conditioning as © Function of Anxiety", Journal of J£xmrt~ 
mental Psychology. Vol. ***», No. 2, issue of February 19531 
p. 120-125, 

21* Robert B. Maine, "Activation", in Arthur J. Bachraeh 

York, Basle Books, 1962, 386 p. 

25 Champion, "The Latency of the Conditioned Fear 
fi#gp<mse% £&*J24Jt*» P* 75~®3* 

27 I.I. Ferber and ftenaetfa W. Spenoe, ''Rffects of As«i©ty, 
Stress and Task ¥arinble# on Bemetion Ti«ew. Journal of Person* 
ejltac* Vol. 25? Jfo, 1, Issue of September 1956, p.l-lo* 
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Dealderato, and Castanada.2^ It is expected then that the 

hlfh and low anslety groups would not differ in their reaction 

tines at tha various CS-PS intervals. 

However, it is eapeoted O R the basis of earlier work 

that level of anxiety will affeot tha acquisition of tha fear 
3.0 11 

response, J&I*» Baylor , Spemee and spanca-. These studies 

suggest that tha high anxiety group will attain a higher level 

of fear conditioning than tha low anxiety group* The affect 

of fear on tha pmim stiwulua task is, therefore, expeeted to 

produce a decrease in reaction ti«e following fear conditioning. 

therefore, la this study the expectation is that the 

high anxiety group will show a greater deereaaa in reaction 

time to the probe stimulus than the low anxiety group at tha 

C8-P3 interval, at whieh fear la strongest. On the basis of 

Champion's study tha €S~FS interval at whleh the fear m$p®m*» 
is expected to ha maximum is 3.5 seconds. 

26 Otello Desidur-atoj Effect of Anxiety and Stress 
on Reaction Tiate and Temporal Seneraliaation". Psychological 
Manorta. ?©1 # 1**, Ho* 1, iaaua ©f February 19&*» p. $1-5*U 

29 Alfred Casteaada, "Reaction Tiate and Response Ampli­
tude as a Function of Anxiety and sStiaulus Intensity", Journal 

9i h\minmlj0 %mM |gpM-.w» Vol» 53. *>. 2, issue of 
September X95&V P* 225~22®+ 

30 Taylor, "The Relationship of Anxiety to th® conditioned 
Eyelid Response", Q*»» Cit»« p* 41*92. 

31 Kenneth ¥• apenee and Janet Taylor Spence, "Halation 
of Eyelid Conditioning to itaifesfc Ansciety, lastraverslon, and 
Rigidity % immmlM i t o M . y4 ffwAfft %^¥tex» v©i, '-•• 
0o, 2 , issue o f I f P , p . 1M+-W* 



mVim OF THE LITSBAOTUs! 12 

This study will e*a&ine two hypotheses, a) that anxiety 

will affect the latency of the probe stimulus respon.se, and 

b) that a difference in difference scores in response latency 

following conditioning will occur at the CS*PS interval of 

3«5 seconds for the two group®. 

To suagaaxise, the review of an article by Chaaslon^2 

suggested that a dichotomy, among his subjects, in latency of 

their response to oonditioned fear may be the result of differ­

ences in level of awdety. Fear is defined as a conditioned 

response, which results from the presentation of & neutral and 

a noxious stianalus in close contiguity for several trials* The 

probe stimulus technique was considered as a means of measuring 

*he latency of the conditioned fear response s and the .Hanjfaa.t 

fflUfrerfry ftfjftT.e, was chosen to distinguish high and low anxiety 

groups* studies concerning the effect of anxiety on the probe 

stimulus response &n& conditioned fear were examined, and frosa 

these studies it was hypothesised that a) anxiety would affect 

the latency of the probe stimulus response, and b) that a group 

of high anxiety and low anxiety subjects would change most in 

their probe stiiaulus response latencies at the 3*5 second 

CB»PS Interval, In the following chapter the method used to 

test these hypotheses will be dismissed, 

$2 Champion, "The Latency of the Conditioned Ptar 
g#sp©fise% Oa* .€lt«. p. 75-S3. 
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CHAPTER II 

IOPKHIMENTAL DKSIGI 

The following design was developed to tast tfca hypothe-

iis that level of anxiaty would affect measurement of the 

latency of tha conditioned fear response, O B tha basis of 

their scores on the j^S, two groups of subjects wei*e selected 

to participate in the experiment. The fear response was 

conditioned by presenting a tons and shock la elos® contiguity. 

Before fear conditioning ©aeh subject was presented vltfe, the 

probe »ti»ulua pro-teat. During the last nine trials of fear 

conditioning the probe stimulus post-test w&a administered. 

More extensive details of the method ara outlined in the 

following sections. 

1, Subject* • 

Sixty-four subjtcts wera seiectad to participate in th« 

experiment. TM i$3 va« admiiaistarad to 203 studa&ts from 

Lafceahore Teachers College on two occasions separated hf mven 

waaks. The HAS ooniiatad of th« fifty revised i tarns of tha 

scale and forty buffer iteas* The taat-rataat reliability for 

the aeores of tne 2C6 sub jo eta over the seven week period was 
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•i&, fha distributions on the two oce&slona wara alsailar to 

those reported by Taylor,1 

Thirty-two of tha students who acorad at or balow the 

tvantlath percentile on both occasions war® assigned to tha 

law anxiety group, while tha thirty-two subjects who scorafi at 

or above tha eightieth percentile on both occasions wer# assigned 

to tha high anxiety group. These criteria war© selected: on tit® 
2 

basis of thair ex tonal vo use in other studies? viz.* Wanar, 
3 

Desiderate, Aa ago and sex dis t r ibut ions were tha s&ase for 

both groups, thaaa variables vara not controlled for further. 

Tha madiAn aga for each group was found to he nineteen years. 

There vt*T# tan saales and twenty-two fesaalas in a&cn group. In 

tha Ion anxiety group anxiaty scores ranged betvaen 3 &&4 10» 

and in tha high anxiety group scores ranged between 25 and M*. 

Thaaa ranges are consistent with those found in other studies ? 

1 Janet A. Taylor, nk Peraoaailty Scaia or ianifaat 
Anxiety", feurpl of AfrMMjl •»#„ S,ff<4ftA FffMatofft Vol. Ufi, 
Ho, 2, Issue of 1953, p . 285-290. 

2 Charles Wanar, "Baaction Tis» aa a Function of Manifest 
Anxiety and MlMilus Intensi ty" , iTttyml of J^ f f lHekMft §K**4 
Paychology. Tol, **9, »®, 3» iasua of J u l / 195**t P« 33 M1*)* 

3 Otello Besi&arato, "Effect of Anxiety aaA Stress on 
Kaaction Ti»e and Tearparal Generalisation*, fychQlogiaal 
Resorts . ? a l , 1^, Jfe. 1, iasu® of F®&hmxf V9V*t p« 51~5&» 
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JCU*» Biadra J&J&** Beck/ Of the sixty-four subject© 

•elected, five of the high anxiety group and two of the low 

anxiety group failed to keep their appointawmt. As a result 

the final high anxiety group consisted of twenty-seven subjects 

and the low anxiety group consisted of thirty subjects. Then© 

subjects appeared for the experiment in a prearranged random 

order. 

2. Apparatus, 

A tona was used as the CS and electric shocls; acted as 

the OCS in fear conditioning. The 2,Q0e cycle par second tone 

was produced by a atandard tone generator and amplified by the 

amplifier of an Ampex tape recorder. The tone was presented 

through earphones at a level of 60 decibels. The shook was at 

a currant of 0,5 mllliaiape, and was at the voltage level which 

the subject reported to be painful. The shock was produced by 

a standard Hunter shock atlmlator, and was presented to the 

subject through finger electrodes attached to the ring and 

index fingers of the subject*s right hand. 

j*mmmam*immm»mmmmmmfi*mm*mmmmmm'»m***m ••••www 

h Dalbir Bindra, Alan u P&i&raon. and Joanna ;; fcrzele<&i, 
«*0» the Relation between Anxiety and Conditioning", Canadian 
flffWflWfl,, itf ?M<«mpM, Vol, 9, ft>. 1, issue of Marci r f f f^p . i^>. 

5 Bally Bell Beck, ^Kyalid Conditioning m a Function 
©f m Intaaaity, tJCS Intensity, and Manifest Anxiety &t€l% 
Scores $<m$&M> ,m^m%mWml,,fM^^ml9M, Vol. 66, lo . % iasu* 
of Soveaber 19*3» P * ^29 ~**3S. 
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The Probe stimulus (PS) vas a 0.5 second flash of a 

six volt C,C» lamp, placed near the subject's right hand. A 

telegraph key va» provided for the subject to respond to the 

PS. Above the key was a 21, by V* platform, which acted as a 

feandrest for the subject's right hand. The interval between 

the PS and Its response was measured by means of an electric 

clock, accurate to the nearest one oaehundredth of a second. 

A three-channel, 35 J®»» fil« progr®jw«r was used to 

control the sequence and duration of the stimuli* The one 

channel initiated the CS and terminated it after 8 seconds. 

Another initiated the UCS 0,5 seconds following the termination 

of the CS, and terminated it after 0*5 seconds. The third 

channel was used to trigger a Hunter timer, which initiated 

the PS at the desired interval following the onset of the CS on 

the CS-PS trials* 

3, Procedure, 

the experiment was carried out in a tvo-rooa laboratory 

consisting of a subject room, and an apparatus roosa, between 

which was a one-way mirror and. an intercom* Jn the subject 

room was a table and a chair, and the apparatus yhich the 

subject would use. The lamp and the telegraph key were on the 

table close to the subject's right hand. In the apparatus roosi 

was the rwwLader of the apparatus outlined atooire. 
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Before volunteering for the experiment sublets w©r« 

informed that they would receive shock, and they wer© asked to 

sign a consent form. Each subject was placed in the subject 

roost, the shock electrodes were attached, to his ri^ht hand, and 

the earphones were adjusted over his head. He was instructed 

to place his right hand on the platform over the telegraph key. 

The experimenter then retired to the apparatus roos and ecsflnial« 

cation was torough the intercom fro® then on. 

The subject was told that it was necessary to obtain 

the highest level of shock that he could stand. Shock was 

then gradually introduced until the subject asked that it be 

terminated. This level wast used during the fear conditioning 

trials. To acquaint the subject with the PJ and its response, 

the PS was presented alone for five trials &nd the subject *®s 

asked to respond to it by depressing the k&j as quickly as 

possible following the onset of the light. 

The PS pre-test vas then, administered to the subject. 

This consisted of six trials in which the PS followed the onset 

of the CS by each of the following intervals* 0,5, 1.5* 2.5* 

3.!>? ^.5S or >'•£• Ttos sequence of these Intervals was at random 

for each subject. The reaction tiia® to each of the PS intervals 

was recorded. 

Each subject was then presented nine conditioning trials. 

the eight second CS was followed after C.5 seconds by the tic© 

for 0.5 seconds. In order that the subject was not startled by 
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by later C3-PS trials, two such trials were introduced after 

the second and fifth conditioning trials. Th® C3-P8 Intervals 

In these trials war® chosen at random for each subject, and 

the reaction times were not recorded, 

Ti* final stag® of the experiment involved the P3 post-

test. Ten further CS-PS trials were presented, and a CS-P3 

trial was inserted after the ninth conditioning trial and after 

conditioning trials 1C or 11, 12 or 13, l*f or 15", 16 or 17. 

The order of the CS-FS intervals was a^aln varied randomly for 

eaok subject, with the provision that no subject had the same 

QTQQJC as in the pre-test. Tim position of each CS-FS trial was 

also varied randoialy for each subject among the final ten con­

ditioning trials. 

In suwaary then, each subject received thirty-nine 

trials in all, UCt> alone, five trials of toe P8 alone, six PS 

pre*test trials, nineteen conditioning trials, two CS-PS trial® 

not scored, and the six PS post-test trials. Bach of these 

trials was separated by ̂ 5, 50» or 5? seconds according to a 

prearranged random order, Mo ready signal was given on con­

ditioning trials, but on the C6-PS trials the subject was given 

a verbal ready signal four seconds before the onset of the CS. 

Jhe null hypotheses and the results will be presented in the 

following eaapter. 



CHAPTER III 

PRESENTATION OF RKSULTsJ 

As was stated In Chapter 1, two research hypotheses will 

be examined. The first is that there is a difference in reac­

tion tlias for the two gromps at each of the six CS-PB intervals. 

T M s will necessitate testing the following six null hypotheses; 

1. There is no difference between reaction tiaMts to the 

probe stitaulus at the 0.5 second CS-P8 interval for the high 

anxiety and the low anxiety groups* 

2. There is no difference between reaction times to the 

probe stimulus at the 1.5 second CS-PS interval for the high 

anxiety and low anxiety groups. 

3. there is no difference between reaction times to the 

probe stisrctliis at the 2.5 second CS-PS interval for the high 

anxiety and lew anxiety groups. 

k* There is no difference between reaction times to the 

probe stimulus at the 3«5 second C8~PS interval for the high 

anxiety and low anxiety groups. 

5. 3'here Is no difference between reaction times to the 

probe atiatulus at the ^.5 second CS-PU interval for the high 

anxiety and low anxiety groups. 

6. There is no difference between reaction times to 

the probe •tltfulus at the 5*5 second CS-P8 interval for the 

high anxiety an4 low anxiety groups. 



raEMTATIOM OF RKSULAS 20 

It is not expected that these null hypotheses will be 

rejected, in wiiich case it must be assumed that anxiety doe® 

not affect reaction tiara to the probe stimulus at any of the 

CS~PS intervals. 

The second hypothesis is that there is a m&ximm differ­

ence in difference is cores of reaction times to the PS of the 

high and low anxiety groups at the 3»5 second C3-PS interval. 

The following null hypotheses concerning the six CS-P3 intervals 

auat be examined in conjunction with this hypothesis* 

!• There it no difference in differences between pre 

and post conditioning reaction times to the PS at the 0,5 

second CS-PS Interval for the high and low anxiety groups. 

2, There is no difference in differences between pv® 

and post conditioning reaction times to the p*j at the 1.5 

second CS«-P8 interval for the high and low anxiety groups, 

3„ fhere is no difference in differences between pre 

and post conditioning reaction times to the F3 at the 2,5 

second CS-PS interval for the high and low anxiety groups, 

k. There is no difference in differences between pre 

and post conditioning reaction tlaes to the PS at the 3,5 

second €$~P$ Interval for the high and low anxiety groups, 

5* there is no difference in differences between pre 

and post conditioning reaction times to the F@ at the **»5 

second GS~PS Interval for the high ana low anxiety groups. 
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6. There is no difference in differences between pre 

and post conditioning reaction tiaas to the Ps at the 5»5 

second CS-PS interval for the high and low anxiety groups. 

The expectancy la that the null hypothesis concerning 

the 3#5 second CS-PS interval will be rejected, while those 

concerning the five other C8*PS intervals wi l l not fee. 

The design of th i s experiment la such that each sub­

j ec t has a pre and post measure a t each of the six Cd-PS 

in te rva l s . In test ing the f i r s t sat of mill hypotheses the 

pre measures for ©aen group a t each of the six CS~PS interval® 

wil l be compared* To t e s t the second set of null hypotheses 

the difference® for each group a t each of the in tervals wil l 

be eoapared. The difference score Is the pre- tes t reaction tins® 

subtracted from the post- teat reaction time to the PS. Follow­

ing these comparisons the nul l hypotheses wil l be tes ted. 

In a react ion t i*e study a normal frequency dis t r ibut ion 

i s not obtained because i t i s easier to obtain a long reaction 

time than i t l a to obtain a short reaction time* This observa­

tion applies equally well to change in reaction time, in which 

case i t i s »ore d i f f i cu l t to reduce a snort time than a long 

time. tvM to these floor effects a skewed dis t r ibut ion r e s u l t s t 

and comparison of auch dis t r ibut ions cannot be achieved by 

parametric s t a t i s t i c s . For th is reason the ffejm-Wfaitney 0 testy 
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aa described fey Slagal, wa« used to analyaa tti© results of 

this experiment. 

Tha resu l t s of th is axparinant will b© discussed u&d&r 

the following headings: 

1. Analysis of tfea pra~t«st distr ibutions* 

2, Analysis of pra-post t e s t difference? d is t r ibut ions , 

3* las t ing the mill &y$>0tte«a®a« 

1. Analysis of the jPr*»?«st Mstrifetatioiia. 

The probe stimulus pre- tes t r®*tetioa times for t&* uigh 

and low anxiety groups were eoapared by meant of the Itoa* 

tohitney U t e s t . The resu l t s of tkase analysea are shown in 

Tabla I . 

2* Analysis of Fre-Post fas t Mfferaaea 
Distr ibutions. 

l a order to s**©w tne eiian^es i n reaction time to the 

probe stimulus bat ween t&« M pre- tes t and the PS pos t - tes t , the 

pre- tes t reaction tisae for each subject a t aadbt in terval was 

sufetraetad fro® th® a«&ulval®»t p©»t-tast reaction tlaa* This 

procedure yl«ld«td a difference acor® for aach s u b l e t a t each 

CS-PS interval* Th© distr ibution* of difference acoraa for 

each of th* two groups wart compared a t aaefa of the six CS-PS 

1 Sidney & • * • ! , J f fmprpprJQ St* UffUcs |^S tfr» 
•ĝL fleisncss. Haw York, tfcGrw-Hill, 1956. p . 116-137. 
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Tabl® 2*~ 

Results of S t a t i a t i a a l Analyses between Distributions of Pre 
Conditioning Probe Stijaulus Besponse Latencies for tb® 

Elgh and Low Anxiety Groups at each of the C*S-PS 
Intervals. 

CS-PS 
Interval 

0.5 

1.5 

2.5 

3.5 

* .5 

5.5 

V 

1*32 

3*9.5 

370.5 

33^.5 

*t*Ml 

3*5*5 

2 

.1*3 

.57 

.55 

1.13 

•66 

•63 

Probability* 

p*,6672 

p~,>*6&6 

p*#58afc 

p * ^ ^ 

pffi.5092 

^••5286 

Significance1* 

Not significant 

Hot significant 

Mot significant 

Sot significant 

Sot «lg&lfloant 

Sot significant 

a Tvo«tailtd probabili ty waster Ho of s* 

b Tn# 5$ X#v«l or batter i s eoaaid«r«4 significant* 
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in tervals by application of to© ttann-Whltney U test* The 

resu l t s of these analyses are given In labia I I . 

3 . Testing the Null Hypotheses. 

The five per eent level of elgnificance Is taken as the 

re ject ion level a t which, a mill hypothesis wil l be r e a c t e d . 

None of the six null hypotheses concerning the comparison of 

high and low anxiety groups on reaction time to the probe 

stimulus prior to fear conditioning a t each of the C3-PS in te r ­

vals could be rejected. Therefore i t i s assumed that level of 

anxiety does not affect reaction time to the probe stiarulua 

a t any of the alx CS-Po intervals* 

Of the second group of nul l hypotheses tested concerning 

the comparison of difference scores between the two groups at 

each of the six in te rva l s , only those concerning the 0.5 end 

3.5 C3-PS intervals eould be rejected. The direct ion of both 

d is t r ibut ions suggests that the high anxiety group achieved a 

greater decrease in reaction tines following ^m? conditioning 

than did the low anxiety group. At the l.J», 2.!>t k*5 and £.5 

second C3-PS intervals i t must b© assumed that there were no 

differences between the two group®. 

The in terpre ta t ion and implications of theee resu l t s will 

be discussed in teras of the theory outlined in Chapter I i n 

the following chapter. 
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Table I I . -

Rasuits of S t a t i s t i c a l Analyses of the Differences between 
Distributions of Dilfersnc® Scores for the j£L|h and Low 

Anxiety G?©tips a t each of the Six CS-PS l a i e r m U . 

CS-PS 
Interval o z Probability Signifiesnee 

557 

370 

3^0.5 

53V 

39** 

**S7 

2.U3 

• • * > 

.71 

2.1H 

• 9C 

1.31 

p-'o?!)1* 

p-.^77^ 

p^.032^ 

P*»3682 

p=,I902 

Significant 

lo t ai^niflcant 

Hot Significant 

Significant 

l o t .significant 

Hot Significant 
S»p<MI«WW«a»«eMMMWMMtWa<MI*BWPM^^ '""!•• WWW* WMli^Mfa«MWWPia>lf.'»N^ilWrt||WwiM>llilWftWIWWWWf<»^Mi» .n—«*WWn« 

a Two-tailed probability under Ho of «« 

b The 5$ Isvel ©r bet ter i s considered signif icant . 

1.:' 

2.5 

3.5 

5»? 
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DISCUSSION OF RSStJLT.* 

Tbs discussion of Urn r s su l ta will b© aisd© wilder th,® 

following headings: 

1. Anxloty &M tno prob® stimulus y©s$>o&«@. 

2. Anxiaty and f#ar conditioning, 

3 . Implications of the r e s u l t s . 

At tis© end of th i s ehantsr ® awm&wy of the rosaarcft and the 

conclusions wi l l be given. 

1. Anxiety ana the Prob© Stimulus R®spans®. 

I t was found th*t anxiety die* not aff@et too latency 

of the probe stimulus response, sine® none of tho null hypothe­

ses concerning U&s relationship could b© r e a c t e d . This 

assumption i s i n accord with tfe* findings ©f Farber antS Sp@ne@,x 

Desidsr&t©,2 and c*standa»3 Thsrofo**, any eha&g®s batwaen 

1I»K, F&rbar and Konatta V, apsac*. "2ffoots of 
Anxiety, s t ross and Task Variables on Beaetion !lss©% 
of I f r j p n a ^ t y , Vol. 25, lib. 1, issue of S«pt«b«r 19!^7p 

2 Otello BasidaratOj "Effoct of Anxiaty and Stress on 
Reaction time and Temporal Gonsrallsstlon", Payeholoalcal 
Reports. Vol. 1W, ft>. 1, issue of February l $ R , p. 51-5S. 

3 Alfrod Castensda, "Roaotioa Tins ana Hespons® Ai&pii-
tuds as a Function of Anadoty and Stlumlusi Xatoaslty", Joaaarnsl 

»w " i — J «*-.*«-n & -u**.*-,* *"-•*,, 53» S o . 2 t issru® o f 



Dxsctxsdxo* OF RESULTS 27 

the latency of the prob© stimulus pr«~test and the probe 

stimulus pos t - tes t must be at t r ibuted to the effects of 

anxiety upon fear conditioning in each group. 

2« Anxiety and Fear Conditioning. 

Tim nypotheses that the high anxiety group show greater 

decrement of latency to the probe stimulus after conditioning 

a t the 0.5 t M 3»5 second CfHftS in tervals i s in agreement with 
k 

Champion's findings* He considered the difference a t the 0,5 

second interval an a r t i f a c t , which was the resu l t of test ing 

each subject a t each interval* rather than the resul t of con­

ditioned fear* In tills and Champion's study i t i s f e l t that 

the difference a t the 0.5 second interval may be due to the 

close temporal proxiasity of the onset of the tone and the onset 

of the probe stimulus. Perhaps the onset of the tone O.i;-' 

second* before the onset of the l igh t isay have produced a 

d i f fe rent ia l level of d is t rac t ion aaong subjects* which may 

have process! the diff#r«nes between groups* I t i s not l ikely 

that t h i s i s the r e s u l t of conditioned fear, on the basis of 

k R.A. ChSJBpioa, nfh» Latency of the Conditioned Fear 
Response", foaeriaan lo i i rml of ,?%yohalo£y. Vol. 77, *>. 1, 
issue of March 19©** t p» 7>«HSJ* 
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5 6 
t&e findings of Boss, and Spenca and Runqulst that the 

latency of the conditioned fear response i s greater than C.5 

seconds. 

The difference a t the 3.5 second CS*P3 interval must 

be a t t r ibuted to th« di f ferent ia l strength of the conditioned 

fear response between groups. The fact that th i s difference 

occurred a t 3*5 seconds following the onset of the CS 1© In 

support of Champion*s finding that the latency of the condi­

tioned fear response i s of the order of 3.5 seconds, 

3 . Implications of the Besults, 

In agreement with several previous authors, v lg . . 

Castenada/ Desiderate, and Parker and Spanc«t the resul ts of 

of t h i s experiment suggest that I t should be assumed that 

anxiety a©#s not affect simple reaction time. This finding can 

be considered support for one of the two current hypotheses 

5 Leonard £• floss, "Conditioned Fear as & Function of 
tnd Probe Stimulus intervals*1, Jja 

Pgychelomr. Vol. 61 , Mo. k, lamia of Aprl 
Cfl-tlCS and Probe st l iwlua Intervals*1, Journal of tefgJMM 

6 JC#W. Spaace and W,M, Runqulaty "Teaporal tiffacts of 
Conditioned Fear on the Eyelid Refl«t% Journal .of f jcger^entai 

:» Vol. 5?f Ho* 6, issue of June 1958, p . 

7 Castenada, 0P» Clt.« p . 225~22&. 

6 Deeiderato, QjuJS&Jk** P* 51-5*. 

9 Farber and gpeace, g^ , , ,^ ! .» p, 1-1S. 
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orogoaad by ftpcnctt and others concernii^ tk® ralfttlonablp 

of l t v t l of aiw&sty to performance. Tha hypot&«s« ar© 

a) tb« 'eferonic bypotheals1 , that high anxiety aubjeota react 

assotioaally i n a ©broade isanmar to a l l s i tuat ions v wh#tb#r 

atraasful or Hot, ana b) tb* ' r e a e t i w fcypoth«sis* that hlgb 

anxiety aufejacta haw a lower tferosbold of «i»tioa»X r@sp©n~ 

aiveneas and reac t with a stronger ©motional raspon** than 

low anxiety subjects to ai tuat lons involving SO«A ^®gre© of 

s t r e s s , sine* the tvo groups of aubj^ct® coadltloxiod differ­

en t ia l ly to fear and yat did not mry 1A i n i t i a l rasetion times 

i t l a eousldiarail support i s glvmn to the rwot iva bypothasis. 

Chajstplos1*11 bypothesis tba t Xaval of anxiety or 

arousal ware resooaaibla for tha i r regular i ty found in bis 

r e s u l t s , wfa&eb tsa«ie i t Impossible for bla to accept Ms main 

bypotbesis tha t tho latency of tha condition*! faar response 

i s 3«5 ••«oad» t was also supported by tha resu l t s of this 

axparlaaat, as I s b is ®aia hypothesis* This supports tha 

contention of Simmon that the latency or the ooadltlonec 

fear response i s longer than had b@®« assumed. This suggest® 

10 Kenneth W» Speaoe, "A Theory of Fictionally Based 
Driva <D) «ad i t * Eolation to Perforoaaee In Staple Learning 
situations", Aiwtoft. rm^lp^kMh v©i. 13, i«u@ of w s , 

IX *•—•—-, »*tha Latency of the Conditloned F « r 
Eeapottii®*, £fcaJ*UM P* 75-B3. 

Xa — - , "The Acquisition and tottacttoa of the 
Fear mmptzm®** M f t ^ l t a g flpppsA,,,^, ^ y , ^ g l i g . f Vol. 13* Ho. 
1> lasue of 1961» P* 23H*8V 
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tha t responses considered the reaul t of conditioned fear toe 

ree*aatined in the l i gh t of thes® resu l t s along the l ines 

suggested by ChaMplon.*^ 

As predicted by Spence* and his colleagues level of 

anxiety acted to produce different levels of fear conditioning 

aaong the two groups, i h i s resu l t amy he taken as further 

support for tiie construct val idi ty of the .Manifest ftaatia^y 

l a suauaary then, support was found for the reactive 

hypothesis re la t ing kanlfeat Anxiety Sce^e scores to perform­

ance, and for the construct val idi ty of the .Mas. Finally, 

the hypothesis that conditioned fear has a latency of 3»5 

seconds was supported. 

X3Ifci&*» P. 23-30. 



SUMMARY AMD CONCLUSIONS 

In order to examine two research hypotheses, &) that 

there is a difference in response latency to a probe stimulus 

at each of six CS-PS intervals for & high and low anxiety-

group, and b) that the high anxiety group would show a signi­

ficant decrease in response latency to the probe stimulus 

over the low anxiety group at the C8-PS interval of 3,5 

seconds, tvo groups totalling fifty-seven subjects were 

selected on the basis of the Manifest. Anxiety Scale, twenty-

seven high anxiety and thirty low anxiety subjects were given 

a probe stimulus pre-test consisting of six CLS-PS intervals. 

All subjects were then conditioned to give a fear response tc 

a tone for nineteen trials; during the final ten conditioning 

trials the six trials of the probe stimulus post-test were 

inserted at random. 

The measures resulting from this procedure were 

analysed* The first hypothesis could not be accepted and it 

must be assumed that level of anxiety does not affect simple 

reaction tlise. this finding is in agreejaent with several 

earlier studies. 

Two hypotheses concerning decrease in latency of the 

probe stimulus response following conditioning were accepted, 

those being the 0.5 end the 3»5 second C3-FS intervals. The 

hypotheses concerning the 0.5 second interval was discussed 

in the light of earlier findings to this effect m& in terms 
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of the present experiment. It was concluded that level of 

anxiety did affect the l«*vel of fear conditioning, which in 

turn produced differences in response latency at the 3*5 

second interval indicates three conclusions. 

It can be concluded that level of anxiety does affect 

level of fear conditioning. Secondly, because a significant 

difference between this effect occurred at the 3*5 second 

CS-P3 interval the latency of the conditioned fear response is 

3.5 seconds. Thirdly, the construct validity of the MAS is 

further expanded in that the predicted result was obtained, 

and support for the ̂ reactive hypothesis*' was found. 
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Tttble III.-

Rtw Data for the Low Anxiety Group on the Probe Stimulus 

Pretes t . 

Subject cvr TT 
wttMnJSJttwdUHUMEAiiSJMK 

r.5 7T HT? 53 

1 
2 

e 

9 
XO 
11 
12 

11 
it 
11 
19 
20 
21 
22 

25 
26 
2a 
29 
30 

hk* 
h2 
35 
35 
29 
\* 

S7 
12 

k7 
hh 

32 

26 
hi 
H9 

I d 
39 
H2 

5H 

1 
27 
51 

I 

59 
kO 

hi 
32 5& 
»*5 HI 1 

33 
31 

28 
36 
29 
3©1 
$k 
31 
38 
% 
5? 
?H 
H> 
kO 
Hi 
20 
36 
la 
Hi 
3 

H6 
33 
31 
30 
30 
29 
23 
29 
30 
55 
2? 
H& 
V? 
kO 
25 
38 
32 
Hi 
37 
50 
3H 

31 
3B 

H2 
3H 
33 
31 
35 
29 
32 
31 
32 
56 
27 
37 
37 
33 
33 
%h 
3c 

£3 
h? 
Hi 
26 
32 
32 

Jh 
32 
1*0 
3B 
30 
¥1 
He 
32 
3^ 
30 
3fc 
29 
Ho 
H5 
h5 
30 
?* 
HO a M l measures are in 1/100th* of a second, 
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Table IV.-

Raw Data for the Low Anxi«ty Group on the Ppob« Stimulus 
Post-Test. 

Subject oTT 1.5 s3 375 T75 

i 
2 

I 
I 
9 
10 
11 
12 

11 
1? 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

26 

28 
29 
30 

**9 

§ 
56 
61 
57 
39 
56 

hi 
h2 
30 
%7 
h2 
61 
3 
2 
51 

39 
^5 
3^ 
Si 
36 
% 

**2 
38 
52 

8 
53 
**o 
33 
32 
35 
0 

31 

HO 

a 

33 
37 
35 

t*l 
M> 
31 
5? 
5^ 

38 
32 
36 
2b 
**6 

I) 

3p 
34s 
HO 
M̂S 
3C 
31 
35 

3s* 
5e 31 
25 

39 
M* 
35 
37 
2o 
39 

M 
1*0 
3^ 

8 
39 
50 
29 
3fc 
31 

$7 
39 
37 
3* 
17 
*3 
30 
i*9 
23 
31 

**9 
5^ 

33 

T T 

**3 
33 
5% 
3? 
3S 

h2 
3a 
k6 36 

H5 
*f3 
32 
37 
25 
1*6 
26 

35 
31 

**3 
50 

fe 
36 
3C 

3*» 
39 
30 
h2 
M* 
**6 

35 
33 
31 

39 
36 
35 

32 
5? 
k2 
30 

39 36 

a All ensures &r© In l/100ths of a «®eoud. 
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Table V.~ 

Rav Data for toe High Anxiety Group on the Probe 3tlnulus Pr#-
Test. 

Subject o3—nr~ r? s .S^erva; 
a. ^ T7? ^3 

1 
2 

i 
5 
6 

9 
1C 
11 
12 

16 
17 
ia 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 

25 

27 

^ 5s 

3S 
50 
50 
&9 
36 

£ 
33 

H 
27 
3̂ 

? 

30 
36 
72 

25 
67 
k$ 
V5 

30 
0 
7 
52 
31 
% 
33-
VI 
30 
51* 

5V 
Vl 
52 
29 

33 
29 

2 
5 

V2 

3C 
V2 
Vo 

V7 
35 

ko 
VV 
39 
37 
30 
50 
I5 
63 
30 
3V 
30 
32 
% 8 
3a 
25 
71 
3V 
39 

30 
52 
$} 
3B 

31 
66 
36 
53 
33 
27 
63 
%2 
50 
33 
27 
26 

u 
33 
33 
25 
V2 

V6 
ill 

38 
31 
50 
2y 
31 
27 
25 

I 3 
31 
31 

29 
2 

36 
30 
V6 

VO 

3 +r 

> 
6C 
V2 
37 
33 

27 
35 
33 
V7 
29 
29 
76 
5V 

28 
31 
27 
31 
3V 
55 
30 
Sa 
31 
71 
33 
39 

a All measures are la 1/lOGtha of a second. 



APPS30IX 2 3# 

Table VI . -

B&v? D&ta for th$ High Anxiety Group on th«3 Prob® Stimulus Post-

Sub jec t 

1 
2 

2 
5 
6 
7 
0 
9 

10 
11 
12 

S 
15 
16 
17 
I d 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
2*+ 
25 
26 
27 

c* 
3 8 s 

**1 
^2 
33 
70 
*Ki 
35 
5a 
62 
31* 
28 
3a 
55 
5o 
k6 
h7 
33 
39 
30 
27 
63 
V3 
>*2 
25 
61 
3o 
33 

raigB'Tigiw 

1 . 5 

37 
31 
65 
56 
30 

W2 
66 
51 
36 
2& 
?? 
3 ^ 
50 
3& 
39 
35 
33 
Uo 
V6 
^5 
30 
29 
56 

*+5 

CS-PS I n t e r v a l 
&* * 3 » ? 

32 36 
39 12 
£6 3& 
57 37 
35 31 
36 33 
36 31 
36 37 
hi H3 
k$ Uo 
28 29 
36 23 
62 52 
61 30 
h ^ H-0 

3 ^ 29 
32 3? 
33 3H 
% 32 
36 3(> 
55 52 
5<* *+3 
5^ HB 

2*f 2*+ 
kk ky 
3^ 36 
37 38 

"U""V" •"" 

Wl 
3** 
39 
55 
39 
**0 
51 
55 

H 
go 52 
37 
53 
22 
39 
30 
36 
32 
33 
^ 
5** 

# 
21 
39 
40 m* 

5*5 

36 
35 
30 
**9 e 
37 

3f> 
^U 
32 
60 
59 
*a 
31 
29 
31 
35 
36 
59 

25 
64 
32 

& Al l jaeaaures ar@ i n 1/ lu.Uis ©i a second. 
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ABSTRACT OF 

Afljg t̂tf ^^ tji®, ^^m^ypf the ,coi^xup,^.ZiM^Mffiftm*s»:l 

The effect of anxiety on the conditioned fear r®mp&n&® 

was investigated in tens® of the latency of the conditioned 

fear response. High and low anxiety groups were selected on 

the basis of Manifest Anjtiety Scale scores. The conditioned 

fear response was produced by exposing the subjects to a tone 

and electric shock in close contiguity for nineteen trials. 

The probe stimulus technique was used to measure the latency 

of the conditioned rear response. 

The assumption that anxiety does not affect simple 

reaction time had to be si&de on the basis of the results. The 

effect of anxiety on fear conditioning at tne C»5 second C5-PS 

interval was argued against on the basis of earlier findings* 

It was found that anxiety affected toe degree oi fear condition­

ing, which in turn produced a differential response for the two 

groups at the 3.5 second C&-PU interval. On the basis of this 

finding it «as concluded that the latency of the conditioned 

fear response is of to® order of 3»5 seconds, support for the 

•reactive hypothesis1 relating level of anxiety to performance 

1 David R# it vans, "-faster*® thesis presented to the 
Faculty of Psychology and Education of the IMversity of Ottawa, 
Ontario, March 1966, vil-^O p* 
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wa« found. Further supporting Uie construct validity of the 


