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" ABSTRACT
MONO-SYMPTOMATIC PHOBICS AND NORMALS:
WHETHER AND HOW THEY DIFFER

Mordechai Glic¢k, Ph.D.
Concordia University, 1979

Explanations of the development of phobias base on’

o~

\ -
traditional learning theory have proven 'inadequate. UnYike

some other learned responses, phobias are selective,

v

‘ I
One attempt to explain phobias with those exceptions in

\

resistant' to extinction and unaffected by cognitive factors.

mind has stressed the differential rates of asspgiation
between stimulus events and posits that phobias are an
example of "prepared"” leﬁ;ﬁing. While this approach
appears promising in explaining why'a?rtainrstimuli are moxre
likely to become phobic objects than others, it fails to
address the guestion of. why some people develop or retain’
phobias, while others do not. |

The present stu&y attempted to determine whether
certain individuals are phobia-prone. Traditionally it had
been assumed that this was not the case, except for multi-
-symptomatic phobics who have been shown to differ from
normals‘on'many dimensions. In addition, an attempé was
made to determine yhethe; extent or degree of fQér is

related to-the following pérsonayity measyres: Neuroticism,

hY
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Extroversion, Dominance, Capacity for Status, Fear of °
Negative Evaluation, Social Avoidance and Distregs, and
Self Esteem.

’ Eighty subjects filled out a Fear Survey Schedule and
the other paper and pencil measures. Respondents were then
divided into normals, mono-symptomatic phobics,'and malti-
-symptomatic phobics depending on the number of items
reported to evoke ter;or in the individual.. It was found
that the three groups were significantly different from one
another on degree and extent of fear. Subjects who checked
éff "terror" to one or more items were more likely to have
more fears - in number as well as in severity - than
subjects who reporteéd no "terror" responses. This findinq
su;ports the suggestion that people a@gﬁeither phobia-prone
or not, and seems to argue against the notion that
individdgildifferences are unimportant in the development
of phobias.
* A number of the other measures taken were found to be
correlated with botﬁ extent and degree of feag. The
measures seem to suggest that fear may be related to a
behavioral style of avoidance. The groups, however, do not
appear to be significantly different from one another on
the personality measures. ihdbics and normals apparently

differ only quantitatively on these personality measures

and do not seem to represent differenQ"peréonality types.

//\



This‘s;renghens the suggestiop thaf behavioral gtyle'- ’ '
. gspecifically the tendency to avoid stressful sifuafioné -
v may be the significant variable in determining whether a
person is éhobia—prone or not. It is suggested that this .
- might explain how phobias develop and ﬁhy they occur in

some individuals,but not in others. >
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differifrom others?

] . . . ‘ . .551
®  Attempts to explain human phobias within £he'dé2zext
of tradxtlonal learning theory have proven 1nadequate.
Alternatlve explanatxons appear pnomlslng,,but still leaVe
a number of’ 1mportant questlons unanswered. The present
study addresses itself to one of ‘these questions: is there

a phobia-prone individual and, if sdl in what way does he "
1 . . . I\

n

v
o

v

Introduction '

Tradltlonally,%lt had long been assumed that laws of
learnlng exist whr’% apply more or less equally well ‘to :

all species and all SLtuatlons (Pavlov 1978; Thorndlke,

.1911; Watson, 1914)7 Hull (1945) summed up_Ehis view when

he said "all beKavior of theeindiQiduals in a given species
and. that of ,all spec1es of mammals, including m;a, accurs
according to the same set of prlmary laws" (p. 45).-

In the mid 1%60 s, “the work of Garcia and his

associates with conditioned taste aversions (e.g. Garcia &

¢

. Brvin, 1968; Garcia & Koelling, 1966;\Garcia,$KOVner,°&

Green, 1970; Garcia, Mcéowan, Ervin & Koelling,’L968)

demonstrated thHat, in fact, not ‘all learnihg occurg
acdcording to the same set of rules. These findings,‘ae
well as those of others (e.g. Revusky & Bedarf, '1967;
Rozin, 1;67;1Zahorik & Maier, 1969) forced.a reEhinking of
that long held assumption-concerning ehe'generalit;y of the

]
o
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laws ofllearnlng. The underétaoding of the development of
phoblgs, in partlcurhr, was affected by this rethlnklng.
Thus behavior therapists and 1earningvtheorists assumed
nthat phobias are learned avbidaoée reactiggs but had'been
ﬂprone to leave somewhat open th( questlon of exactly how*
-such dlsturbances arlse (Andrews, 1966) . ‘To soﬁe extent,

' this was due to tgg fact that many aspects of phobic
diso?dets-dia not‘;ake sénse within tﬁe framewori of
general process learning theory. The probiem was further
compounded with the development of seemingly effective
treatment. methods such as systematlc desensitization
\(WOlpe, 1958) and floodlng (Hodgson & Rachman, 1970).

These treatment methods have obstensibly been based on

conditionipg principles and yet these very same principles

v

Have proven insufficient to provide a convincing .account of °

the etiology of phobias (cf. Costello, 1970; Ohman,

‘Fredrlckson, Hugdahl, & Rimmo, 1976, Sellgman, 1971).

L]

e The aspects of human phobias that make them difficult

to understand within a traditional learning framework are

s

(1) the fact that they are, selective and are generally
\ ,

°

found only’withiﬂ a relatively.small number of stimulus

. objects; (2) their resistance té extinction; and (3) the
*

fact that they ‘are apparent unaffected by cognitive

1nformat10n. . ,/// /77‘3
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' Selectivity

A straight learning or conditioning explanation of
phobiés (see Eysenck & Rachman, 1965) Qbuld lead to the
conclusion that any "neutral" stimulus ‘can come'té eifcit
the fear response. If éhis were the case, the frequency

)

of phobias for any particular stimulus object should be in

i

: direct relationship to how common the object is in man's,

environment. In fact, however, this is clearly not the

~ 4

case. Phobic stimuli comprise a much more select group

(Marks, 1969; Seligman, 1971), and this is true whether we

»

look at the distribution of fears in the general population

or in psychiatric practice (see Rachman, 1974). Stimuli
‘ \ M R -
which come to elicit the phobic response frequently tend to

N

‘display some natural potentially‘harmfulmquality (in the

. phylogenetic sense). Thus such stimuli as dogs, snakes,

or heighté are’ frequently the object of phobic responses,
while more harmless stimuli (adain in the phylogenetic

sense) such as electrical :outlets, stoves, ladders or lambs

* rarely serve as phobic stimuli.

Resistance to wextinction

‘ Conventional prohedures which reliably lead to \
extinctién of classically conditioned fear in the
1abora£or§ do not seem to work in the casé of phobias.
Many peﬁple have:assumed that using the conditioned

-

avoidance response (CARS rather than the conditioned fear

»
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x
respbnse as an analogue to human phobias (and thus accepting
Mowrer's, 1947, twd‘factor theory of avoidance learniné)
would account for this resistance to extinction (Eysenck &
kachman, 1565). For in the éAR experiments, it has been
well demonstrated that once an animal begins avoiding
reliably,. the animal wili continue responding even after the
shock has been disconneéted; frequently avoiding for
hundreds of extihction trials with no sign of a weakness in
the respodée (e.g. Seligman & Campbell} 1965; Solomon,
kamin & Wynne, 1953): As Costello (1970) points out,

'however, Hernstein's (1969) reviéw of the literature shows
that the experimental evidence is not in support of the two
factor theory, ‘but demonstrates, rather, that when a
conditioned stimulus (CS) is introduced into the avoidance

learning situation, it seems to function as a discriminative
!

stimulus for the avoidance response rather than as a

¢ i

s . €
conditioned aversive stimulus.

Non-cognitive nature of phobias

Telling a cat phobic that cats (the CS) will not harm
him or even showing him that a trauma (the unconditioned
stimulus, or UCS) does not occur when cats are around is
not effective in reducing his fear (Seligman, 1971). 1In
fact, asyMarks (1969) notes, most phobics know that their
fear is excessive and unrealistic. This makes little sense

within a traditional learning framework, for showing an

~
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animal that the CS no longer predicts the UCS usually

results in extinétion (Black, 1958). Furghermore, it has
been demonstrated that with "neutral" CSs, such as pictures
of human faces or houses, telling human subjects that no:»

“ .
more shocks would be given facilitates ext;nction (Grings,
1973); while when the CS is a "phobic" object such as a

picture of a snake, such instructions show no facilitative

effect (Ohman, Erixon & Lofberg, 1975).

Attempts at egglanation

The uniéue aspects of pﬁobias noted above make them
difficult to explain within the traditionally acceﬁted
general laws\of\learning. It now appears, however, that
these unique aspects of phobias are, in fact, not unique
to‘éhobias at all. Selectivity, for instance, haé been
widely demonstrated, especially in the conditioned taste
aversion studies of Garcia and ﬁis associates cited above.
Resisﬁagce to extinction has been demonstréted in a pecking
for food response in pigeons (Williams & Williams, 1969).
The non-cognitive nature of certain forms of learning has

also been noted in situations besides the development and

maintenance of phobias. Thus Kalat and Rozin (1972) bhave

-
t

reported findings which suggest that "highly prepared”

v .
associations such as taste aversions are not readily blocked

by informational factors, while Kamin (1969) has shown that

"less prepared" associations are.

P
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Thus, attempts which have been made to account for the
differential rates of association observed in different
learning situations have also been applied to the |
underétanding of the dévelopment and maintenance of fears
and phobiaé. Se&igman (1970, 1971; Seligman & Hager, 1972)

!
has advanced a notion which he refers to as "preparednesé".
This notion assérts that, contrary to traditional views of
iearning, stimuli are not freely interchangeable from
;situation to situation and from organism to organism.  But
rather an animal may be more or less "prepared" by the
evolution of its species to associate certain CSs and UCSs _
or certain responses and reinforcers. Within this framework
then, a phobia is simply a hiéhly prepared association.
Preparedness, Seligman (1971) claims, will account for those

aspects of phobic'development so puzzling within a

traditional learning framework. For prepared associations,
o~ -

by definition, are seledtive, resistant to extinction,
learned even with degraded input and probably are non-
-cognitive (Seligman, 1971). .
Schneirla (1965) has suggested, that the distinction

between stimuli that elicit approach or withdrawal may lay

in the qualities . of tﬁe stiﬁuli and not in the actual object.
That is, he would postulate that escape reactions to certain“
;timuli do not depend.on the inheritance of an énner file

of pictures of dangerous objects but upon :an innate tendency

2.

>



’
VLE

7
to approach or withdraw from stimuli which exhibit..certain
qualities or configurations.

Thus, both Seligmén & Schneirla have attempted to
explain some of the difficﬁlties id the undefstanding of
‘ phobias by modifying traditional learning theory and .
stressing the differential rates of associability between
human fear and various CSs. Research has, in fact,
generally upheid the notion #hat certain objects are more
likely to be associated with noxious UCSs than others -
{Hugdahl, Fredrikson, &’Ohman, 1977; Ohman et al., 1975;.
Ohman et al., 1976; Ohman, Eriksson & Olofsson, 1975);
These studies lend support to the idea that certain objects
and situations are more likely to become the object of.

human phobias than others.

While the preparedness nopion has become popular, an
important question that it fails to address is the
characteristics of the person likely to develop phobias.
Thus,ﬁif the potentiality to become a phobic obiect were a
sufficient explanation of phobias, then all people who have
ever come into Eontact with these 6bjects in conjunction
with‘an unpleasant of noxioﬁs experience would aeyelop a.
phobic reaction to them. 1In reality,‘this clearly is not

"the case. Most people, though experiencing some unpleasant

situation with dogs (e.g. being chased, bitten or simply

’
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frightened by sudden parklng) do .not become dog phobics.
Thus, wﬁile "preparedness” may shed some light on the
qu;stion of what phobia will develoé, it ignores the
equqlly important question of who will develo; a phobia -
er the more basic question or whether or not there is a
phobig-prove'individual.

Along these lines, it is interesting to note that
aspecte of the object or situation which tend to intensify
a phobic's fear are generally those aspects which are
uncomforfeble to some extent for most people. For example,
the same property which elicits reflex fear in primates
{sudden movement, stalking, etc.) intensifies the fear of
most animal éhobics. Social phobics ere most afraid when
subjected to.lhe gaze of others, yet they may feel at ease
in the same compahy when not under scrufiny (Marks, 1969).

This éppears to be an intensification of the natural

discomfort most people experience when being stared at.

Similarly, it has been pointed out (Clevenger,{1890; Weiss,

‘1964 Westphal, 1871) that phobias of open spaces\ arg worse

T

when there is no boundary to a large open visual field, and

dlmlnlsh as soon as spme kind of boundary is imposed with a

hedge, fence, trees, ot 'simply an umbrella held over the,
held. As Mark's (1969) notes, this remlnds one of the
dlscomfort most people feel when a small ‘dinner party is

held in a very large hall\— if a screen is placed between
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the dining(area and the rest of the hall, a tomfortable

feeling of intimacy is restored. All of these facts
strengthen the suggestion that there may be some individual
differences that determine in which individuals these nmild

discomforts will become fears or phobias.
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Individual Differences in thq'Devélogment

of Fears and Phobias

Genetic differences

' Animal research has demonstrated some degree of
genetic detérminétion of emotionality and fearful behavior.
Thus, Murphree and co—&orkers (Murphree, Dykman, & Peters,
1966; Peters, Murphree, Dykman, & Reese, 1966) selectively
bred 2 strains of pointer dogs, one of which was é)

excessively fearful, the other reasonably stable. They

began with two pairs of pointers - one fearful, the other

"stable. By the F-2 generation, excessively fearful behavior

was shown by 90% of the decendents of the originally
fearful pair, and stable behavior by 80% of the offspring of

the originally stable pair. Since the environment of all

'dogs was constant, the differences seem to be clearly the

result, of hereditary factors. Broadhurst and Bignami (1965)
deﬁonstrated a strong genetic control over the development .
of the conditioned avoidance response in two strains of

selectively bred rats. Rats bred by Singh (1959, 1961;

Singh & Eysenck, 1960) for emotional reactivity showed a

. greater susceptability to conditioning of the fearful ‘

o

components of behavior in conditioned emotional response
(CER) experiments than rats bred for non-reactivity.

Similarly, Galiup (1974a) and McGraw and Klemin (1973) have
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demonstrated a strong genetic component in tonic immobility
which seems to be an unlearned fear reaction to physical
restraint (Braud & Ginsburg, 1973; Gallup, 1974b; Maser,
Gallup & Barnhill, 1973).
Interestingly, Gallup (1974a; cf. also Galiug, Ledbetter
& Maser, 1976) found that selectiv;‘bréeding has a
. pronounced effect on the‘'duration of tonic immobility but
pot on susceptability to the response. This suggests that
the type of fear response an individual member of a species
exhibits may be common to all members of the species while
the duration and intensity of the response may be geneticaily
‘determined. - |

I3

Though by no means demonstrated, genetic influence of

fearful behavior in man has also been suggested. As
Valentine (1930) noted, siblings differ from birth onwards
in the intensity of their startling and fears. . Scarr and
Salapatek (1970) in their observation of 90 infants noted -
vgriatiohs in temperment qnd stable differences over a two
month interval in the pattern of fears displa;ed by
.indiyidual infants, suggesting a possible genetic role in
the development of fear during infancy. The resul!p of
twin‘stu&igs, unfortunately,/are ambiguous. Marks (1969)
reports that vef} few monozygotic téins are concordant for
phobic disorders. On the other hand, Freedman (1965),

studying the development of smilihg and fear of strangers e

e e e e e e e e oma
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in a series of twins over the first year of life,' found
greater éoncordance for monozygotic twins than for
dizygotic twins (cf. also Rose & Cardwell, 1975).
Furthermore, several large scale reviews (Bracken, 1969;
Ro‘ubertoux & Carlier, 1973; Shields, 1973; Slater & Shields,
1969) all agree on the important role heredity has to play
in personality and anxiety.

Early learning experiences

Quite apart from the question of whether or not fearful
behavior isgenetically influenced, many suggestions have
been made as to how phobic or potentially phobic individuals
differ from normals. As Marks (1969) suggests,\fea;ful
behavior likely begins with some genetically determined
innate mechanism which leads to social interaction and
learning which then modifies the original behavior. For
exampléE\Sackett (1966) reported that monkeys reared in
isolation exhibited fearful behavior at 60-80 days of age
when exposed to slides which showed monkeys in a threatening

pose. These fear responses however, waned about 110 days

after birth, likely due to the lack of social reinforcement.

When these monkeys were later brought into contact with

other monkefs, they failed to withdraw or show fear when

attacked. Apparently the apprbpriate"response had not

i

developed, not having been reinforced at the time it first,

appeared. Thus, the type of social reinforcement early

/

7
/

!
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expressions of fear receive will likely effect later
expressions of fear. Perhaps some people are somehow
innoculated against fear and phobias in this way, while
others are sensitized to developin; fear. Along these
lines, Andrews (1966) hypothesizes that, in phobics, early
family experiences have led 'to a "learning set" regarding

how to handle difficult situations - a set of avoidance and

retreat.

Assertiveness

Another suggestion of how phobics and non-phobics
differ is along the dimension of assertiveness. However,

.

while Bates and Zimmerman (1971) found a modestﬂcorrelation
for males between low assertiveness and fearfﬁlness in
general as measured by a fear survey schedule (FSS), they
found no such correlation.for fe@ales. Morgan (1974) also
found a modest correlation between social fear (as measured
by ten items from ‘the F$S of Wolpe and Lang, 1964)'5nd
assertiveness; the correlatién, however, accounted for less
than 6%Iof the variance. While Hollandsworth (1976) found
a somewhat stronger correlation between ex%ressed social
fear and self-report measures of assertiveness, the
relationship is still 6n1y moderate. Similarly, Farley

and Me&lia's {1972) sugge;tion that fea£ and external locus

of control may be correlated has not been borne out to any

appareciable degree (Farley & Mealia, 1972; Phares,

e nE] . B s e ———————— s B
: et 3 .
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Ritchie, & Davis, 1968; Ray & Katahn, 1968).

Cognitive factors

- With the increasing emphasis. which ié being placed on
the medi;tional role fhgt cognitions are assumedlto play in
determininé behavior (e;g. Goldfried & Davison,:l976;
. Mahoney, 1974; Meicﬁenbau;, 1974; Rimm‘& Mas;ers,«l974),
cégnitive'style'is another. variable that has been nominated
to explain how phobics and non-phobids differ (Beck, 1972;
'Ellis, 1962). Beck and Rush (1975) thus claim that'phqbics
dé not fear a specific objeét or situation per se, bm-v_,'l . N
1rather fear the perceived consequences of exposure to such
an object or situation. They reported that in all cas€s of :
the 10 phobics and 50 anxiety neurotics that they ‘ //"'
_interviewed, cognitive érocesses involved regurring
danger-related idéation expressing the fear of consequences
resulting from speiific'gyentslér éituations. This involved _
an unrealistic appfaisa1 of the éituatipn with a consistent
overestimqtion of the dangerous aspect, exaggerating (a) the A
likelihood of hgrm and (b) "the degree of ﬁarm.. They noted |
‘ ? thqt these cognitions og¢curred in the presence oé specific
environmental stimuli and continued to occur when the
. individual was exposed to theée stimuli even after repeated

disconfirmations. Rimm, Jandra, Lancaster, Nahl,  and

Dittmar (197?) rgporied, however, that while phobics did

report self-verbalizations as they were imagining the phobic

i
A N 2 ~
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stimulus or situation, in only a mihorlty of the cases were
the verbal1zat10nsvcatastroph1c 1n na;ure. Furthermore,—
they reported.that'when a%fually exposed to the phobié
stimulus, only 50% of the phobics re;orted that thoughts

preceeded fear - fewer than in the less fearful subjects!

.

. Pergonality ‘and condition?biligx !
Fiﬁaily, the variables of personal%ty a;d condition-
ability have been implicated in determining inqividual‘
differences in the develoPment of fearsnand,phobias (cf.
Eysenck, 197%). Eysenck aod-Raohma# (1965) have asserted

1N

that 1nd1v1duals w1th a hlgh neurot1c1sm score are those

: w1th a low threshold for emoﬁlonal actlvatlon who, they

predlct, would therefore develop" phoblc reactlons more

‘readlly. They also predlct that the more lntroverted the

person, the more qulckly and strongly are the phobic
reactions acquired and the mo:e~1astingly maintained.( The

f£ind#ngs of Kelvin, Lucas, and Ojha (1965)., Ingham (1966)

¢
¢

and Hallam (1976) however, refute these preéictions;

o &

Furtherﬁore, even where significant correlations between
Eysenck;s‘persopalitycdim;ns;ons and fears have been fopnd:
the correlations are ;oo and’ account for very little of the
variance (Bamber§L1974;'Hénnéh,'Sto;m, & Caird, 1965).
Eysenck (1976) sugges%s ;hat,éﬁe ﬁode through which

certain individuals are assumed to acquire.more fears and’

phobies thqp normélg is a.heigﬁtened degfee of general

o
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' conditionability. Franks and Franks (1966) however, point

* (Marks, 1967, 1979; Prince & Putnam, 1912; Roberts, 1964;

- Ruddick, 1961; Terhune, 1949), high scores on Cornell

: - 16

L

out that there ié no evidence to support this notion of a
general factor of conditionability. They found (using a
partial reinforcement conditioning'procedure(involviﬁg
eyelid conditioning to sound, galvanic skin respoﬂse (GSR)
éonditioningréo light, salivary conditioning to sound, and
finger withdfawalyto a complex light pattern) that while
different measufes of conditioniné for any one reflex
sfé;gm wereacorrelated with each other, therﬁ/wére no
significant correlations between the various systems.

Similar findings were reported by Campbell (1938), Bunt and

Berendregt (1961) and Dyckman, Mack, and Ackerman (1965).

Are phobics different from normals?

Interestingly, and perhaps remarkably/, in spite of all .

e

the suggestions as to how phobics and hormais ﬁifféf -

whether or not they, in fact, do differ is .open to dispute.

Thus; thle it has been demonstrated and acknowledged that

o

agoraphobics clearly differ from normals on mapy dimensions

such as the presence of other disturbances or symptons

Neurotié?sm“questionnaires (Geldexr & Wolff, 1967; Ke
1966), rate of spontaneous electrodernal fluctuations

(Lader, 1967; Lader &-Mathews, 1968), GSR habituation rate

o
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to\repeated auditory stimuli (Lader,'l967; Lader, Gelder,
& Marks; 1967; Marks, 1969), and overt anxiety (Marks &
Gelder, 1966; Snaith, 1968), similar differences have not
been demonstrated between mono-symptomatlc phoblcs and
normals. Quite to the contrary. Mono-symptomatic g%pbics'
appear to be virtually indistinguishable from normals on
the presence of other disturbancee or symptoms (Marks,
1967,’L969), scores on the Cornell and Neuroficism..
questionnaires (Gelder & Wolff, 1967; Kelly, l9é6), rate
of sponteneous electrodermal conditioning (Lade{, 1967),
GSR habituation rate (Lader, 1967; Lader et al./ 1967;
Marks, 1967) and overt anxiety (Kelly, 1966; Snaith, 1968):
The only measure on which moho—symptomatié phobics have been
shown“to differ. from normals is on eyeblink conditioning
response (Martin, Marks, & Gelder, 1969) where their rate
of acquisition is faster than normals and their rate of -
extinction is slower. Magkf (1969) argues that since
mono-symptomatic phobics do no€>dlffer from normals aside
from the specific phobia they have (except on conditioned
eyeblink responses), mono-symptomatic phobias and
agoraphobias are two different‘disqrders. Thus, he states
that "one might arque that the phobic situation is not o;

°

any 1mportance, and that animal phoblas and agoraphoblas

.are but two ends of a continuum of phobias whlch are

specific at one end and diffuse at the other.. If thié

e
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were true we should then find many animal phobias which are
diffuse and many agoraphobias which are specific; &e should
not find that the éhobic situation predicts the specificity
of the disturbance. 1In fact we do not find diffuse animal
phobias in adults - the majority of &nimal phobias.are
discrete disturbances and more extensive symptoms‘are found
only in those few cases where the animal phobia happens to
be associated with another disturbance such as agoraphobia
or personality disorder" (Marks, 1969, p. 112-113). Marks
(1969)‘further states that animal phobics "usually have ahf
TQnoiEymptomatic phobia of a single animal speciés with’
f&?ﬂie generalization despite persistence of the phobia’ ”
ové% decades" (p. 107-108). Marks is thus asserting (a) |
that agoraphobias and mono-symptomatic phobias are differen£
disorders and (b) that mono—sYﬁptomatic phobias are truly ‘
ﬁonb-syﬁktomatic with no other symptoms or fears other than
the speeific object of the phobia. This, in spite of the
fact thét when commenting on the slowness of animal phobics
to extinguish conditioned eyeblink responses; Marks himself
says "this lendélsppport to the view that animalwphobics
may have retained their phobias Ento adult life because \_.
their fears failed to extinguish ..." (Martin et al., 1969,
p. 123). If they have’a tendency to fail to extinguish

fears, then there should be other fears remaining in

addition to the phobic one! Furthermore, Marks seems to
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be saying that mono-symptomatic phobics are simply normals

who happened to have been.in the wrong place at the wrong
time (otherwise why would these nbrmals have‘a phobia and
not other normals?), an untenable position given that we
know about the apparent unimportance of brecipitating
events in the development of phobias. Thus, if we are
speaking of a specific learninb experience or set of
experiences as the sole etiological factor in the develop-
ment of phobias, we would expect that they would have to
have been, as Wolpe (1961) suggests, particularly intense,
and if -they were particularly intense, it éeems unlikely
that they would be easily forgotten. And'yet Rimm et al.

(1977) found that 50% of his phobic subjects couldn't

recall any precipitating experience at all. Lazarus (1971)

. reported that very few of‘his sizable clinical phobic

sample were able to recall any précipi;ating learning
experience and Friedman (1950), in a study of.50 phobics,
reported that only 10% coulq‘indicate spécific frightening ;
events that may have precipitated the phobia. Waldfogel,
Coolidge and Hahn (1957)Aeven suggested that, if anything,?®
schdoi phobics have been exposed to fewer frightening-
experiences than other children. Furthermore, in 'the Rimm
et al. (1977) study almost identical types and properties
of Pprecipitating experiences were reported for the milder

fears of their non~phobic reference group.-.

-

¢
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Rachman (1968) notes that while young children !
commonly fear a number of things, the number of children
with suc¢h fears sfeadily declines over the years Q;th only
a small numbér maintaining their fears into adulthood.

Bhsed on the 23 cases treated at the Maudsley Hospital in

; London, Marks (1969) states that animal phobias start in

cﬁiiaren, usually before age seven.'vAs he notes, however,

- most childfen outérow such fears by pﬁberty and it is not
known why a small fraction of these child-phobics maint;in
theirlphobias dfter puberty. Weuseem_toybe left, then,
résorting back to some variation of Watson and Rayner's
" (1920) observation that "one may possibly have to believe

that such persistence of early conditioned respbnses will

be found only in persons who are constitutionally inferior"

(p. 14) and} therefore( different from normals. -

\
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Hypothesis

If "mono-symptomatic” phdbibs are, indeed, different
froﬁ normals, then, whatever the mechanism, there should
be'something about.&hem that either predisposes them to
developing fears or_prevents thgm from extinguishing fears.
In either case, the endlresult should be that‘they have
mofe fears than normals -~ though perhaps sub-phobic level
fears. In other words, "mono-symptomatic" phobias should
not be mono—symptomatic‘at all! We are hypothesizing, then,

that individuals with a specific phobia should différ from

normals not only in the presence of that specific phobia

W

but in the presence of more fear (in numbgr of fears ané/or

.

intensity of fears) as well.

Q
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Method .

-

. ' o Subjects

.
f’""’c "

Subjegté were solicited in day and evening university

¥

classes and at public meetings of various organizations'by
requesting volunteers willing to spend no more than 13
hours parficipating in a psychological research project

that 1nvolved completlng a. number of paper and pencil

questlonnalres. uAll‘volunteers above the age of 16 years

were accepted, and they cqnsisted of 27 males and 53

&

females. The mean age for all subjects was 28.5 Years
(standard deviation = 9.3). d

While it is reasonable to assume that individuals

2
'

seeking treatment for specific fears are indeed phoblc, the‘
1nverse-— that 1nd1v1duals who do not seek treatment are
normal-— is not necessarily true. Gger (1965) found that
35% of his 124 “normal” college studénis had one or more
severe fégrs.: Similarly, Solyom;(geck Solyom and Hugel

4}974) reported finding "mild phobias”" in 45% of a group of

normal subjects. To c1rcumvent this labelling problem,

‘presentation for treatment was ‘hot used as a crlterlon for

designating a subject as phobic, but rather whether or not
a subject checked off terror to any item of a Fear Survéy
Schedule. Therefore subjects were selected from a §enera1l

rather than a clinical population.
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Tests

Fear Survey;Schedule (FSS)

The FSS uéed in this study >(see Appendix A) was based
on the items in the Wolpe and Lang FSS (1964), but modified
to be much more specific and to provide a wider range of
fear magnitude estimate. Thus, using a seven point Likert-
-type scale, subjects were inst;hcted to indicate how much
each of 82 items disturbs them nowadafs. The choices \
consisted of (1) not at all, (2) very little, (3) a
little, - (4) a fair amount, (5) much, (6) very much, and
(7) terror. , ‘

Many Fear Sufvey Schedule are available (Braun &
Reynolds, 1969; Geer, 1965; Lang & Lazovick, -1963;
Manosevitz & Lanyon, 1965; Wolpe & Lang, 1964). However a
ﬁroblem that they all seem to face is their relatively poor

correlation with behavioral approach tests. As Hersen

(1973) points out, a paper and pencil measure is of little

" or no value if the verbal réport is not an accurate

predictor of overt behavior. Lang (1966) found that while

20% of his student subjects reported fear of snakes on a

" questionnaire, only 1-2% actually avoided snakes when

tested. Geer (1965) found that of all the male college

students that reéorted fear of dogs-- whether they reported
low, medium or high fear of dogs, none of them actually

avoided a dog in a behvioral approach test! Lanyon and
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Manosevitz (1966) found that subjects reporting fear of
spiders did differ from non-fearful subjects on an approach
task. Interestingly, however, when fearful subjects were
divided into mild, moderate and intense categories, they
Aid not differ from one another on the basis of an aﬁproach
task. Cooke ;1966) found a correlation of only .35 between
a look, touqh, and hold step of an'approach task and
responses of "very much afraid of 1aborato;y(rats“ on a
modified FSS. Fazio (1969) found that although the
correlation between FSS responses and behavioral measures
was significant, the self-r;bort measures accounted for
only 25% of the behavioral variance. Schroeder and Craine
(1971)_reported similar findings. Furthermore, the
discrepancy between these self-report measures and
behavioral approach tests are not always in the same
direction. Responses on FSSs may éither overestimate or
underestimate fear as measured by an approach task.’ Tﬂus,
for example, Geer (1965) examined latency of approach for
high and low fear female subjects.after a time-delay
interval and found that low fear subjects evidenced longer
latencies than their high fear counterparts.

As Lapyon and Manosevitz (1966), Bernstein (1973), an§
Hodgson and Rachman (1974) all point out, however, it may
well be that these relatively low correlations are a result

of yieiding‘to situational demands in carrying out

!

»
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instrﬁctions. Lick, Sushinsky and Malow (1977) have
demonstrated that using "low demand” approach instructions,
correlations beﬁween self~report and avoidance measures”
increase considerably. They furthermore demonstrated that
as self-report stimuli more closely described the
avoidance test, corrélations between self-report and

avoidance measures increase even further. Thus,-they found

‘ , . '
the correlation between fear reported to the FSS item "rat"

and avoidance, to be .53. The correlation rose to .78 when

the test item was "harmless white laboratory rat", and to
.81 when the item was "you are in an experiment in which
you are asked to gradually approach and ultimately touch a
harmles; white laboratory rat ip a cage”.

Because of this increased accuracy obtained as FSS
items are made more specific, items in the FSS used in thé
present study were much more specific than those used in
—

Wolpe and Lang's (1964) FSS.

Other tests

s

In addition to the Fear Survey Schedule, all subjects'
completed the followihg paper and pgncil tests: (a) the
Eysenck Personality i;ventory,'Fprm B (EPI - Eysenck,
1963), (b) the Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS - Fitts,

1964), (c) the Fear of Negative Evaluation Scale (FNE -

Watson & Friend, 1969), (d) the Social Avoidance and

Distress Scale'(SAp—- Watson & Friend, 1969), and (e) the
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bomi;;nce (Do) and Capacity for Statu; (Cs) scales of the
California Psychological Inventory (CPI - Gough, 1957).

The EPI is a 57 item yes-no gquestionnaire which provides
scéres for neuroticism and extroversion-introversion. .This
inve;tory was included to test Eysenck and Rachman's (1965)
prediction that phobics would exhibit high §euroticism and
low extroversion scores. The TSCS is a 100 item txrue-false
guestionnaire designed to measure én individual's overall .
level of self esteem. The FNE, a 30 item true-false
quéstionnaire, and the SAD, a 28 item true-false
questionnaire are measures of different aspects of social
anxiety. The Do and Cs scales, 46 and 32 items respectively,
are true-false questionnaires providing measures of self
reliance and self confidence. The TSCS, FNS,‘SAD, Do and

Cs scaies were included in an attempt to determine which,

if any, of these measures are correlated with degree of

fear and thereby procure a broader picture_of’whether and

. how phobics differ from normals.

] Procedure "
! N

Each subject was given a kit including each of the\\\\\

afore-mentioned tests. The FSS was on top, followed by the

. . \
EPI, Do and Cs scales, FNE, SAD, and TSCS in that order.

-Subjects were instructed to complete all the forms while

. s . 7
<\ alone and in one sitting, and were requested mot to discuss

the questions Or answers with anyone until the forms were

L] * . i
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- returned. Subjects were ass&red of coﬁfidentiality ané told“
that they need not sign their name’ ;n any of the test forms.
After returning the forms, most subjects asked for and were
giveﬁ an explanation as to the purpose ?f the research.
‘ Respondents were then divided inté three groups labgiled
(1) normal, (2)‘m;no—symptomatic phobic, and (3) multi-

' -symptomatic phobic. Assignmept to one of the three groups
was determined by the number of tefror responses on the FSS.
Thus, if no items were indicated to evoke terror, that

* subject was labelled "normal™; if one or two itgés were
cﬁecked off at the terror level, the subject was labelled
"mono—sjmptomatic phobich; and if three or more items wer;
checked off at the terror level, the subject was laﬁelled B
"mulpi—symptomatic’phobic";

Following the suggéstion.of Hannah et al. (1965)“apd

" Spiegler and Liebeft“(l970), the FSS ;as scored to provi@e'
two measures of feir: a phobic score (P) which was simpiy
the number of items checked as very much disturbingl and a
total fear score (F) which was obtained by summfhg for each ‘
subject his weighted rating on all items. Thus,.an.i;em
.checked at "not at-all; was éiven'a weight of‘Lﬂe,.”Very
little" a weight of two, etc. with maximum weighting for
any item being sevén ("terror™). However, since the groﬁps
twere defined on the basis of "terraor™ rekponses, a mean .

. ! - - ‘ .
. total fear score (XF) with "terror" not included was used

o

AN ~ N ¢
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rather than the raw F score. Thus, the XF score was -
arrived at by adding a subject's-weighted ratings except .
for‘tefror responses, and dividing bf'aé‘minus the number * = f

the standard manner. T “ \
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_<hecked off the fewest items, the multi-symptomatic,phobics . =

addition, mono<+symptomatic phobics would differ from
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Results -
of theigo‘éubjECts, 38 were inonmalf, 21 were ,
"mono—;ym?tomaﬁio phobic" and 21 were‘"multi-symgtomatic -
phobic"- Fig&re,l shows the mean number of items cﬂecked
at each level-of fear for each of the three groups. .For
each of the four highqu(levels of fear, the‘normals ' : %

g l a
checked off the most items, and the mono-symptomatic phobics

fell in betweep Xhe othefﬁtwo grgups.‘ At the other end of “

the scale, the positions were-reversed, with normals

+ checking off the highest number of items as not at all

disturbing, multi-symptomatic éhobics the lowest number,

and mono—symptbmatic phobics again falling in between. ’ N
An analysis of variance comparlng tQS three groups on.

XF was performed (for each subject' s XF score, see Appendlx .

- ¢!

B) and showed a highly significant difference (see Table ‘

Ll). A t-test for differences among several means was

performed to determine which specific means differed -
sxgnlflcantly from one andther. While it had been assumed '
that multi-symptomatic phobics. would differ from mono=-
hsymptomatlc phobics and normals as the lltgrature cited

above contends, it was specifically hypothesiied that, in’

normals .as well.- Since these differences had been

hypothesized prior to the collection of the experimentqléa
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/ TABLE 1
"“SOURCE TABLE - ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE .
COMPARING THE THREE GROUPS ON XF

Total” 25.16

Between 8.08

Within 17.08

79

77

4.04
.22

18.36

<.001
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data, these t-tests may be performed. Results of the

t-test comparing the multi-symptomatic and mono-symptomatic
-

) .~
groups showed that they are significantly different from

one another (C. diff.q; = .35, X; - X, = .49, p<.01) .
Similarly, the mono-symptomatic phobic and normal“groﬁps
differed significantly from one another (C. diff.ps = .26,
iz -23’= .28, p<.05), as did tpé multi—symptomatic and
normai groups (C. diff.y; = .35, X; - X3 = .77, p<.01).
Similérly,_an analysis of variance comparing the three
groups on the number of "very much" responses was performed
(for actual number of items each subjecf checked as very
much disturbing, see Appendix C) and showed a highly
" significantly difference (see Table 2). Once again a t-test

for differences among several means was performed to .

determine which means differed significantly from one
Aanother. Results showed that thg multi;symptomatic and
‘mono-symptomatic groups differed significantly from one
another (C. diff.q; = 2.89, %, - %, = 6, p<.01) as did the
mopo-symptomatic and norﬁal groups (C. diff.05 = 1.92,

iz - iB = 2.06, p<.05) as well as the multi-symptomatic and
normal groups (C. diff.q, = 2.89, X; - X5 = 8.06, p<.0l).

~ dn the relationéhip between measures of fear and the
other test scores, mean fear scores (XF) were found to be
significantly correlated with all the personality measures

.

‘taken except for extroversion and dominance. Table 3 lists

.
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g,; TABLE 2
j : . SOURCE TABLE - ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
{ ¥ o ' COMPARING THE THREE GROUPS ON NUMBER

OF "VERY MUCH" RESPONSES

A %

. Source ss af ms ¢ . P

Total 1847.95 79
1 . Between 889.83 2 444.92 35.77 <.001
! ’ Within 958.12 - 77 12.44 '
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TABLE

3

v CORRELATION BETWEEN XF SCORES AND

OTHER MEASURES FOR ALL SUBJECTS

34

correlation Level of
with significance of
Measure XF " the correlation
\ 1
Capacity for Status -.43 p<.001
Fear of‘Negativé Evaluation 242 p<.001
Neuroticism’ . .39 p<. 005
Self Esteem -.38 p<.005
Social Avoidance and Digtress .29 p<.01
Dominance -.21 p>.05
-.11 p>.05

Extroversion

. en,
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each of the Pearson Prodict-Moment correlation
coefiicients and its level of significance. Number of items
checked as very much disturbing was likewise found to be'
\significantly correldted with all the'personality measures\
taken except for extroversion. Table 4 lists each of the

Pearson Product-Moment correlations for "very much" responses

-and its level of significance. To determine the degree of

fredictability of XF, given knowledge of the other measures
taken, and to determine which of the variables are most
predictive, a step-wise multiple regression was perforﬁed.
Results (see Table 5) show a multiple correlation
coeffiéient of .53 between the dependent variable (XF) and
the joint variables of Capacity for Status, Fear of Negative
Evaluation and Self Esteem. The bulk of the relationship,
however, is accounted fér by the single variable of Capacity
for Status (.43), Fear of Negative Evaluation increasing the
correlation by only .08," and Self Esteem by only .02. .
The same procedure was followed to determiﬁe the degree
of predictability of P (number of itemsvchecked as very much
disturbing), given knowledge of the other measures taken.
Results (see Table é) were similar to those obtained with
XF as the dependent variable, though the order of steps 2
and 3.were reversed and the multiple correlation'Eoefficient

was lower (.44). Again, Capacity for Status accounted for

most of the relationship (.35), with Self Esteem adding




' ' ' , TABLE 4
; g CORRELATION BETWEEN "VERY MUCH"
[ ' ’ RESPONSES AND OTHER MEASURES FOR ‘ .

i

ALL SUBJECTS

Correlation Level of .
. ¢ ‘ ' with "very Significance of
Measure ‘ . much” responses the correlation
e ] Cpacity for Status . -.35 p<.005
| Self Esteem ? -.35 ' p<.005
Fear of Negaé%Ve Evaluation .33 - | p<.005
‘ Social Aégidénce and Distress .27 p<.05
Dominance - -.24 " p<.05
Neuroticism ' .24 ‘ p<.05
Extroversion - -.18 p>.05 .




TABLE 5

. " RESULTS OF A STEP~WISE MULTIPLE

. REGRESSION WITH XF AS THE

DEPENDENT VARIABLE

Measure Multiple R

Capacity for Status .43 i
Fear of Negative Evaluation .51
' Self Esteem .53

Neuroticism .54

Social Avoidance and pistress ‘ .54
Dominance . .54
- Extroversion - ' 54

P

=
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TABLE 6
%
RESULTS OF A STEP-WISE MULTIPLE

REGRESSION WITH P AS THE DEPENDENT-

VARIABLE ‘ ,
4
Measure - / _ Multiple R
. . e .
. .
Capacity for Status “ .35
|
iSelf Esteem ‘ .42 4
Fear of Negative Evaluation . .44~ /‘ /
‘ Dominance ' 3 . .45
Neuroticism ‘ .46 .j
* . /
Social Avoidance and Distress ‘ l .46 ’
- Extroversion ) .46 °
- “
) . \ .
/ a
.': A - ' ’\.—- P
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only .07 to the correlation, and Fear of Négative Evaluation
adding only .02.

<

Comparing the groups on the personality measures taken,
Sho&éé mixed resulté. Analyses of variénce (ANOVAS)
comparing the three groups displayed significant differences
for the variables Self Esteeml Fear pf Negative Evaluation,
Social Avoidance and Distress, and Dominance (see Tables 7,
8, 9, and 10) bqt detected no significant differences fqr
the variables éapacity for Status, Neuroticism, and
Extroversion (see Tables 11, 12, and 13). Results of a
Tukey test! onthe Self Esteen ANOVA showed a significant
difference between the normal and multi-symptomatic phobic
groups (C. diff.os = 19,09, il - 23 = 19.12, p<.05) but
no significant-differences betwee;.the normal and mono-
-symptomatic phobic groups (C. diff.ge = 19.09, Xp - §21='

N\5.69, p>.05) or between the mono- and multi-symptomatic
groups (C. diff.pg = 19;09, Xy -~ X3 = 13.43, p>.05).
Similarly, results»ofvTukey test on the-Fear of Negative
Evaluation ANOVA displayed a significant difference between
the normal and multi-symptomatic phobic groups (C. diff.gg
= 5.09, il - i3 = 6.7, p<.05) but no significant differences

between the normal and mono-symptomatic phobic groups

(C. diff.gg = 5.09, ¥, - X, = 2.85, p>.05) or batween the

mono- and multi-symptomatic gfoups (C. diff.g5 = 5N09,

* Xy ~ §3 = 3_.86, p>.05). Results of a Tukey test on the




. TABLE 7

SOURCE TABLE - ANALYSIS OF . e,

VARIANCE COMPARING THE THREE
. . ’

»

GROUPS ON SELF ESTEEM

Source

’

ss df ms F P

Total 65735.95 79 =
B ‘ " . it . N .
Between  5510.84 2 3755.42 -3.52 <.05 ‘
“wWithih.  60225.11 - 77 782.14 S
: " : : |
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~ TABLE 8 '
SOURCE TABLE - ANALYSIS OF
’ * VARIANCE ‘COMPARING THE THREE
) . GROUPS ON FEAR OF NEGATIVE
EVALUATION : :
- v ‘ he
Source Ss . arf . . ms . F
Total 4897.95 79
Betweén 608.97 2 < 304.49 5.47
Within 4288.98 77 . 55.70 -
R
v . . v . f
.~ n“ .
| ) _
s R X ) - ) ,~
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. TABLE 9
SOURCE TABLE - ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE .
COMPARING THE THREE GROUPS ON SOCIAL
- AVOIDANCE AND DISTRESS ﬁa\ |
wet i - ' . ' |
. " Sowurce ss af . ms F P
~  Total 1872.75 79 ; —
Between 265.41 2 7 132.71  6.36  <.005 N
Within 1607.34 77 20.87 .
] ¥
[ “ : \
2 ! I .
. N . i
“n M -~ ¢ o
.
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SOURCE TABLE - ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

. . COMPARING THE THREE GROUPS ON o

' DOMINANCE

e

af

ms F

T
‘Source

- Total

. -Between

- yithin

2878.39
232.56
- 2645.8

» 79

. 2

77

116.28
" 34.36 —

2y
o
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: ~ . ' . TABLE 11 : .
SOURCE TABLE - ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
. . g COMPARING THE THREE GROUPS ON

CAPACITY FOR STATUS

I3

s N °

Sourcé '5S » df ms F P .

N I .. Total  1230.00 79 - E

& ‘Between 85.98 ° 2 42.99 2.89  >.05,

Within 1144.02 77. 14.86 -
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‘ | ' TABLE 12

SOURCE TABLE - ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
g COMPARING THE THREE GROUPS ON
NEUROTICISM

i

; Source . ss af ms F p
& Total 1203.95 79

{ , i

{ Between 84.57 2 42.29 2.91 >.05
Within 1119238 77 . 14.54

. ,
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§ | u | ‘4
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TABLE 13 .
. ' ) SOURCE TABLE - ANALYSIS OF‘ VARIANCE ’
- ? - COMPARING THE THREE GROUPS ON --
. EXTROVERSION "
oot
Source\\ ' .ss ;if' ms- F b - B i)
Total 739.8 79 . X
- : Between 8.48 2 4.24 .45 >.05
, Witjhin 731.32 . 77 . 9.50

T —— .t
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Soc¢ial Avoidance and’ Distress ANOVA showed significant

i differences between the normal and multi-symptomatic groups

; (C. diff.ge = 3.12, il - i3 = 3,85, p<.05) as well as
between the ﬁqno— and multi-symptomatic phobic groups
(c. diff.g5 = 3.12, X, - X5 = 4.52, p<.05), but not
. between the normal and mono-symptoma£ic.phobic groups
P ‘ (C. aiff.gg = 3.12, X, - X, = .67, p>.05). Finally,
2 1 results of a Tukey test on the Dominance ANOVA showed no _
significant differences between any of the groups
(C. diff.ps = 4.00, X; - Xp = 3.01, p>.05; X, — X3 = 3.73,
e " p>.05; X, - X3 = .72, p>.05). These results are summarized

in Table 14.
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TABLE 14

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES :
. BETWEEN GROUPS ON EACH OF THE ,
PERSONALITY MEASURES WHICH PRODUCED

" A SIGNIFICANT QOVA' ‘ o

Personality Level of significance of
Measure . ‘ differences between groups
Normal vs. Normal vs. mono vs. .
mono- multi- multi-
Symptomatic Symptomatic symptomatic
Phobic Phobic Phobic
. Self Esteem >.05 <.05 >.05
Fear of Negative : .
Evaluation .. 205 <.05 ] >.05
/ y . L)
Social Avoidance .
and Distress ' >.05 v <.05 <.05
\ Dominance" >.05 - "~ >.05 : >.05
2 5 .
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Discussion
The .literature has shown that multi-symptomatic
phobics are significantly different from both norméls and
mono—syﬁptomatic phobics on many dimensions (e.g. Marks,
1957; Marks & Gelder, 1966). The present'fipdings support
that data and demonstrate that on botﬁ deqmee of fear (Pi

and extent of fear (XF), multi~symptoma£ic phobics appear

to represent a different population from either normals or

mono-symptomatic phobics, These findings, therefore,

support the assertion of Marks (1969) that multi-symptomatic
phobics are somehow qualitatively different from both
norma%s and mono-symptomatic phobics. ,
6n the other hand, this appears to be likewise true
for mono-symptomatic phobics in relatioﬁ to normals. Thus
the results of this study seem:zb confirm the hypothesis
thét mono-sympatomatic phobics are soméhow different ffom
normals. And whatever that difference be, thékend result
of it is the presence of a greater numberandinteﬁsity of “
fears thén normals. And so, whether we compare the’groups

on_average degree of fear on all items (XF), which is a

measure of extent of fear, or on the number of high fear
items an individual checks (P), the results are the same -

individuals who have one or two items which they report

\being terrified of are significantly more afraid of more

things than individuals who report no terror items. If
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mono-symptomatic phobias were soleiy the result of e#ternal

factors and each individual were as likély as the next to

develop such phobias, then mono-symptomatic phobics should,
as Marks (1969) and others (e.g. Coqper; Fursé, & Bridgerﬁ
1969) contend, not be more fearful or anxious of other
things than anyone else. Iﬁ fact, summing up the

‘ - . f

conventional wisdom and prevailing assumptions rega;dinj [
the development of phobias. Sutherland, Amit, and Weiner
‘(1975) state rather emﬁhatically that "there is no such
thing as a phobia prone personality. Phobia§ are learned,
;nd anyone can learn one, given the right combination of
circumstances ... why doesn't everybne develop a phobia?
Because, for%unately, the combination of events and
cond;tions necessary to produce a full-fledged phobia does
not occur often enough. But if it did, then everyone would
develop a phobia. And personality would not even enter
\ 25,26) - The résﬁlts\of the present study(}

v 4]

into it" (R

seem to con -4dict that hypothesis.

A

‘Oon the &ther hand, the differences between the three

to . .a i -
groups may acitually be a spurious finding caused not by an '
4 .

| !

actual diffe ;nce in degree or extent of fear, but by a

difference inYresponse criteria. Thus, perhaps our "mono-
-syqptoﬁatic(%hobics" in fact experience the same fear to
each oﬁ ﬁhe }S items as those in the "normal” group, but

instead bf labelling a moderate degree of fear as "a little" -

J )

'

'
| - "y

|
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or "a fair amount"; they are more liberal in their use of

more extreme labels and call it "much" or "very much".. Two

things mitigate against this possibility. The first is the

finding cited earlier (Lick et al.; 1977) that demonstrates

a high degree of correlation between FSS responses. and

o

behavioral avoidance measures when the FSS items are

detailed. The second is the shape of the curves found

;

(refer back to Figure 1). Since points within each curve:

are not independent and each check at a given fear level

reduces by one the number of possgible checks at any other

fear level, the shape of the curve is important. If the
. v

differences between the groups were really the result of a

shift in response criteria, and those called "phobic" are

simply people who use more extreme labels to describe their

experiences than those called normal, then one would expect

to see the higher fear groups exhibiting the same curve as

the normal group, but beginning at a greater degree of fear.

Table 15 lists the actual mean number of items checked at -

each level of fear for all three groups. Table 16 lists

the mean number of iﬁems one would expect if the mono-

~gymptomatic group simply shifted their criteria up one

level, and the multi-éymptomatic phobics up two levels from
the'néfmaigl The curves would then look something like “
those illustrated in Figure 2 rather than the actual curves

illustrated again in Figure 3. It seems” reasonable, then,

4

'




TABLE 15

MEAN NUMBER OF ITEMS CHECKED AT EACH

LEVEL OF FEAR FOR ALL THREE GROUPS

Group Mean Number of Items Checked at Each Level
i ’ R

Normal 32.47 | 16.76 | 17.16 9.92 ] 2.87 2,321 0
Mono-~
Symptomatic 24,71 | 18.24 | 17.43 11.10 (| 4.81 4.521 1.43
Phobic
Multi-
Symptomatic 20.33 113.14 }13.81 11.19} 6.10) 10.38} 6.10
Phobic

Not
Fear Level: - |at Very a - a fair Very

all little| little jamount | Much | much |Terror

) .
-
‘l
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' TABLE 16
MEAN NUMBER OF ITEMS EXPECTED &F THE !
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN GROUPS WERE DUE TO Alg
UPWARD SHIFT OF RESPONSE CRITERIA
Gr;'oup Mean Number of Items ;‘xpected at Each Level
Normal 32.47| 16.76 | 17.16 9.92 | 2.87)2.320
Symptomatic 0 $32.47 l16.76 17.16 9.9212.87 1| 2.32
Phobic - -
Multi- .
Symptomatic | 0 2.32 1'32.47 | 16.76 |17.16 [ 9.92 | 2.87
Phobic
Not
Fear Level: at Very a a fair Very
all little jlittle | amount | Much [much | Terror
»
[ d *“j
N .
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e ! q ) "
i
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to conclude that the diffq&)négé-do notlappear to be due to
a shift in response criteria.

At figst qlénce the proportion of ouryéample:who were
found to be phobic .(53%) seems quite high, for only 3% of
allzcases seem in psychiatric practice in. America and !
England are phobic disorders (Agras, 5y1veste¥, & Oliveau,

1969; Errera & éoleman, 1963; Frazier & Carr, 1967; Hare,

- 1965; Terhune, 1949) and phobic symptoms are present in only

208, of psychiatric patients (Errera g‘Coieman, 1963; F{?ziér
& Carr, 1967; Hollingshead & Redlich, 1958). ‘Actually,
howeyer, our proportibn of phobics is not that ﬁnuspal.
Solyom et al. (1974) reported finding “miidﬁphobias" in 45%
of a group of normal subjects, while Geer (1965) founa that
of his 124 normal subjects, 38% reported having one or more
fevere fears. As Davison anq Neale (1974) point out, many
Sbecific fears don't cause enough hardship to compel an
individual to seek treatment. Thus a snake phobic living
in a Metropolitan area is unlikely'to seek treatment for his
disorder and, indeed, is unlikeiy to consider himself to be

qufféiﬁng from anything. Nevertheless, according to the

. prevailing definitioﬁ of a phobic ("a fear-mediated

avoidance, out of propdrt%pn to the danger posed by a
particular object er situation" - Davisonk& Neale, 1974, p.
123), that ind%vidual would clearly be classified as a
phobic. This is equally true of individuals qu have
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\phobias of’ objects that are present in his envirom‘nentb,
but eesily‘avoided,'such as planes, darkness,a etc. As
Agras et .al. '(1969) conclude in their study of the
incidence of feak¥s and phobias in thehéeneral population,

psychologists .and psiy'chi‘atrigﬂts see only a small percentage

1 . ‘ , A
’o~f the phobic population, usually the more severely
%

dlsabled, and even among that group only 25% were

recelv;mg psychiatric.care at the tlme of their study.

s

They found that ‘even equuding the most common fear

; reported - fear.of snakeé - 52% of the general population

reported intense fears or phobias. Our findings,, then,

+

. are actually well within the range of incidence one would

.

expect to find.based on past studies.
. N
° The second major finding‘of this study is that extent:
"')

of fear (XF) and degree of fear (P) are both, s:l.gniflcantly ‘

correlated with a number of other measures,’ namely Capacity

for Status, Fear of Negatlve E\{aluation, Self Esteem, and

Social Avoidance and Distress. The three measures of

Capacity for Status,.Fear of Negati@e Evaluation, and Self

Esteem .are suff:.c:.ently 1ndependent of the other measures
y
and of each other to produce a multi‘ple correlation’ of 53

m.th XF as the dependent varlable and .44 with P as the
dependent var:.able, though m both cases most of the ..,’

relatlonahip is accounted for by the sxngle@variable of

o . r, .
’ -
1

;
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Capacity for é&atus.

" S a

M) Eysenck and Rachman (1965) have suggested that

[+
. individuals with a high neuroticism score, (which they say
indicates a low threshold for emotional activation)

. ¢
1 . develop phobic reactions more readily. They, further
4

-
. ‘ suggest that the more introverted the person (which they

// " pefit is associated with conditionability), the more

quic@lf and stroﬁgly are the phobic reactions acquired and

lastingly maintaineé. They would therefore predict that

phobics should be significantly more neurotic and less - 3

extroverted than normals (cf. élsé Rachman, 1968; Eysenck,

\ . 1967; Eysenck, 1976). Research to date has given only

very lim%ted support to these suggestions. ‘Thus while

extent of fear has been found to be moderately correlated : .

4

with neuroticism and 1ntroversmon (Hannah et al., 1965;
(’J

Hallam, 1976), the relation, especially with 1ntrover51on,
is weak, and in some cases (Bamber, 1974; Geer, 1965) not
found at all. Our results bear out these findings:

. ‘
Neuroticism was found to be significantly correlated with

XF '(though not with P) while extroversion was not found : ” //

K

- _to be significantly correlated with either®. Eysenck and

[

Rachman's"(l965) prediction, therefore, at least with
. ‘regard to Extrovers;cn, has not b:;;\Qupported Results /

of the correlatlons and regre551ons performed indicate .

that 1nd1v1duals who score high on measures of fear (XF

-

’

. ' [
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‘(,,«{:herefore,‘ is not indentical to low self esteem. People

\with low Self Esteem scores are "doubtful about their own

59

or P) tend to have low scores” on Capacity for Status and
Self Esteem and high scores ori F“ear of Negative Evaluation.
Low scorerOS on the Capacity for Status scale tend to be seen
as "apathetic, shy, conventional, dull, mild, simple and
slow; as being stereotyped in thinking; restricted in
outlook and interests; and as being uneasy and awkward in
new or unfamiliar social sit’uations." (Gough, “1957, p. 10).
High scorers, on the other hand are seén as independent,
mature, forceful and individualistic (Gough, 1968). Fear
of Negative Evéluation was defined as "apprehension about
others"' évaluations, distress over their negative
evaluations, avoidance of evaluative situations, and the
expectation that others would evaluate oneself neéa't:ive}y"
(Watson & Friend, l96ﬁ9, p. 449).  The presence of.a high L
Fear of Negative Evaluation score, however, does not
necéssarily imply that an individn;l evaluates himself

negatively (Dixon, DeMonchaux, & Sandler, 1957), and,

korth; see themselvés as undesirable; often feel anxious,
'd\epreSsed and unhappy: andnhavé little faith or confidence .
in themselves" (Fitts, 1964, p. 2). ‘ :

The aboye des:criptions are remarkably similar to the

report of Andrews (1966)~’who reviewed all the data

available concerning psychotherapy with phobics. Paying

3




special attention to the descriptions provided of the
phobics' behavior patterns, he concluded that phobics, as
a general pattern of response, typically avoid activity
which involves independent, self-assertive handling of
difficult and fear aréﬁsipg situations. He failed to
fiﬁd a single report in which a phobic was described as
markedly independent_éf others or as being unusuélly

~ fearless in other respects. fhis was true for all types
of phobias, even»égat he refered to as "circumscribed"
phobias or, more precisely, mono-symptomatic phobias. He
furthér notes that this descriptiox of the characteristics
of phobic individuals was agreed upgk by writers of all
theoretical persuasions.

Another interesting study which tends to indirectly
confirm our fihdings and may possibly even suggest an ‘
understanding of theh, is that of Kbcpwski (1970). At
Kocowski (1970) diviéed’students into two groups on the
basis of (a) experiméntal data, (b) observation, (c)
ahamnestic data from an interview, and (d) péfchometric
data. The first group ("stress-resistant") consisted of
. individuals whqg_undgr stress, .fulfilled tasks better or
as well as when under no stress. The second group ("non-
-stress-resistant”) consisted of individals who’, under

stress, showed marked deterioration in task per formance.

He found that while the' two groups did not differ as to

o
¥ [
‘.3—"1 L -
- L
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-general emotional excitability, they were significantly

e e 0 g R, R MRS

diffegent on several}pensonality measures. Thus, non- >

~-resistant individuals seem to feel inferior, lack faith

©

in their own abilities, and react with greater anxiety to

LAl

Ayt ot e

both physical and social threats. Especially interesting

. is the fact that they were also found to be highly

impulsive and unable to control theireactions evoked by the

emotion they are expe;iencing at algiven time. ?éople

resistant to stress, on tHe other hand, we;e found to be

morel perservering in overcoming obstacles and do not show

! ) a tendency to give up as do non-resistant people. ' . ,

" These results fit well with those of\the present study.

i Like Kocowski's (1970) non:stress-resistant individuals, our -
phobics were moes likely to have lower self esteem, more

likely to avoid evaluative situations, and more uneasy in

social situations than normals. More importantly, if we

W we v e

; .i ) assume that resistance to stress is somehow related to th#

- tendency Fo develop or maintein fea;s, then Kocowski's
(1970) finding that stress-regsistant individuals persevere
and do not give up in the face of obstacles may shed some

1lght on the mechanlsm through which phobla—prone |

1ndlv1dua1s develop phobias. Perhaps they are more likely"

.

‘to develop fears and phobias because they tend to avoid

the same way that systematic desensitization and flooding

-
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5 ' anxiety or fear evoking objects and situations. Thus, in
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v treatlphobics by exposin§ them to fhe feéred object,
nonvp#obia—prone individuals may be less likely to develop
‘phobi$s precisely because they are less likely to avoid
feare% objects and situations than are phobia—brone

¥

\

3

\

\ individuals. Further research designed to determine
|

relat

i
« . IS i

do, in fact, exhibit a gerenal tendency to avoid anxiety

|
whethir fearfulness and stress-resistance are indeed

d, and to verify whether or not fearful individuals

or fe%r evokin?lsituations would shed some light on this
intef%sting hypothesis. . )

The differences found between the groﬁbs on some of
the personality measures taken lend further support to the

above \uggestion as to how these groups differ from one

s anothé;; On both Self Esteem and Fear of Negative Evaluat-

ion the multifsymptomatic phobics were significantly
different from the normals. Léoking at these two groups
’alone, hen, suggests that they'are qﬁalitatively different
from oné apotﬁér, at least on those two personality |
measures. However, the . fact Ehag mono-symptomatic phobicé
fall in between thé oﬁhe; two éroups and are not different -
} . " from either, presents a very differeqt piqture and suggests
that, in fact, the differences between the groups is only
quantitative. It hay be, then, that the three-groups do

/
not represent different personality typejn but rather

diiferent behavioral types, with normals facing fearful

1Y ' ‘ -
.

?

. .
2 R AL . [— ¥
./,‘ . . N N U T _0‘

e




R S

-

[

L R T SR

e

NE R X it B, £ DGR T

R

v

b Co 63
situations, and phobics avoiding'such situations. The fact
that on Social Avoidance and Diétresg, multi-symptomatic
bhobics differ from both mono—éymétoﬁatic phobics and
normals, of course, seems to argue against this suggestion.
Of the othd& hand, even on this measure, mono-symptomatic
phobics da not differ fram normals. It may very well be,
then, that multi—symptomatic'phobics score high on Social
Avoidance and Distress as a consequence of their extreme
fears -‘bgyond a certain point, an extreme nﬁmber and

degree of fears begins to h%PPfr social functiqning.

In summary, then,'it aépéars that phobics"have a
tendency %o develop or maintain fears, while normals do
not. The relatipn between fear ahd the other measures
taken'suggests that this tendency is related to(;’/’fﬁx\
behavioral style of avoidance in the face of stressful
situations or objects. The lack of differences between

the three groups on the*measures taken,'especially on the

more traditional personality measures of neuroticism and

»

extroversioﬂ, éubpo;;s the notion that they do not differ
from one ano;her'on personality traits - at least not
qualitatively. The correlation between fear gnd the
personality measures taken, on the Sther hand, suggests
thét they do differ in behavioral styles =~ mbét especially

in avoidance of stressful situations.

.- One final caveat is in order. This study
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operationaly defined "phobic" as any subject checking off

.one or more items on 'a fear survey schedule at the terror

level. It has not been proven thét such subjects are, in
\

fact,; equivalent to a clinical population of phobics.

i

Therefore, generaiizing from this study to actual phobics
‘ \

must be approached with caution. To that extent, then,
this study is limited. It does,.however, suggest further

lines of research that may increase our understanding of

»l'

the etiology of phobic disorders.

-
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Conclusion

——————————

This study demonstrates that, in general, there
/

appears to be no suéﬂ'thing as a mono-symptomatic phobic.

People who have one (or more) phobic level fears (as
deffﬁbd by terror responses on an FSS) alsé,report having-
more intense sub-phobic level fears to more things than
normals. This is a potentially important finding and _
lendé credence to the suggestion that phobics a;e different
froq non-phobics either in their ;cquisition of fears,
éxfinction of fears, or both. The personality correlates
found may be interpreted to suggesﬁ an understanding of

how the increased fear levels of phobics come about: they

appear to be less self confident and more awvoidant of

"difficult situations than are non-phobi¢s. If this is the

case, it may be that aﬁ avpidance\pattern is characteristic
of the phobia prone individual and might very well be the
mechanism through which ‘more fears are acquired and
maintained./’ > |

No suggestion is made, of course, as to the source of
this avoidance pattern. It mé§~ﬁe the result of a
const;tutional predisposition, learning expériences oxr,
mPre iikgly, some interactign between the two. In any case,
further research focusing on ways in which phobics and
non-phobics differ, especially with regard to patteéns of
avoidance, seems likely to shed further light on the

etiology of phobias. »
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. Footnotes
lsincethe’gm\pshadmeqmlmxibersofcases, all the Tukey tests
were calculated using n, the harmonic mean of the nutbers (see

Kramer, 1956).

s

2 Interestingly, the correlations fouwnd in the present study between -
the two measures of fear, and pkeuroticis:.n and extroversion are almost |
identical to those reported Hannah et al. (1965), and their finding

of a significant correlation between extr\oversion and extent bf fear

is only the result of the very large N used in that study (1,958

subjects).
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e et e ever = m

e

,
B s s P S S

-

P TN

S Normal
16 2.32
17 2.02
18 1.89
19 1.10
20 2.23
21 2.38
22 1.89
23 3.09
24 2.62
25 2.78
26 2.71
27 2.82
30 2.23
31 2.78
32 2.28
33 2.19
35 . 2.07
36 1.46
38 2.17
40 1.96
43 1.96
45 ,1.80
47 2.84
52 1.77
53 2.22
55 2.51
62 3.12
63 2.73
69 2.29
70 2,02
72 2.26
73 2.43
74 2.63
75 2.21
76 1.46
77 2.71
78 2.67
80 1.60
X =2.27
D= .46

1

—.

APRENDIX B

N

'XF SCORE FOR EACH SUBJECT ACCORDING TO GROUP

£

3

Mono-symptomatic

Multi-symptomatic

s Phobic S Phobi¢ |
1 3.25 2 3.10
8 1.70 3 2.57
10 2.84 4 3.66
12 2.79 5 3.32
13 2.90 6 3.61
15 2.60 7 3.22
28 2.22 . 9 -3.05
29 2,66 11 3.68°
34 2.49 14 2.69
39 2.65 37¢ 2.38
41 2.11 42 1.8
48 1.80 .44 - 2.37
49 2.63 46 2.30
51 2.98 50 3.87
54 2.18 57 - 3.08
- 56 2.31 59 3.58
58 2.34 61 2.56
60 2.48 65 " 3.56
64 2.89 66 3.06
67 2.78 68 3.21
79 2.94 71 . 3.18
X = 2,55 X = 3.04
SD = .39 SD = .55 -
Fal
{
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- APPENDIX C ) S /
= NUMBER' OF ITEMS EACH S CHECKED AS "VERY MUCH" DISTURBING.
) Mono-symptomatic Multi-'symptomatic
. S Normals * S - Phobics ' S Phobics
16 3 1 10 2~ 7 .
17 73 8B 1 3 .5
18 2 10 3 4 16
: ‘19 0 12 3 5 7
20 0 13 5 @ 6 14
21 1 15 6 7 13
) 22 1 28 ° 3 9 ¢ 11
23 4 29 8 11 26
24 0 34 0 14 10
25 4 39 9 37 8
‘ 26 2 41 1 42 4 ‘
27 7 48 1 44 3 )
30, 1 49 4 46 3
31 5 51 6 50 18
32 0 .54 2 - 57 8
33 2 56 7 59. 14
35 2 58 2 61 4
- 36 0 60 4 65 11 :
38 3 64 7 66 - 11 ~
40 1 67 8. 68 ° 13
43 1 79 5 71 12,
° 45 0 /
g; i X = 4.52 , X = 10.38
53 1 SD =°2.91 . SD = 5.62
55 5
62 6 _
63 4 ‘ , / -
. " 69 2 \/\
70 1 .
72 4
73 1
: 74 4
75 1 ,
76 2
77 1
78 7
80 0 .
" §
i
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