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Chapter 1

The Problem
Introduction
The first description of the psychopathic personality
was made by Pinel in 1835, who described a male patient who
had thrown a woman into a well because she had usgd offen-

sive language toward him. Pinel concluded that his patient

suffered from "manie sans delire." (McCordvand McCoxd, 1964)
Since that time there has been a graéual accumulation of
clinically descriptive material. Recent conceptions of

the psychopathic personality have emphasized traits ofvgﬁilt-
lessness.and persistent patterns of self-defeat (Cleckley,
1955; 1959; Karpman, 1948; McCord and McCord, 1964). '
Lindner (1948) has stated: "Hydra-headed and slippery to

the touch though it is, psychopathy represents the most
expensive and most destructive of all known forms of aber-
rant behavior.” ’

Despite the serioﬁs problems psychopathic behaviox
presents for society, surprisingly little controlled exper-
imentation has been reported. Most observations and
research have been limited to descriptions of the psycho-
path, his traits, background, and chaxacteristics. Only a
few empirical studies ha&e been reported which attempt to
understand some of these'ch;racteristics, and how they
affect the behavior of the psyChopatﬁ. Other‘attempts to
understand the psychopath are largely §peculative, énd
- have little basis in controlled observation.

~1=
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One reason for the lack of research appears to bé éon—
fusion in attempts to clarify the concept of psychopathy.
One tendency, for example, has been to define it in termg cf
causative facto;s. Karpman (1941) proposes that the term
"psychopath” should be applied only when the disorder is the
result of constitutional predisposition. Individuals so af-
flicted are referred to by Karpman as "idiopathic psycho-
paths.”® Karpman, however, does not suggest useable critefia
to determine constitutional predisposition. Bender (1947),
on the other hand, would apply the label when the "known"
caﬁse of the disorder is childhood emotional deprivation.

Another approach has been to view most and sametimés
all deviant social behavior as psychopathic, to lump toge-
ther, as psychopathic, all those who ﬁeisist in any kind of
anti-social behavior, ana.who seém'unablé {oxr unwiiling) to
select socially responsible mbdes of b;havior even in the
face of punishment (Frankenstein,.1959).

In spite of the difficulties encountered in attempts
to clarify the concept of psychopathy, there is genéral agree-
ment among workers in the field that the moét striking char-
acteristics of the psychdpath are his lack of emotional re-
sponsivenéss; his meager and fleeting emotional relation-
ships with others, and his apparent ipability to feel sbcial

anxiety, guilt, or shame about his anti-social acts.
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The American psychiatric Association (1952) has recog-
nized that all individuals who persist in anti-social be—’
havior are not properly labeled 'psychopaﬁhic,“ in the sense
described above, because many of them are capable of emo-
tional responsiveness, and feelings of anxiety and guilt.
aAs a result, the term "ésychopathic personélity" has been
replaced by the more general térm, ®sociopathic personality."
The APA distinguishes‘several types of sociopathic personal-~
ities. One type, the "dyssocial," manifests disregard for
the usual social codes, but is capable-of feeling emotion,
anxiety, and Quilt. A second type is thev"anti—social."

This is the individual who has been described as being emo-
tionally shallow and lackang in anxiety and guilt. Déspite
the term, "anti—social;“ most modexﬁ writers continue to

use the term, ‘psychopathic." This term will be used through-
out the present sttdy.

; The second reason that little controlled experimenta-
tion on the psychopath has been rsported is that there has
been little in the way of festable theory abou£ the concept.
Most therories are.speculative and couched in terms not amen-
able to testing. P:itcha;d (1835), for example, hypothe-
sized that the psychopath was suffering from "moral insanity"
that he had a diseased moral sense. Others, such as Kahn,
Karpman, ‘and Kraepelin pfoposed various classification
schemes which, unfortunately, led to no further understand-

ing of the determinants of psychopathic behavior (McCord and
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McCord, 1964). Psychoanalytic theories speak vaguely of
lack of appiopriate identification, underdeveloped supex-
egos, and emotiohal deprivation in the infantile period
(Bendexr, 1947).

Theoretical Background

In an attémpt to clarify the nature of psychopathy,
Hervey Cleckley has presented an interpretation of péychoF
pathic behavior, together with a theory attempting to ac-
count for its principal features (Cleckley, 1955; 1§59).

He notes that psychopathic and psychotic behavior
are very similiar in that both involve répeated self-dam-
aging, disasfrous, and inappreopriate acts.‘ The psycho-
path's behavior, however, is unaccompanied by delusions
or ﬁallucinations which often contribute to the understand-
ing of the psychotic's behavior. Nor doeé thevpéychopath
shew the irrational and confused thinking commonly seen
among psychotics. 1In addition, the deep depreésién or
extreme over-elation éeen in'depressive and manic disor—
ders is also absent in the psychopath.. On the contrary,
fhe psychopath seems to have little capacity for either de-
§réssion or elatibp even in the éppropriate circumstances
(Cleckley, 1959).

Cleckley also contrasts the psychopath with the psycho-

neurotic, pointing out that the neurotic suffers from se-
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vyere, unreasonable, and nameless anxiety, but usually be-
haves in a rational and often highly successful manner in
his relationships with other people., BY contrast, one of
the basic characterlstxcs of the psychoﬁath is the relative
absence of neurotic anxiety and the associated pnchias,
compulsions, and other neurotic sysmptoms. His lack of
anxiety appears related to his inability to feel guilt in
connection with actions that ordlnarlly produce gquilt.
’Cleckley rules out cases in which thexe is only one

kind of anti-social behavior, for example, alcoholism,

~drug addiction, sexual deviancy, in a person who has other-

wise adopted acceptable social standards, and behaves in
accordance with ﬁhem. Where drug or alcochol use becomes
eﬁtreme, its use can usually bé tracea to anxieﬁies and
emotional stresses. Excessive use by psychopaths, how-
ever, is rarely the result of an?1etles and tensions, but

is more a manifestation of dlsregard of socxal mores {Cleck-
ley, 1959). He also rules out cases in which dellnquency and
griminal behévior have been adopted as an acceptable way

of life. Such "public enemies" are capable of approprlate
affective responses and strong loyalties to other individ-
pals. Theix activities can usually be understood in terms
of strong motivation for such things as materiai gain, and
positlons of power. Furthermore, they usually make every '

effort to avoid detection. Other cases may be explained
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in terms of acting out of neurotic conflicts. The psycho-
path, on the other hand, may-offén steal when he is finan-
clally well off, and commit other offenses for which there
is ro réadily aéparent motivation, and often in circum-~
stances which make detection inevitable (Cleckley, 1959).

In an effort to understand the psychopath; Cleckley
concentrates on the question of why a person who has all
the necessary adaptive capabilities for a successful life
should regularly indulge in behavior leading to dismal and
disastrous consequences for himself and others. Cleckley
suggests that the psychopath has developed in sucﬁ a way
that parental and social standards have never been intro-

jected. He has never learned appropriate responses to the

affective overtones of social situations. As a consequence,

he is unable to react appropriately to the emotional and .

motivational components of normal experience. Responsive-

ness he has, but it is responsiveness to his own immediately

felt needs, and which bears little relationship to the im~
mediate social situation, '

The opinion maintained is that the psycho=
path fails to know all those more serious and
deeply moving affective states which make up the
tragedy and triumph of ordinary life, of life at-
the level of human personality....no normal per-
son is so¢o uninvolved, no ordinary criminal so
generally unresponsive and distorted, but that
he seems to experience satisfaction, love, hate,
grief, and general participation in life at
human personality levels, much more intense and
more substantial than the affective reactions of
the psychopath (Cleckley, 1955, p. 427).
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The psychopath's lack of appropriate responsiveness re-

celves support from the frequent clinical observation that he
appears unable to respond with anxietyvand guilt in social

situations which normally arouse them. His verbalizations

.0of the highest ethical standards and social morals are prompt-

ly contradicted by his behavior {McCord and McCord, 1964;
Mahr, 1966). He can say what should be dorie, but these words
bear little relationship to his actual behavior. BHe also
knowé,’iﬁ words, how to modify his béhavior, and can des-

cribe his circumstances with appropriate words. But, again

‘there is little relationship between his words and his be-

haviox. -

This situatidn suggeséé for Cleckley a deep disorder of
emotion in whiﬁh the. psychopath is unable to respond approp-
riately to the affective méanings'of tﬂe phrases ﬁe verbal-
izes, or the phrases verbalized by anone else, Cleckley
considers the psychopath's disorder analogous to semahtic
aphasia, in which a person can speak Qords intelligibly, but
does not understand their meaning.

In fact, it is probably accurate to say that
speech in this disorder; however, well formulated,

. has no meaning and is not language at all. In the
sense in which the term is used to designate this
type of speech disorder,’ one might conceive of the
psychopath as being disabled by a semantic person-
ality disorder. The true abnormality is thorough-
ly masked by the surface, by the uhimpaired mechanical
operation of all functions that can be perceived
by the observer. But, lacking the connections with,
and the correct motivation from, a normal inner
‘core, these peripheral facilities are not sanely
employed. They produce, instead, only a mimicry'’
or illusion of true sanity (Cleckley, 1959, p. 585).
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Hence, the psychopat:: %i>ws the dictionafy meanings of
words and phrases, and can use them appropriately; but, he
is deficient in responding.to their underlying affective means
ings. One might say that the psychopath "knows the words,
but not the music" (Johns and Quay, 1962).
Development Of the Problem

An advantage of Cleckley's theory is its amenability to
experimental testing. Thus, a task could be devised in which
successfu; performance is affected by the kinds of-social‘ver—
bal reinforcers introduced. If it can be assumed that such
reinforcers possess secondary affective meaning to which the
psychopath presumably is ugresponsive, then one would expect
him to be less successful in his performance than the nonps§4
chopath.

In an effort to test this possibility,vKadlub (1956) com-
pared the serial nﬁnsense syllable learning of criminal. psycho-
paths with a coﬁparison group ¢f criminal nonpsychopaths
u§1ng verbal reward (praise from the experimenter). He found

ny significant differences between the psychopaths and non-

_psychqpaths. According to Cleckley's conception, one would

expect the psychopa?hic group to learn the nonsense syllaktles
leés well than the nqnpsychopathic group; since they would
presumably be less affected by verbal praise. This failure
to support Cleckley's interpretation is, in the opinion of

Johns and Quay (1962) not surprising. Kadlﬁb praised his sub-~
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jects regardless of whether their responses were correct or
incorrect. Praise would have little effect on performance,
since the subjécts were well aware of the "rightness" or
"wronghesS' of their responses. Therefore, it was possible
that praise from the experimeénter was superfluous in influ-
encing performance. To control for this possibility, Johns
and Quay (1962) used a Taffel verbal conditioning procedure
in which verbal reward was given only if the subject re-
sponded correctly. They found that a group of psychopathic
prisoners §howed a significantly smaller increase in the
number of reihforced (Good) responses than a comparison group
of neurotic prisoners. ngy and Hunt (1965} replicated these
results. The authors concluded that their results supported
the notion that psychopaths are less ré;ponsive than normals
to the affective content of words.

Hetherington and Klinger (1964) took issue wifh this
conclusion, largely because they felt the verbal conditioh—
king procedure inadequate. They based their approach on
Lykken's (1957) fiﬁding that eriminal pgychopaths leain cox-
rept choices of a maze as well as nonpsychopaths, but do not
learn to avoid incorrect choices leading to electric shock
as well as nonpsychopaths. 1In their study, Hetherihgton and
Klinger took the position that psyéhopaths.are lacking in
specific responsiveness to punishment. Hence, psychopaths

should not differ from nonpsychopaths when verbal praise is'

3
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used, but should be relatively insensitive when verbal pun-
ishment is used. In a serial nonsense syllable 1eérning task,
they compared the perf;rﬁance of college students scoring low
on the MMPI Pd Scale with the performance of studenﬁs scoring
high on the Pd 5c51e. When the subjects were belittled and
ridiculed, the performance of the low Pd subjects was'signif—'
icantly retarded as compared with the high Pd subjects. No
differences, however, were found when their performance was
praised.  The authors interpret their results as supporting

the hypothesis that psyéhopathy is reflected in specific re-

‘sponsiveness to punishment, rather than in responsiveness to

general verbal reinforcement. The negative affect aroused by
ridicule served to depress the performance of the low P4 sub-
jects. Ridicule produced insufficient aéfect in the high pd
subjects tS depress theix performance. Praise appeared to
have the same effect on both groups. The authors! conclu-
sion 1oo§es force, however, because when the performance of
the high Pd and low P4 groups is compared in the neutral con-
ditien  (no comments by the experimenter) no differences were
found. Thus, the neutral condition had the same effect on
both Qroups as the praise condition, rendering ambiguous the
results of the ?raise condition.

In the present study an attempt was made to evaludte fur-
ther the effects of positive and negative verbal reinforcers
on the behavior of psychopaths under two conditions of task

difficuity. ' ‘ :
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Statement of the Problem

The present study was designed to investigate cleékley's
view that the'psychopath is lacking in ability to respon@ ap-
propriately to the affective properties of verbal communi-
cation. Groups of criminal psychopaths and crimiﬁal nonpsy-
chopaths were compared on a verbal discrimination task under
conditions of mild positive vefbal reinforcement andkmild
negative verbal reinforcement.

According to Cleckley's view, psychopaths should be less
responsive to both positive and negative verbal reinforce-
ment than nonpsychopaths. Thus, in a verbal discrimination
task in which Ss are inform%d as to the éorrec;ness or in-
correctness of their responses by meana of positive or negative
verbal reinforcements, psychopaths should acquire them less
rapidly than nonpsychopaths.

In addition, the variable of task difficulty was intro-
duced because no studies have been found investigating its
effects on the response acquisition of psychopaths. . Task dif-
ficulty also permitted a broader evaluation of Cleckley}s hyp-
cthesis. ‘ '

Specifically involved was the comparison between psycho-
pathic prison inmates, and a comparison group of nonpsycho-
pathig inmates in their acquisition of the critical responses

on a verbal discrimination task under the‘following conditions:
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1, Positive reinforcement - E says., "right," for correct
responses, but nothing (blank) for incprrect responses :
2. ‘Negative reinforcement - E says. “Wroﬁg,“ for
incorrect.responses, but nothing ({blank) foxr correct
responses.
3. Both positive and negative reinforcement wera examined‘
using an easy task.
4. Both positive and negative reinforcement were examined
) using a @ifficult task.
Predictions
In the following set of predictions, acquisition refers
to the number of correct responses, and the rate at wﬁich
they are acquired over sucéessive blocks of trials.
1. Acquisition of correct responses bf the comparison
groups should be superior to acquisition bf the Pd groups.
This prediction is pased on Cleckley's view that the
distinguishing characteristic.of the psychopath is his in-
-ability to respond appropriately to the affective cpmponents
of experience (Cleckley, 19551 1959), and that this charac-
teristic can. be demonstrated in situations in which social
stimuli are used. Thus;'psychopaths should be less respon-
sive to overt verbal reinforéers than nonpsychopaths (Johns
and Quay, 1962; Quay and Hunt, 1956). preliminary studies
by the present investigator supported the prediction as »

stated.
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2, Acquisition of correct response in the Wrong-blank con-
ditions should be superior to acquisition in the Right—blank~
conditions.

This prediction is consistent with the results of pre=-
vious investigations showing the Wrong-blank results in con-
sistently superior performance to Right-blank on tasks in-
volving concept identification, verbal discrimination, and
verbal conditioning (Buss and Buss, 1956; Buss, Barden, and
Orgel, 1956; Buchwald, 1959; Lydecker, éishkin, and Martin,
1961; Pushkin, 1963; Spence, 1964; Spence, Lair, and Good-

stein, 1963). Pilot studies by the present investigator

- supported this prediction. .

3. ZAcquisition of correct responses on the Easy task should
be superior to acquisition on the Difficult task.

This prediction is based on the study by Marston, Kanfer,
and McBrearty (1962), wh§ showed that as the deygree of assoc-
iation value discrepancy bétween pairs of CVC trigrams in-
creased, the easier it was for Ss to discriminate between
the critical and non-critical trigréms. éonversély, the
greater the similarity between trigrams, the more difficult
was the discrimination. Pilot studies by the author supF .
ported this prediction.

4. In the Right—blank éonaition, acquisition of correct
responses~by the Comparison groups should bg superior to

acquisition by the Fd groups.
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Consistent with Prediction #1, Prediction #4 is based
on Cleckley's view that the psychopath is less responsive
to the affective content of verbal communication, and hence
should be deficient in acquiring responses based upon af-
fective content. (Cleckley, 1955; 1959), Preliminary
studies by the author supported this prediction.

5. In the Wrong-blank condition, acquisition of correct
responses by the Comparison groups should be superior to
acquisition by the Pd groups. '

The rationale for this predictions is the same as for
Prediction #4. The theoretical basis for the present study
makes no distinction between, the effects of different kinds
of éerbal reinforcers, and therefore, no_ interactions be-
tweén Pd-Comparison and Reinforcement were predicted. Pre-
liminavv studies by the present investigator left the issue
in doubt. ‘

6. ©On the Easy task, acquisition of correct responses by
the Comparison groups should be superior to acquisition by
the Pd groups.

Consistent with Predictions‘#l and #4, Prediction #6 is
also based on 61qckley‘s hypothesis that the psychopath lacks
responsiveness to the afféctive components of words and
phrases (Cleckley, 1955; 1959). Hence, response acquisition
based upon affective content should be deficient in the |
>psychopath. Pilot studies by the present author supported

this prediction.
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7.  On the DLfficult task, acquisition 6f correct responses
by the Comparison groups should be superior to acquisition
by the Pd groups.

The rationale for this prediction is the same as for
Pfediction #6. The theoretical basis for the present study
makes no distinction between the effects of different levels
of task difficulty, and therefore, no interactions between
Pd-Comparison and task difficulty were predicted. Prelim-
inary stuflies by the prese;t investigator left the issue in
doubt. ‘

8. 1In the Right-blank condition, acquisition of correét
responses on the Easy task should be superior to acquisition
on the Difficult task. .

The rationale for this prediction is the same as for
Prediction #3. The greater the 'discrepancy between pairs
of CVC trigrams, the easier it is to discriminate between
the ciitical and non~critical trigrams (Marston, Kanfer,
and McBrearty, 1962). Preliminary studies py the author
supported this prediction. ’

9. . 'In the Wrong-blank condition, acquisition of correct re-
sponses on the Easy task should be sﬁperior to acquisition
on the Difficult task.

This prediction is consistent with Prediction‘#S, that
increasing the association value discrepancy between CVC tri-~

grams results in easier discrimination (Marston, Kanfer, and
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McBrearty, 1962). Present theory makes no predictions
concerning interactions between Difficulty and Reinforce-
ment. Pilot studies by the present investigator supported

this prediction.
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Chapter 2

Survey of Related Literature

Introduction

In the 138 years since Pinel, many workers have re-
searched and speculated on the basic,eharacteristics of
psychopathic behavior and its causes. - In the following
review, the highlights of some of this thinking is pre=
sented. At the outset, it should be emphasized that a
great deal of confﬁsion has existed in attempts to de-
velop systematic theories, and in attempts to carry out
meaningful research. Perhaps the greatest reason for

confusion has been the lack of explicit diagnostic cate-

_gories, and the fog of classification schemes. For a

long time psychopathy included a bewildering array of
anxiety reactions, obsessive—compulsives( hysterics and
other neurotics, unstable personalities, alcoholics,
sexual deviants, liars, éwindlers, and even psychotics,
or anyone found to have committed a crimiﬁal act. From
a diagndstic point of view, many studies have uéed clin~
ical judgments of psychiatrists, psychologists, and
social workers to classify individuals. " Others have
used histories of aggressiveness and anti—sociél beha-
vior; and still others have used psychometric criteria.

. =17~
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Thus, the conclusions reached by many, if not most, of
the writers and researchers included in this review, must
be tempered with the realization that many of the groups
studied were incomparable with respect to the kinds of dis~
orders included. = Indeed, some writers have ignored the
confusion by rejecting entirely the concept of psychopathy,
saying that it refers to no specific behavioral entity at
all, but is merely a waste-basket into which is relegated
all unclassified personality disorders (Hunt, 1344). Des-
pite the lack of diagnostic agreement, Cleckley has opti-
mistically stated:

At a meeting of the American Psychiatric
Association, or at a staff conference at a state
hospital, if a physician expresses' an opinion
about a psychopath, it is clearly, and at once,
understood that he is not speaking of a cyclo-
thymic or schizoid personality or of ordinary
homosexuiality, but of the grave character and
behavioi; disorder so familiar to most psychia-
trists us a distinct and easily recognized
entity. What can be correctly said about a
psychopath in this sense has little or no re-
levance to most of the other conditiens lumped
willy-nilly together under the general cate-

_gory personality disorders (p. 568).

In this chapter, some of the diverse viewpoints of
psychopathy will be examined under the broad headings of
hereditary-constitutional approaches, physiological ap-
proaches, psychosocial approachés, and learning and psy-
chopathy. A summary of the literature on verbal rein-

forcement and verbal discrimination is also included.
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Hereditary and Constitutional Approaches to Psychopathy

The earliest theoretical approach to the concept of
psychopathy was concerned with hereditary and constitu-
tional factors. This approach implies that psychopathy
is the result of a constitutional pre-~disposition or gen-
etic defect., Pritchard (1833), for exanple, believed that
the psychopath suffered from a defect of moral sense due
to heredity. This inborn defect of moral sense was re-
ferred to as “"moral insanity." Naecke, in 1906, suggested
that the term "moral insanity" be replaced with the term
"moral idiocy," because he felt the symptoms and behavior
of the psychopath were not aberrant in themselves, but
reflected a dissociation between moral and intellectual
faculties'(Maughs, 1941). Kraepelin also helieved in
the concept of moral insanity, and diffefentiated seven
types:’ excitable, pnstable, eccentric, anti-social,
quarreloué, liars, and suicidal (McCord and McCord, 1964).
Steen (1913) suggested that not all psychopathic behavior
could be atéributed to hereditary defect. For him, moral
insanity was acquired, possibly through learning. Other
psychopaths suffered ffom a congenital form of the disorder
called "moral defect." Moral defect was supposedly due to
the absence of the moral center in the brain. TredgoZd
(1917) suggested that moral imbecility was of two types,
Primary, a congenital defect in the ability to develop a
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moral sense; and Secondary, a lack of moral sense due to
poor training.

What may have been the first systematic empirical
study of the psychopath was conducted by Bernard Glueck
{1918). He maintained that psychopathy was the result
of the interaction between heredity and environment. He
studied 608 inmates of Sing Sing Prison. Of these, he
concluded that 19 percent were psychopathic., He found
that this group had the earliest and longest history of
delinguency, drug use, and drunkenness, and the highest
rate of recidivism, Over 75 percent had serious béhavior
problems in school, 85 percent showed psychopathic symp-
toms at an early age, and employment records were poor.
Glueck interpreted his results as supporting the heredi-
tary-environment interaction hypothesis.

The major importance of Glueck's worﬁ was the stimu-
lation it provided for other investigatoré to undertake
systematic research on psychopathy. Sandoz (1919), for
example, conducted the first study of psychopathic women.
She concluded that their behavior was much the same as
men, and attributed it to bad heredity.

Karpman (1946) limited psychopathy torbehavior that
was the result of hereditary dysfunction. He excluded
indi¥jiduals whose psychopathic-like Behavior was the re-

sult of psychogenic causes. Such "symptomatic® types,
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as Karpman called them, were basically neurotic personal-~
ities, and their behavior was symptomatic of neu;otic con-
flicts and anxieties. The true, or "idiopathic" psycho-
path was unafflicted with neurotic conflicts. His behavior .
does not reflect a meurotic disorder, but is basically the
result of deficiencies in constitution. -

Henderson (193%) also attributed psychopathic bhehavior
to an interaction between heredity and environment. He
noted the similarit& between much of the behavior of epil-
eptics and psychopaths, but noted that psychopaths are
asocial and lacking in feelings of guilt. He also suggested
that a psychopathic character underlay some psychotic dis-
orders. In addition, Henderson hyéothesized an association
between psychopéthy and creativity and genius, and used
Lawrence of Arabia as his prime example,

In spite of the problems that arise in testing the
hereditary hypothesis, several investigators have attemp¥
ted to do so. Partridge (1928) studied the lineage of 50
psychopathic personalities and found that approximately
50 percent had psychopathic traits in their family back-

grounds. He concluded that this was rather strong support

for the heredity hypothesis. Other investigators came to
the same conclusion (Gottlieb, Ashley and Knott, 1946),
Newkirk (1957) went so far as to say that psychopathy is ) ;

definitely inheritable. Examination of theseé studies,

however, suggests that the evidence is by no means so strong



b il

-22-
as to permit a definite conclusion that psychopathic be-
havior is the result of heredity. None of the studies was
able to disentangle the effects of heredity and environment,
and the criteria used to define psychopathy were very loose,
and 1acked‘consistency from one study to the next.

Other investigators attacked the heredity-environment

. problem through the study of siblings and twins. Kallman

{1939) found that nonpsychopathic @arents had fewer‘children
who turned out to be psychopathic themselves, than psycho-
pathic parents. He attributed this to deterioration in

the family following, in many cases, institutionalizaﬁion

of one or both parents. Kallman's study strongly suggests
the importance of the home environment in cqntributing to
psychopathic behavior. ILange (1930) attempted to show the
dominance of heredity by studying monozygous (MZ) and dizy-
gous {(DZ) twins. He reported that 77 percent of the MZ twins
were concordant for criminal histories, whereas only 12 per-
cent of the DZ twins were concordant. Rosanoff (1943)

found 86 percent concordance~for juvenile records in M%
twins, and 75 percent concordance in DZ twins. - In the

Lange study, the ériteria for selecting Mz and bz twins

were somewhat dubious. He used photographé and fingerprints.
Rosanoff does noé state his criteria. In boéh studies, some
of the twins were réiéed together, and some apart.' The

criminal records of thcse raised apart were less similar
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than those ra .ed together. As a result, the effects of
environment could not be adequately assessed,

Slater (Wheelan, 1951) made a detailed study of nine
pairs of neurotic and psychopathic twins. Only two pair
had similar personality traits. Slater concluded that
psychopathic behavior may have some genetic basis, but
that accident and personality factors play the dominant
role. Even though the personalities of the twins were
similar, the range of behavior was so wide as to suggest
that while both of a pair might become larcenous, one
could turn to crime, and the other could operate just

within legal limits. The specific psychopathic symptoms,

according to Slater, are precipitated by environmental

factors.
Despite the obvious need for a meaningful theoretical

approach that would be amenable to Eesting, some investi-

. gators suggested hypothesés that were pureiy speculativé,

and even approached the mystiéal. MéDougall (1929) post-
ulated that the cortéx excerciéeé»éontrél over tﬂe lowér
more primitive levels of the brain. The extraveftéd per-
sonality has an excess of a mysterious "antidotal® substance
which acts on the nervous system to couhterac£ the control-
ling mechanism of the cortex. While there is strong evi-
dence that the cortex dces excercise control over lower

brain centers (Morgan and Stellar, 1950), no antidotal
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substance has been found. Wwhile McDougall does not men-
tion psychopathy specifically, it is well-known that the.be-
havior of the psychopath is very similar to that of the
extravert. Eysenck (1961) maintains that the psychopéth
is basically an extraverted individual.

Kahn (1931) hypothesized that some mysterious "Anla-
gen” which corresponds to the different leptosomatic body
builds, was the causative factor in psychopathy.

Theorists of the “constitutional school propose a
relationship between physique and character which suggests
for theém that certain body types are associated with crim-
inality.  While they are corcerned with criifinals ih general,
rather than psychopaths in particular, the thinking of the
constitutionalists appears relevant to the problems of psy-
chopathic behavior.

An early formulation of a relationship between body
build and criminality was presented by Lombroso, who maintained
that born criminals show both physical and mental abnormalities
which are partly due to atavisms., He considered the criminal
a special type midway between the lunatic and the savage.

He iater addéd degeneracy and epilepsy as supplementary
explanations.

Goriﬁg (1913} made a careful study of criminals in an
effort,éo verify Lombroso's hypothesis. He found no evidence

of a criminal type as suggested by Lombroso, Hooten (1939)
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used anthropormorphic techniques (height, weight, size of
head, etc.} to study criminal and noncriminal populations,
and concluded the criminal displays a definite biological
inferiority which predisposes him to crime, especially if
he is in a poor social environment.

German criminologists in the 1920's following Kretschfier's
typology, claimed that serious criminals tended to have an
asthenic (light) body build and schizothymic characters
(fluctuating between sensitiveness and coolness, and between
stability and instability).

Sheldon (1949) used case histories of vagrant young
men in Boston and conéluded that the endo-mesomorph somato-
type (heavy and muscular body build) tended to be asgociated
with criminality,

Largely because of the contradictory findings of the
constitutional school, it has had little influence in éhe
field of criminoiogy. One well-known study, however,
should be mentioned. Glueck and :Jlueck (1939) made a
detailed study of the differences in physique between 500
delinquent and non-delinquent adolescents. They found that
the aelinquents were esseqtially mesomorphic (solidly built
and muscular). Temper&mentally they were impulsive, hostile,
aggressive, and defiant, poor leafnérs, and products of
poor social environments. The authors, however, did not
view physique as being a dominant cause of delinquency,

bot as one factor that influences behavior.
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As can be seen, the theories, hypothesis, and specu-
Lations concerning hereditary and congtitutional factors
in psychopathy have a long history. Furthermore, there
is much disagreement among them, Research in an effoit
to resolve some of the disagreement has likewise resulted
in contradictory findiﬁgs. It appears that whilé‘héreai-
tary and constitutional factors cannot be ruled out, the
state of the present research methods and techniques do
not yet permit an unambiguous evaluation of genetic and
constitutional effects.

Physiological Approaches

One of the main approaches to the study of psychopathy
has Eeen an attempt to link psychopathic~béhavior with abnor-
malities of central nervous system functiloning.

It has long been known that injuries to tﬁe brain some~
time result in anti-social and psychopathic-like behavioz.
Ostrow and Ostrow (1946) discuss the cases of several indi-
vidnals with good behavioral backgrounds and records as madel
citizens. After sustaining head injuries, their lives became
an almost continuous series of delinquenéies. Henderson
(1939) describes similar cases. Prefrontal lobotomies in
some patients have been known to result in‘impulsiveness,
aggressiveness, and disappeavance of social controls (Freeman
and Watts, 1945). Other investigators have noted that some
victims of encephalitis and epilepsy lose their social con-

trols, and become aggrassive, uninhibited people (Henderson,

.
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1939), S8timulated by such findings, G. N. Thompson he~
came convinced that psychopathy can always be related to
brain damage. (Thompson, 1953).

Other investigators, encouraged by electroencephalo-

~graphic findings of a high incidence of abnrormal brain waves

among brain damaged individuals, suggested that if abnormai
tracings were found in the psychopath, this would be a strong
indication that he was suffering from brain damage. '

One of the most well-known and well-controlled studies
of the relationship between electroencephalographic tracings .
and psychopathy was carried out by Ostrow and Ostrow (1946$.
They studied 440 federal priﬁbners. Only ﬁhose who were
impulsive, aggressive, uninhibited; and uhable to accept
social controls were labeled psychopathic. Thé authors
compared the electroencephalographic tracings of‘these
prisoners with those diagnosed as homosexuals, epileptics,
and schizophrenics. They also used another gfoup'of

conscientious objectors. Interestingly, the psychopaths

"showed the lowest percentage of abnormal patterns (50 per-

cent), ' In increasing order of abnormalities were the homo-
sexuals (56 percent), conscientious objectors (65 percent),
schizophrenics (80 percent), and epileptics (98 percent).
The conclusion drawn from this study was that psychopaths
show a high incidence of.abnormal electroencéphalégraphic
patterning, but that the type of abnormal bekavior cannot

be diagnosed from the batterning.
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Silverman (1944), using extreme anti-social behavior

as his criterion, studied 75 psychopathic prisoners»in a
federal penitentiary and found‘that 53 percent had abnormal
electroencephalographic tracings. Hill and Watterson (1942)
found abnormal brain waves in 65 percent of aggressive
psychopaths, and 48 percent of a total of 151 psychopaths.
Knott and Gottlieb. (1943) found that 52 percent of their
psychopathic patients had abnormal electroencephalographic

tracings as compared with 10 percent for normals, and 27

" pexcent for pstchoneurotics.

Findings similar to the above have been reported by
other investigators. = (Ehrlich and Kéogh, 1956; Heppenstall,
Hill, and Slater, 1945; Hodge, 1945; Hill, '1952; Pond,

Bey, and Hill, 1950; Rioch, 1952; Sessions-Hodges, 1945;
Simon, O'Leary, and Ryan, 1946; Stafford-Clark, and

Taylor, 1950} Williams, 1941). In the opinion of Hill
(1945) abnormal wave patterns are closely associated with
pathological aggressive behavior. He suggests that the
suallarlty between the wave forms of young children and
aggressive psychopaths leads one to conclude that there was
a failure in the development of the central nervous system
in the psychopath. :

Ellingston (1956) published a comprehensive review of

the literature, and concluded that research has regularly

- shown that 47 to 58 percent of psychopaths show abnormal
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electroencephalographic tracings. He notes that other men-
tal disorders also show a higher electroencephalographic
abnormality than would be expected in the general popula-~
tion. Though psychopathic and other disorders have yet to
be differentiéted by means of electroencephalographic tra-
cings, there is a strong suggestion that abnormal brain
functioning is associated with many, but not all psycho-
paﬁhs.

Other investigators have attempted to link psychopathy
with epilepsy. Stafford-Clark, Pound, and Doust (1951),
for example, found that 46 percent of the psychopathic
prisoners studied by them had a history of epilepéy or
head injury. Silverman (1944) found that psychopaths
responded favorably to the drug, Dilantin, Leonardo (1947)
concluded that psychopathy was a sﬁbclinical variety of
epilepsy, i.e., epilepsy and psychopathy were two forms
of the same disorder. :

Still other researchers have suggested that psychopathy

may be related to the démage of the hypothalamus (Henderson,

- 1939; sessions-Hodges, 1945). This suggestion is based part-=

ly on the well known sham-rage experimeﬁts. Fulton and
Ingraham (1929) showed that insult to the hypothalamus of
healthy and friendly cats immediately prodﬁced violent, im-
pulsive, and assaultive behavior. East (1945) reported that
the removél of the entire hypothalamus of dogs produced a '

state of chronic anger., BAlpers (1944), after close examination




S TR NRRE S

R

30~
of cases with verified hypothalamic damage, concluded that
the patients showed a marked increase in aggréssive and
anti-social behavior, and marked loss of insight.

Studies of the psychopath's peripheral physiological
mechanisms have occupied the time of several researchers,
Lindner (1943) studied the galvanic skin responses of psy-
chopathic criminals before, during, and after the applica-
tion of electric shock., Shortly before and during shock,
the magnitude of GSR was less for the psychopathic group
than for the nonpsychopathic group. Yet, the psychopaths
recovered more rapidly than the nonpsychopaths, Lindner
interpreted his results as iﬂéicatipg tha? the psychopath
is more alert and sensitive to changes in his environment
than the nonpsychopath. Schachter and Latane (1964) stu-
died the physiological responsiveness (measured by pulse
rate) of psychopathic and nonpsychopathic criminals when
injected with adrenalin, No differences in pre-injection
pulse rate were found. After injection, however, the psy-
chopathic‘gioup'had a significantly higher pu%se rate than
the nonpsychopathic group. The authors interpret’ their re-
sults similarly to Lindner, that'the psychopath is more
responsive to practically every event that occurs around
him, whether it is only mildly provoking or dangerously
threatening. ‘The physiological state that is consi&ered
"emotional" for the normal'individuél, is, for the psycho-

path, his normal state, Hence, it is presumed that fér an




-3]-

i event to be perceived as emotional for the psychopath, it

! would have to be considerably more intense than it would
for a nonpsychopath, Additional support for this view ‘
comes from a study by Ruilmann and Gulo (1950) wﬁo found
that psychopaths exhibited significantly smaller GSRs and

l more rapid recovery than medical students in both neuéral
and emotion inducing situations. Relevant to these £ind-
ings, Quay ({1965) hypothesizes that the psychopﬁth has an
inordinate need for increases or changes in sensory input,
either because his basal reactivity to stimmlation is
lower than normal, or becaus? his adaptation to stimumlation
is more rapid than normal. Either of thgse conditions is

- unpleasant for the psychopath so that he is motiaatéd to
search for added or variable stimulation. The need for
additional stimulation may make the psycﬁnpath more prone
to anti-social behavior,

Hare (1965a) used the MMPI fd Scale to separate sub-
jects into high and low psychopathic groups; He found that
under conditions of shock anticipation the skin conductance
of low Pd subjects increased significantly more as the time
for shock approached than the high Pd subjects. Hare {(1965b)
replicated these results, and hypothesized that psychopaths

are unable to generate as much fear in anticipation of pﬁn—

ishment as are nonpsychopaths. He further suggésts,that the
psychopath's repeated failure to inhibit anti-social responses

even when he is punished is a function 6f his lack of fear of
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anticipated punishment., These studies suggest that the
psychopath may be deficient in conditioning situatilons
in which electric shock’pr some other fear-producing
stimulus is used as an unconditioned stimulus, Studies
of;conditioning'in the psycﬁopath will be reviewed in
the section on learning by the psychopath.

Psychosocial Approaches to Péychopathy

Writers in psychcanalysis and social psyéhology have, “
for a long time, emphasized the importance of early child-
hood experiences in the formation of the adult personality.
In the last several decades a number of writers have increa-

singly applied the concepts of dynamic psychology and dyna-

© mic sociology to the problem of psychopathy. Only the major

© contributions from these areas will be considered here,

The psychoanalytic approsach has sought to understand
the psychopath as an individuwal who, for some reason, has
a serious failure in the developmené of the ego and superego
(Munro, 1955). The parental image which represents the

ideals and morals of society, have not been adequately

. introjected. so as to form the conscience, but remain on

*# the outside as an external force. As a résult, relation-

ships with other people are usually poor and infantile, and

instinctual drives are very close to the surface. Explana-

‘a tions of faulty ego and superego development center 1érgely
m; around interference with the process of early identification

Vi with parents or parent-substitutes.
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vartridge (1928), for example, studied 50 reform school

: psychopathic delinquents and concluded they all had been re-

jected in childhood by their parents, hated them, and were
thus unable to identify with them. PFartridge also painted

a picture of the psychopath as being restiess and sensitive,

. having difficult social adjustment, and having an aggressive

. attitude toward their parents.

Alexander (1930)‘viewed the psychopath as beiné an es-

" sentially neurotic character who had strong ego-alien ten-

dencies. The major: symptom was hatred for the father and

conflict with him.

¥

Wittels (193"} proposed that the psychopath is fixated

" at the primary genital stage of development. At this stage
- sex has not yet become differentiated. Since the psycho-
- path has not progressed beyond that point, there is no cas-

{ tration fear or cedipal conflict. - Szurek (1942)'suggested

that if there was any rejection at all in the childhood of

the psychopath, it was by the father., Mothers were over-

'; protective and actually gave unconscious approval to the

; child's deviant beiaavior.

Lindner (1944; 1947) based his views on the ﬁypnoana—
lysis of eight cximinals; all of whom had been harshly

: treated by their fathers. He concluded that the psycho-
‘; path had an under-developed superego because of a failure
:i to iqtroject the father image and the mores of sbciety.

‘t The child has caSt:ation fears and hate toward the father,
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‘{ which is generalized to society. The author says the psy-

chopath knows the difference between right and wrong, but‘.'

cannot feel the difference. o
Halleck (1967) regards psychopathy as.a "seéarch for

a painless freedom from object relationé" (p. 103), which

is the result of depriving or rejecting parents. The psy-

‘ chopath is constantly trying to rid himself of the normal

ties of affection, dependency, and love for he sees such
ties as leading only to intolerable feelings of helpless-

ness, The only safe way to relate to others is by not

needing them, .

Many researches have been reported attemptiﬁg to give
sﬁpport to the rejection hypothesis. As with most studies

on psychopathy, these also are subject to the general criti-

' elsm of inexact or faulty diagnosis and classification, so

PN

that individuals properly belonging in other categories were
inc;uded among psychopaths.
One of the well known studies was performed by Jenkins

and Hewlett (1944), who studied fifty psychopathic children

? recelving services from a child guidance center. He found

C that the psychopathic children were raised in a home atmos-
k phere of almost constant conflict. They were generally un-
3 wanted by parents who subjected them to physical and psychd-
,: logical abuse. Other studies vupporting the rejection hypo-

' . thesis are Jenkins (196%); and Sears, Macoby, and Levin (1956),

Lewis (1954); and Bender (1947). All conclude that rejection
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f of one sort or another contributes to the psychopathic

: personality structure.

Cleckley (1959), however, has taken issue with this

: conclusion stating that he has rarely seen in his cases a
. specific efror in parent-child relationships that would

; lead to psychopathy. He.goes on to note that he is ‘more
. and more impressed with the difficﬁlty of obtaining reli-

~ able information of events that occurred twenty or thirty

years ago.
McCord and McCord (1964) admit the soundness of

Cleckley's criticism, but present additional evidence

. gathered by them in a 1ongitddinal study over twenty-six
. years beginniné in childhood before the oﬁset of delin-

7 quency. Again, support of the rejection hypothesis was
- obtained. The authors founa the psychopathic character

.f developed from a background of cruelty, parental conflict,

neglect, and inconsistent punishment. Bandura and Walters

(1859) again found parental neglect and childhood frustra-

‘ tion as a factor in unsocialized aggressive behavior.

In practically all studies of the relationship between

: psychopéthy and parent~child relationship, not all psycho-
’f paths were found to be the product of a rejecting home.

" ‘Furthermore, ﬁot all individuals who were rejected became

i psychépaths. Burguem (1940}, for exampie, studied twenﬁy—
'%five children who were well-adjusteé and showed independeﬁt

", traits. They appeared to have a positive rather than a

~

/

]
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o negative reaction to rejection. The author suggests that

f the positive. .reaction might be attributed to high intel~-

'  lectual levels, and positive parental reinforcement of

independence., The finding that not all rejected children

become psychopathic, and not all psychopaths suffered

" childhood rejection may be due, in part, to faﬁlty diag-

" nosis and classification. More likely, however, factors

* other than rejection play an important role in psycho-

‘pathic behavior. The possible role of hereditary and

neurological factors has already been reviewed. The pos-

sible role of'learning will be reviewed in the next sec-

. tion.  Before turning to learning, however, the possible

" contributions of social and cultural environments will be

. examined.

Several studies demonstrate the role of social and

cultural upheavals in contributing to anti-social, aggres-

' sive, 4nd psychopathic behavior. Pritchard and Rosenzweig

- (1942) studied the effects of war-stress upon children in

. London. They found that the children reacted to the bomb-

ings with thievery, aggression, and generally disruptive

.behavior. Freud and Burlingham (1944) found. that social
~ecrisis created by separation of children from their parents
‘resulted in under-developed consciences and anti-socially

~aggressive behavior.

Social class may also play a role in delinguent and

‘psychopathic behavior. Though not fpcusing specificélly
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" on the psychopath, studies of social clasé may prove in-

. structive. Hollingshead and Redlick (1958), for example,

T ‘Found ﬁore Anti—social behavior among lower classes than

" among higher classes. They propose that it may be due

Cto greater rejection of children (particularly maternal
:rejectionf in the lo&g;'classes because of economic strain,
jpoor learning, and general family disorganization. Sears,
éMacaby, and Levin (1956) also found a greater incidence

6f rejection in the lower class homes, than higher class
homes.

Whiting and Childs (1953) studied child~rearing pat-

" terns in different cuitures, and found that children who
‘were punished by withdrawal of love developed strong feel-
fings of guilt, whilé those who were subjected to physical
punishment did not develop feelings of guilt.

Dubois (1944) studied cﬁild—reéring practices in the
'Alorese,culturé. Children in this culture are frequeﬁtly
fléft in the care of older sibiings and as a result are of-

i;ten neglected. The parents usually ignore their children, ’

ifor treat them with cruelty so that their biological needs
‘are fruétratedvover long periods of time., The results
“are generally hostile behavior, and shallow emotional re-

\;lationships with others. o
: McCord and McCcrd (1964) have attempted to integraté
éthe diverse findings of hereditary, physiological, and psy-

_?cho—social approaches to psychopathy. They suggest that

oy
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:g the most important factors in psychopathic behavior are
%to be found in childhood family ielationships. Speciﬁi—
"vcally, they view childhood rejection as most significant.

* Though the hereditary approach has yet to show a relation—

ship between congenital defects and psychopathy, the authors

‘ido not rule out the possibility of hereditary taint. ‘

E McCord and McCord suggest threé causal patterns, Se-,
;fvefe rejection élone cég cause psychopathy. Mild rejection
vfwith brain damage éan'béuse psychopathy. Mild rejection

: without brain damage can cause psychopathy provided the
_:environméntél influences are‘gonducive to it. It is ép-
:iparent, however, that McCord‘and McCord have‘éttemptea to
T"cover‘éll béts." If severe rejection is established,

:one need look no farther, If no rezjection or only mild
jrejection can be established, then the important factors
. must be brain damage or "certain other-influégces'in the
-‘environment." {McCord and McCord, 1964, p. 85). Failing
':the establishment of neurological damage, then environmen-
;tal factors must be at fault. Unfortunately, what these
fﬁther environmental factors might be are not clearly
‘istaﬁed.‘ ”

. o fiiearning and Psychopathic Behavior

~

FagOu)

‘g Much of the interest in psychopathic behavior has
, ?entered around the frequent clinical observation that
A Fhe psychopath‘apbears‘unable to profit from experience,
“particularly of the punishing kind. Initially, this led

N
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some observers to postulate that the psychopath suffers

from a learning defect, or cnuld not be motivated to

%3 learn (Henderson, 1939; Karpman, 1946). A review of ex-

periments on learnipg in psychopaths, however, suggests

that while the psychopath does not have a geheral learn~

ing deficiency, he may have a deficiency in certain cir-

75 cumstances, particularly those,involving_avoidance learn-

;i ing, and learning involving generalized social reinforcers.
% Tong and Murphy (1960) have pointed out that the psychopath

: is as well able to learn the ruiés of socieﬁy (as evidenéed

‘ By his easy verbalization of them) as is the nonpsycﬁopath.

His difficulty lies in not appiying some:oﬁ thé iulés to

his conduct.

Gurvitz (1947) used the Wechsler-Bellévue Scale and

the Revised Beta Examination to compare the intelligence

of 851.psychopathic federal priscners'wiéh 3649 nonpsycho-
pathic prisoners. At all levels of intelligence from feeb-
leminded o véry suéeriof no significant differences were

.| found between the two_groups. indicating that the distribu-

#% tion of intelligence among the psychopaths approximated

that of nonpsychopaths. . Kingsley (1960) alsé used the
" ‘Wechsler-Bellevue Scale when he compared the verbal and

o Pe:formance I0s of psychopathic and nonpsychopathic mil-

T itary offenders. No differences weré found between the

| groups. Thus, psychopaths appear able to acquire as much

information about their environment as nonpsychopaths.
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Also suggestive of the psychopath's ability to learn

as well as nbn?sychopaths is Sherman's (1954) finding that

: criminal psychopaths have superior memories as comparéé

,f with crimirnal normals and criminal neurotics. The author

: used meaningful and nonsense verbal materials in a retro-

: Eﬁctive inhibition design. Psychopathic criminalé eviden~
;ced significantlj less retroactive inhibition than ;ithef
'%the normal or neurotic criminals with both kinds of mater- .
~“dal. The author concludes that his results are compatible
- with the Spence (1952) hypothesis that a higﬁ degree of
,;anxiety interferes with complex cognitive functions.

iéﬂénce, increased anxiety should have:a deleterious effect
Eon retention, and reduced anxiety a beneficial effect.

' Slnce psychopathb are presumably much lower in anxiety
than nonpsychopaths, their memories should be better.

( Fairweather (1954) compzarad 90 psychopathic, psycho-

~ neurotic, and normal prisoners on a serial nonsense syl-

glable learning task. Using cigarettes as a reward, he found

“]éthat uncertainty of incentive (cigarettes were given to the

f;snbject only when he reached a criterion of learninglﬁhich
(o

s unknown to him) resulted in best learning in all three
" .groups. . Non of thergroups differed significantly from each
7;other. Normative incentive (cigarettes were glven to all
f'subjects regardless of their performance) producedApoorer

gvarning, but again the groups did not differ significantly.

?No incentive produced the worst learning. When, however, the
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l? tﬁreé groups were'compééed without regard for the incent-
: Ejkg condition, the normal group was far superior to either
i_?the psychopaths or psychoneurotics, who did not differ
i? from one another. These results only partially support
:fthe notion that psychiopaths learn as well as nonpsycho-

- paths. 4
| ‘Painting (1961) compared psychopathic post-narcotic
1;drug addicts with neurotics and college students, which
‘jhe differentiated with the Welsh IR ration of the MMPI.
;Subjects were required to predict which of two stimuli

iﬁas correct under conditions of varging predictability,
’ESubjects were given an initial number of cigarettes.
fECorrect responses were rewarded by the addition of cigar-
;fettes, and errors were punished by the loss of cigarettes.’
 €The performance of the psychopaths was superior to the
 ;other two gr0ups.when correct responses depended on the ,
';immediate previous reinforcement. ﬁhen remote previous

éreinforcément had to be taken into account, however, the

performance of the psychopaths was inferior. Behavior un-
~:dex conditions of avoidance was less adaptive in the psy-
:fchopathic'group, and appear to reflect the psychédpath's
. _iinSensitivity to punishment.
i é Radlub (1956) tested Cleckley's {(1955; 1859) hypothe-
fr:sfi'vs‘ tﬁhat the psychopath is unakle %o reagt appropriately
»jﬁgo the affeétive content of wonds and sentences. He sug-

;,bested that the psychopath does not react with the appropriate

s
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econdary motivation ordinarily mediated in normals by
f‘mimpliCit and explicit use of words and phrases. Kadlub
nfcompared the rote serial learniﬂg of nonsense syilables
:vgby psychopathic and normal criminals under conditions of
averbal and éoncrete reward (cigarettes), In both condi-
'ﬁtions the groups did not differ significantly. The éu—
Aéthor concluded that psychopaths respond to verbal rein- .
fforcement in the same manner as normal people,
E Johhs and Quay (1962) interpreted Cleckley's formula-
ition in a similar fashion. They also proposed that psycho-
Vépathy represents a decrement in responée to secohdary ‘
”éreipforcements of a social nature,  The authors suggest
~€that Kadlub's results could be'acqpunted for in terms'of
‘Eself~administfa£ion of rewards. Thus, the performance
*jbf Kadlub‘é subjécts may have been independent of verbal
ji}nwards, since the rewards were given regardless of the
J;orrectness of incorrectness of‘the respohses. The sub-
”3ects‘knew whether their responses were correct or not,
fi}o could have administered rewards to themselves for be-
~\?pg correct, Johns and Quay used a verbal conditioning
v ?rocedure in order to enable thé adminiétration.bf:rewards
. “?nly to correct responses. Using psychepathic and neuro-
 %ic military offenders, the authors found a significantly
;i%reater increase in the selection of correct responses for
;;-?he neurotic group than for the psychopathic grcup. They

4 ; .
;$oncluded that thiese results supported Cleckley's conception

Sy
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of the psychopath. These results were replicated by Quay

‘é and Hunt {1965). In this study the Maudsley Introversion-
é Extraversion scale wasg also used. The correlation be%ween
‘E introversionfextraversion and.performancezin.verbal condi-
:£ tioninyg was negétive:and barely significant.
’i In both the Johns and Quay, and Quay and.Hﬁnt‘studiés,
?ﬁzthe.authors suggest that the poorer performance of the
%psychopaths-could be accounted for by the Spencg-Taylor
véhypothesis‘(Taylor, 1851}, According to this hypothesis,
:;individuals low in anxiety should condition less rapidly
‘éthan individuals 1___ in anxiéty. ‘Thus, since psycho-
?%paths are presumably less anxious tﬁan,noﬁbsychopaths,
Aéthey should condition less rapidly. 'Some support for this
,1éhypothesis comes, from a.studf hy Taffel (1955). He used
;%the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale to divide psychiatric
patients into high and low anxious groups. In a Téffel
verbal conditioning procedure, the high MaS groups had a
»tisigniflcantly greater frequency of I and We responses than

‘the low MAS groups.

e Bryan ﬂnd Rapche (1967) attempted to replicate the re-
.

o“fenders and the same selectzon,critorla. They found no

sults ox Johns and Quay and Guay and Hunt using military

differences between the psychopathlc and nonpsychopathic
?roups. '

In -another study, Bernard and Eisenman (1367} again

;;?ttemPtgd,tQ demonstrate a difference in verbal conditicning
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i§between_psychbpaths and nonpsychopaths. They found a dif-
aéference; but it was in the opposite direction. They divided

Efemale prison inmates ‘into psychopathic and nonpsychopathic

/groups using the so—called 4-9 or 9-4 profile on the MMPI,

f}In a Taffel verbal condltloning situation usxng verbal re-

Vdnforcement (Good) , and monetary reward (nickéls, which the

,subjects were not allowed to keep at the end of the experi-

' nent), the psychopathic groups responded significantly more

- often with the reinforced wronoun, I, than the nonpsycho-

‘paths in both the verbal and monetary reward conditions.

}The authors make the 1mportant point that how a psychopath
=’xesponds in a 51tuat10n, be it social or non-social, may de-

' pend heaviiy on the speclflc characteristics of the situation.

Hetherington and Klinger (1964) took issue with Johns

:énd Quay's view that the psychopath is less responsive to

xgenerallzed social reinforcers than the‘nonpsychooaths.

“Ba51ng their view on studies showing poor fear condition-

,:abillty {(reviewed below), Hetherlngton and Kllnger suggest
';that psychopathy be v1ewed as a specific dimension of fear
axousal and fear conthlonablllty. If this is so, then
 punishment should 1nterfe1e less in learnlng by psychopatns
E}han nonpsychopaths, - Furthermore, psychopaths should not
@iffgr £rzom nonPSYCﬁopaths when verbal reward is used.
;?he authors uéed groups of college students scoring high
?énd_low on the Pd scale of the MMPI. Subjects were re-
téuired to learn a list of nonsense syllables under conditions

e
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of verbal rewards (praise from the experimenter), verbal
punishment (ridicule from the experimenter), and a neut-
ral gondition {no commentsg by the experimenter). In the
punishment condition the psychopathic group learned the
syllables in.significantly fewer trials than tﬁe.nonpsy~
chopathic group.  In the reward condition, both groups
did equally well, as dia both groups in the neutrai'
condition. The authors concluded that their results‘
directly support the poor fear conditionability hypo- - §
thesis, Since, however, no significant differences bet- ‘

ween the reward and neutral conditions were found, Johns

et

and Quay's hypothesis was not contradicted, and the issue

remains in doubt.

>"i Lykken (1957) expressed Cleckley's (1955) view of

psychopathy in terms of paoi anxiety arousal and suggested

‘that fear could not be conditioned as edsily in psycho-

RER At

paths as in nonpsychopaths, that psychopaths show little
anxiety in sociai situations which normally produce anx-
iety, and that psychopaths should perform less well in an . &

avoidance learning task than nonpsychopaths, ILykken used

three groups of subjects, psychopathic criminals based upon

. oA psychiatric diagnosis according to criteria established by ;

Cleckley (1955; 1959), neurotic criminals (those that

were felt not to meet the criteria of psychopathy), and

normals selected ffom college and high school populations.

Using the GSR the author found that the normal group

e
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conditioned slgnificantly betéer to 2 buzzer wiih an slag-
tric shock as the vnconditioned stimuims. o opfscr to

test the hypothesis that psychopsaths hewve lens soglal

. anxiety than nonpsychopaths, Lykken developed 2 mocdal

- anxiety questionnaire. The pzychopztbs shovad sfgnifi-

. cantly less socizl anwiety than he moupoydhopzibhs. The
4 v

% author also had his subjects Zesarm = twaniy mnit mevdi=l

:'f'j maze. At each choice point, one of Zpuzr zlternztivss was

~" correct., Of the remaining thres Incorract zlltsrnatives,

.+ one lead to electric shock. Stbhjecits had to lzmrm mot

only the correct zliernatiwes {menifest skl Duwi alzo bmd
to learn to avoid choices lezding %o shodk {avoifanos dasi).

Psychopaths made significantiy mors @rxors on the avoiflancs

| task than the nonpsychopaths. Schachter znd Latane {1954)

replicated Lykkeas avoidznce task, mnd confizmsd bis ma-

. gultsy

Hare (1965} Curther exsmizel the poor Seur confidion-

| abllity hypothesis. Using an electriv shodk, he Found thit

tie @8R of payclopaths wonditions® levs mepidly wo a tune

L thai nonpeychopaths. M aleo Dovkd that genernlinatish vas

© 0 lens for the paychopath.  Hate swuyested thnt aink pEycho-

L
e
E

iikhe vepeated faline o avold piamishnent was a Funticion
1 oor fear eonditionabiiivy. ¥ haused his Nypotnesis

rarts (1360} Dovndiativn of passive wvoiEnte 1auening.,

g Have assumes that stinddi assosiansd with rewpome restbturatil

| punishiient de net slicit ewevgh Feiv n e pupdimpath For
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him to inhibit the punished responses, and these responses

gare often anti-social ones, Hare (1965) proposed a con-

siflict theory o§ psychopathy. According to.this proposal
ithe gradient of avoidance is -steepexr and lower for the
fpsychopaths than for the normal. Thas, the psychopath
Viis less lrkely to‘generate fear responses as a feared

. . r‘goal or punishment situation is approached Furthermore,

fﬁcues associated with feared objects or punlshment are
"<1ess likely to produce fear responses in the psychopath
lithan in the normal.

‘g Bysenck (1961) has suggested a theory based upon the
l‘work of Pavlov, in which he proposes two hypothetlcal

: cortical processes: One, an inhibitory process, and the
“’other an excitatory process. These processes are assoc-
_iated with the personallty dlmenslon of extrover51on—

‘ }ntroversmon. The extrovert has an excess. of the lnhl—

j ;itory process, while the introvert has an excess of the
'.éxcitatory process.' Anxiety states are found among the

;llntroverts, and hysterics and psychopaths among the ex-

: troverts. He further éostulates that extrorerts condi-

itlon .less readily than introverts. To test this notion,

. @éarren ‘anid Grant (1955) compared students scorlng hlgh

5
2n the MMPI Pd scale, with students scoring low on the

ﬁgd scale on the rate at which they formed a conditioned
;eye blink discrimination. The high Pd subjects formed
-'3 dlscrlmlnatlon sxgnlflcantly slower than the low Pd

w“’“‘&ﬂr“ TR
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‘“igubjects. Franks (1956) found that a group of extroverts

(hysterics and psychopaths from psychiatric diagnosis)

i
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;?conditioned slower, using eye blink and GSR reflexes than
i a group of introverts (anxiety state and other dysthymics).
Eyranks (1961) makes the interesting suggestion that condi-
~étionability be used as a diagnostic tool to differentiate
fgersistent, but nonpsychopathic offenders, from persistent
V;but psychopathic offenders. ©Presumably, the nonpsychopathic
;ffenders should condition more readily than the psychopathic
. ;ffenders, and should be more amenable.to rehabilitative
.efforts. As Franks points out, however, this proposal as
fyet rests on rather slender evidence.
: About learning in psychopaths, it can be said that
’;;hey do not have a generalized learning deficit. They are
tgble to acquire general information about their environment
‘lés well as nonpsychopaths. In serial learning (verbal apd
?aze learning) they seem able to do as well as nonpsycho-

‘baths; tthgh their performance may depend on the type of

i
.reinforcement used.

.

i Verbal conditioning studies, however, suggest that

. .
o psychopaths may be less motivated by positive reinforcement
A . . ! \

;than nonpsychopaths. So far as can be determined, the ef-

"fects of negatlve sccial reinforcement in a verbal condition-

lng situation have not yet been studied. Other condltlonlng

,Studies present evidence that psychopaths are less condi-

- y

itlonable than nonpsychopaths when aversive unconditioned

 st1mu1i are used.
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These outcomes suggest that considerable research

?'.is needed in which a greater variety of learning situa-
:_atiQnB (particularly social situations) and a greater var-
';;iety of incentive conditions are investigated.

.%Verbal Reinforcement and Verbal Discrimination

{ Several investigators have focueed their attention
 €on the relative effectivenegs of werbal reinforcement,
?Eusing the reinforcers, Right and Wrong. The great major-

%ity of these studies have shown fhat the experimenter
';saying "Wrong" for incorrect regponses, but nothing {blank)
kgfor correct responses (Wrong-blank) results in significant-
~fﬁy’greater écquisition of the Treinforced response than the
1 ;xperimenter saying "Right" for correct responses, but
{ §othing {blank) for incorrect responses.(Right-blank).
l,?uss, Braden, . Orgel, and Buss (1956), for examplé, studied
: ;oncept learning in psychiatric patients. Wooden blocks
: §ere ised,; which differed in height, shape, color, and

v?op area. Subjects had to learn which combination of
;:éharacteristics of the blocks was correct. In one condi-
t‘éion they were told “Right“‘if they chose the correct
xblock, but nothing if they chose the incorrect block. 1In
 another condltlon, subjects were told "Wrong" if they chose
,the incorrect block, but nothlng if they chose the correct
’block In a third condltlon, ‘subjects were told either
{2Right“ or "Wrong;" depending on their choice. Both the

1grong—blank and the Right~Wrong conditions resulted in

ﬁﬁignificantly better acquisition of the correct concept

H
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but there were no significant differencaes between the two

3
'Q conditions. Buss and Buss (1956), using the sam& task ob-

5‘ tained similar results. The authors concluded that saying

é‘

i; nothing is nonreinforcing, and that saying “Right“ is a
E weaker positive reinforcer than saying "wrong"” is a nega- i

’é tive reinforcer. Buchwald (1959) and Pishkin; Smith,

gé and Lundy (1962) also found that Wrong-blank produced
Tr‘better acquisition than nght—blank

. Spence (1964), and Spence and Lair (1965) reported

;f using.a verbal discrimination task in which thé subject’

vé had to choose the correct word of two familiar words
1:%f1ashed on a screen. Subjects in the E:gggfblank condition
’iinmde significently more correct choices than subjects in
f‘gthe Right-blank condition. 8

L]

In an attempt to explain these results, Spence, Lair,‘

:f snd Goodstein (1963) postulated that there was less infor-

! mational value attached.to blenk when it was combined with

e T
i

Right than when it was combined with Wrong. _Tﬁey hypoghe—

sized that the superiority of Wrong-blank should dlsappear'

RIS

When subjects are glven specific information that blank

; ;in combinatlon with Wrong meant that the correct choice ,E
’ ﬁﬁ;’as clearly correct even though the experimenter said u

\nothing, and blank in combination with Right meant that

an incorrect choice was clearly wrong even though the ex~ ;

perimenter said nothing. Using a verbal discrimination.

’task, the hypothesis of these investigators was confirmed.

R
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f#hb differences were found when subjects were given comp-
x: i

ete information about the reinforcers and about the

' meaning of blank. Pishkin (1963), and Lydecker, Pisikin,
,¥;nd Martin\(l961), however, found that schizophrenics

T%nformed as to the nature of the reinforcing conditions
?'performed significantly better in the Wrong-blank condi-
T‘tlon than in the Right-blank condition on a concept for-
t4mation task.

; 'In a further test of the informational value hypdthe—
,;is, Spence (1965) had subjects perform in a Taffel verbal
-;onditioning situation under. three kinds of instructions:
;;i) instructions about the task with an explanation of the
i’:';:e'l.nforcers; 2) instructions about the task without explﬁin—
i.ing the reinforcers; and 3) no instructions. Results s@éwed

|

?‘that under all three 1nstructional conditions, Wrong~§lé25

i
P

f‘was superior to Right-blank. _
 § The results of this experiment do not replicate th&se
3.obtained by Spence, Lair, and Goodstein (1963), in which\no
éﬁﬁlfferences in performance were found between the two rein-
j%orcing conditions. The explanation "appears to lie in the -
?POSSiblllty that in a two-choice verbal discrimination siv
}ﬁation, it is easy to grasp the idea of what constitutes \
»;a correct response. The subject does not have much diffi-"

fgculty in using the information provided by the lnstructions

0 recognize the correct word of two presented to him. 1In

anepﬁ formation tasks and Taffel verbal conditioning
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b procedure; more than two responses are available, and

31 the subject is preoccupled with tryina to find out what
éaimakes a response. correct (Spence, ;965).

i In the present study, atwo-choice verbal discrim-
igination task similar to the one used by Spence (196451
ﬁ%Spence and Lair (1965), and Spence, Lair, and Goodstein
{2(1963) was used. ;Instead; however,‘of having subjects

W'l
idiseriminate between two familiar words, as was the case

‘?in the 5pence procedure, subjects in this study discrim-

. \
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;inated between two consonant-vowel-consanant (CVC) tri-

4jgrams. Trigrams were used because they are relatively
free of the social and personal 1mp11catlons assoc1ated

; ylth many English words, and because they vermit more pre-

Ee%ise mimipv’ation of task variables.  In the oresent study,
the association values of the trigrams were varied so that
'on one task there was a high dlscrepancy between the values

: of two trigrams to be discriminated, while on the other
’task there was a low dlscrepancy. It was expected, and

;]fonflrmOd by pilot studies, that dlscrimination would be

-

5 . . : : : . ; ;
. Pasier with high discrepancies than with low dlscrepanc1es.

This expectaticn was based on an 1nvestlgatlon by

i
Marston, Kanfer, and McBrearty (1962), who showed that the
74
dlstlnctlveness bntween two CVC trigrams was an 1mportant

_ ?arlable in determlnlng’tbe amount and rate of acqulsltlon

:On a modified verbal conditioning procedure. Increas;ng

thelr dlstlnctlveneas resulted in more rapid acqu151t10n
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In another study, MeBrearty, Kanfer, Marston, and

"¢ Evander (1962) obtalned similar results with word classes.

iﬁgThey found that response acquisition in a modified verbal
'é conditioning procedure was significantly g}eater for words
%judged to have high belongingness in the class of animal

: é3w<:u:cls as compaied to animal words having low belongingness.

hey further found that acquisition of the critical animal

{waord was greater when they were paired with neutral words

';?(words belonging to no class in particular) as‘compared

with animal words paired with shape words. Presumably,

 there was a greater discrepancy between animal and neutral
words than animal and shape words. In an earlier study,

s,ixanfer and McBrearty (1961) varied the degree of hostile

connotation of hostile words and pairad them with neutral
;words. Subjects were reinforced for selecting the hostile
;jwords with the expectation that the greater the discriminab-

_1ility between hostile and neutral words, the'greaﬁer should

be the learning. This prediction was only partially sup-

. ported, .

o ‘Marston, Kanfer, and Mchearty (1962) agree with
?f?affel {1955) thatvverbal conditioning is essentialiy a
§f?iscrimination task. It can also be readily seen that a

3f¥wo-choice verbal conditioning task:is very similar to a

tdo—choice verbal discrimination task. 'The authors inter-

;gpret their results in terms of Helson's (1964) adaptation

i

£
3f}EVEl,th§ory.V In a discrimination procedure, responses
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are a function of three variables, vie., focal, contextual,
and residval., In a two-choice verbal discrimination task,
the critical woxds are the focal stimuli, the worﬁs paired
with the critical words are the contextual stimuli, and the
characteristics of the subjects are the residﬁal stimuli.
In the McBrearty, Ranfer, Marston, and Evander (1962)

study, acquisition of the critical animal words was a

: function of both the focal stimuli (dnimal words) and
the contextual stimuli (neutral and shape words). It
was also found that acguisition was a function of the

5 degree of discrepancy between the;focal and contextual

f(words. In the Marston, Kanfer, and McBrearty study (1962)

of CVC trigrams, discrepancy between association values

N N
i S b

! was also found to be a cleérly important variable. Thus,

the greater the disc;épanpy'betweén association yalues'of

SIS SE ]

“jCVC trigrams, the easier it was for subjécté to discrimi-
. nate between them. '

Ease of discrimination as a function of discrepancy

imay also be explained in terms of quIQSpénée theory.
. The less the co@petition'between two response tendencies
{ “in a two choice discrimination sikuation, the easier is

ff_the discrimination  (Woodworth and Schlosberg,.1954}.

The stronger of the two response tendencies will dominate

i the other. Thus, the_greafer the discrepancy between as-
ociation values of trigrams, the less is the response

ECOmpetition between them. The higher value is assuméd_

e e g s s e E R S POETROGTET
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Chapter 3
Method

selection Instruments

selection of the criminal psychopafhic groups and the

i‘fcriminal comparison groups was based on psycﬁometgic cri-

; teria provided by the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality

'>§Inventory, the ACtivity’Preference Questionnaire (Lykken,

1957, 1965), and the Rev15ed Beta Examination (1957).
_<‘M;nnesota Multiphasic Personality Invento:y

i3

; This instrument was chosen because the Pd scale has
'-;been used in a considerable amount of reseaxch with prison
féinmates. Furthermore, it is useful in eliminating those in-~
:}Edividuals with.psychotic tendencies accompanied by elevated
VEPd scores. Originally, the Pd scale was designed to discrim-
{ §inate the "asorial subgroups of persons with psjchopathic

7’fpersonality disorders. The major features of this personal-

1ty pattern include a repeated and flagrant dlsregard for
soc1al customs and mores, and inability to profit from pun-

yishlng experiences as shown in repeated difficulties of the
|

_isame kind, and an emotional shallowness in relation to

i .

others™ (Dahlstrom and Welsh, 1960, p. 60). Later research

iiwith criminal populations,‘however, has shbwn that while the
Pd scale has cons;derable accuracy in dlscrlmlnatlng in-
dlv1duals with persistent patterns of ant1—soc1al behavior,

: m

let does not discriminate criminal psychopaths from criminal

alcoholics, drug addicts, neurotics, and the like.' In al-

a1
- ‘most all studies reported, the mean T score on the Pd scale

~55=
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f}was 70 or above. The indiQidual scores, however, did not

ﬁidiscriminate criminal psyéhopaths from other criminal groups

fﬁalso displaying persistent patterns of anti-social behavior.

,EThe pd scale does, however, discriminate criminals from non-

;?criminals (Fry, 1952; Hill, Haertzen, and Davis 1962; Law-

on and RKleban, 1964; Lykken, 1957; Painting, 1961; Wilcock,

11964) .

;'Activity Preference Questionnaire
Since the Pd scale appears not to discriminate psycho-

‘patth prlson inmates from other inmates vhose behav1or pat~

E ?erns are accompanied by persistent anti-social activity, a

iecond measure, the Activity Preference Questionnaire, was
‘used (Lykken, 1957; 1965).

The APQ is designed to discover individual differ-
ence in the extent to which anxiety operated to de-
pd termine the subject's behavior choices in everyday
iy life. The test consisted of a number of statements
B describing unpleasant situations or occurrences
which are commonly experienced or at least easily
imagined. Some of these situations are anxiety
: provoking (embara551ng, frightening, irritating, etec.)

Lok but lack any anxiety content. Each test item con-
tains an anxiety alternative paired with an onerous
alternative; the subject is required to choose that

i7f.  alternative which he would prefer as a lesser of

evilg if one or the other happened to him.

It is assumed that the more anx1ety-prone subject
will tend to regard the anxiety alternative -as re-
latively more unpleasant and is therefore more like-

- ly to choose the onerous alternative as the lesser
of evils. The anxiety react1v1ty score -is. simply
the total number of times a given individual en-

,g; dorses the onerous alternative. In the present 100~

item scale 60 are scored in this fashion with the
other forty being either dummy items to help con- |
ceal the nature of the test or belonging to a stage-
fright subscale. '

+

%%

{

;
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Experience has shown that the purpose of this test
is not readily apparent to the subject, even though
.each item 1is essentially a replication. A clagss of
graduate students in clinical psychology was unable
to digcern the purpose of the test though they were
able to identify the anxiety alternative easily when
informed of the rationale of the test. Thus, we
believe the scale is not as transparent as many of 4
the paper and pencil personality guesticnnuires and i
should not be as subject to the problems of response 5
set. The forced choice format and the innocuous :
title also lessen these dangers. In addition, the
subject is not forced to reveal intimate details
about himself or to make subtle comparison of his
; behavior with that of others. Instead, he is asked
bl to imagine two common experiences and to determine
Lt which seems less repugnant to him at the time, a

4 situation not unlike that which confronts him in

. everyday life.

o G i

A factor analysis demonstrated that the onerous o
alternatives contained no common factor, so that i
consistent choices of onerous alternatives indicate
high anxiety proneness, ‘rather than a single onerous :

,fact?r‘such as tediousness or irritability (Lykken, e
1965) . .

Reliability of the Activity Preference Questionnaire

Reliabilitf coefficients have been reported by LeBlanc

f;(1964) who found an irternal reliability coefficient of .82

7t for 136 males and .86 for 176 females. Katzenmeyer (1966) é
;f?reports an internal reliability of ;88 and an equivalent . ?
§iiforms correlation of .81 over a three week interval for a
jifcollege student pbpulation.' The auth&r found a ﬁplit—half
: correlation of .84 for 137 prison inmates.

. Validity of the Activity Preference Questionnaire

The APQ was originally constructed for use in a study

Vfof criminal psychopaths (Lykken, 1957). In his study of

cximinal psycﬁopaths, Lykken had priéon psychologists select

those inmates who most likely resembled the psychopath ac-

SN s e
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I'] cording to the 14 criteria used by Cleckley (1955; 1959) to

diagnose psychopathy. The APQ was then shown to discrimin-

1 ate suctessfully between the psychopathid group, a group of

}neurotlc inmates, and a group of nonprisoner controls con-
i *sisting of high school and college students. The psycho-
i aths had significantly lower scores than either of the two

ontrol groups. The nonprisoners had the highest scores.

f?The three groups were then compared on GSR conditioning, the
:f,Taylor Manifest Anxiety scale, and the Pd scale of the MMPI.
';All measures discriminated successfully among the groups.
?%The psychopaths were the poorest conditioners, the neurotics
;énext and the nonprisoners the ‘best. The Taylor scale did

“%ggg discriminate the psychopathic group from the nomprisoner

[N

{ﬁgroup.~ The neurotic group, however, had.significantly higher

aylor scores than eithex the psychopathic or the nonprisoner

Ngroup; The Pd scale did not discriminate between the psycho-

Thpathlc and. the neurotic groups. The nonprisoner group, how~
fever, scored s;gnlflcantly lower than the two inmate groups.

The results of the Lykken comparisons support the con~

lusion drawn above, that the Pd scale discriminates social

eviance on a general level, but does not discriminate sgeci—
fffic types of deviance. (Two prisoner groups, cdistinguished
,fén the basis of other criteria, were not distinguished on the

d-scale, but scored significantly higher than a nonpriscner

{j?roup.) ‘The results of the Taylor scale were inferpreted as

f}ﬂndicating that the aPQ is not a measure of neurotic anxiety,

O R N T s ettt
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but rather a measure of responsiveness to affect provoking
situations, or "anxiety proneness®, as Lykken calls it.
Neurotic prisoners scored highest on the Taylor scale, but

had APQ scores between those of the psychopathic criminal

In view of these results, the use of the -APQ as a

measure of "emotional reactivity,® in Cleckley's sense,
Y

seemed justified.

| Selection of Subjects P

Eighty male offenders currently confined in the Phil-

i; adelphia County Prison served as subjects. Forty comprised

féthe psychopathic group and forty the comparison group. The'
‘scarcity 6f subjects after screening made it. necessary to use
Zan age rarige from 18 to 40 years, and to use many newly admit-

| ted inmates. In order to minimize the effect of sentencing,

new admissions were tested after they had a 'two week period

H
{
1

“: or more of "acclimation.™ Unfortunately, the records accom-

! } panying new admissions do not permit an adequate evaluation
"t of personal histories ané ~riminal records.

Prison inmates with a T score of 75 or above on the MMPI

i
i} Pd scale and a score below the median on the APQ were chosen

| for the psychopathic group. Immates with a T score of 65 oxr

:below on the Pd scale and a score above the median on the APQ

~iWwere chosen for the comparison group. The author administered

S ——

S 2the 100-item APQ to 137 inmates. The range of scores was from

%
I3

P
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t:4;y~'23 to 60 with a mean of 40.6, a median of 41, and a mode of

she rationale for this procedure of selecting subjects

‘ was based on a desire to maximize the differences between the

ikt

psychopathic group and the comparison group. The P4 scale

} i appears to discriminate between those who persist in anti-

:!social behavior, and those who do not. Those who persist in

| ‘i anti~social behavior (high Pd), however, include both indiv-

“'jduals who are lacking in emotional responsiveness (psycho-

««fpaths, according to Cleckley'é definition) and those indiv-

‘;iduals who are not (nonpsychopaths). The APQ was used to

?fmake this discrimination. 1Instead of using only individuals

mth high Pd scores, and then discriminating the psychopathic

il S S e

:and comparison group with the'APQ, individuals who had low

i
[

;"‘.'*Pd scores were used in the comparison group, provided they

‘ fhad high APQ scores. This was done in order to help minimize
lffthe presence of péychopathic characteristics in the compar-
g'»,-fison group. Furthermore, since individuals scoring low on

i

gl»‘%‘;the APQare not necessarily psychopathic, using individuals

Nlth higﬁ Pd scores and low APQ for the psychopathic group,

would help to maximize the presence of psychopathic charactexr~

i
{

1st1cs in the psychopathic group. A correlation of -.05 be-

i

i“ tween APQ scores and PA scores was obtained on a simple of

125 inmates from the general prisoén population. Individuals

¥

I 'With MMPI scores of 70 or above on the L,F,K,Sc, and Pa scales

S L gy i S
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| were excluded. 'The nonsignificant correlation (p».10)

' petween Pd scores and APQ scores, suports the conclusion

s e sy i AL T KT

‘I that those scoring high on the Pd wmcale are not necessarily

¢ lacking in emotional responsiveness, or that those scoring

%.flow on the APQ necessarily possess psychopathic character-

i istics.

b The relatively high cuﬁting scores on the Pd scale
??represents the fact already mentioned: prison inmates tend

{fto make T scores of 70 or better. The author administered

‘the MMPI to 229 inmates. The mean Pd score was 72.1. A

IR ERIEIO

: cuttlng score of much less than 65, as used in this study,

#

',would have required an inordinate amount of testing in or-

?‘ﬁer to obtain a full complement of subjects for the compar—
3 )

" ison group. Additional restrictions imposed by the APQ and
s

%:other criteria (see below) would have increased the amount

i;of testlng beyond that which was admlnlstratlvely feasible.
v \

-NFurthermore, on the assumptlon that psychopathy is a con-
'ftlnuous personallty dimension, the ch01ce of cuttlng scores
bgeed be con51stent only with the range of scores obtained
‘jn the population being studied.

Only individuals with Sc Scale and Pa Scale T scores
J‘glow‘70 on the MMPT were included in the groups, prowvided

“ﬁpey met all other criteria.

The Revised Beta Examination {1957) was used to obtain

i
¥
£
:an estimate of general intelligence. = Only those with IQ
i
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scores of 90 or above were considered for use as subjects.
A nmean of 98.5 was obtained on a sample of 241 inmates.

The Revised Beta Examination was administered to 829

11 inmates.  Of this number 215 attained an IQ score of less
than 90, and were eliminated. The remaining inmates were
given the APQ. Those who received the median score of 41

were also eliminated, and the remaining were administered

U SRS

the MMPI. Of these, 259 were rejected because they did not

meet the criteria. Thirty-eight had validity T scores of

70 oxr above. Hence; the usefulness of their protocals was
in doubt, Thirteen had elevated Pa scores (T scores 70 or
above); 40 had elevated Sc scores; 13 had elevated scores on

both the Pa and Sc scales; 64 had a combination of elevated

Sipvftemie et

scores on the validity, Pa, or Sc scales. In addition 91 met

all the MMPI T score criteria except that their Pd scores were

"% between 66 and 74 inclusive, and therefore did not meet the
criterion for the P4 scale. '

Most of the remaining inmates were eliminated because

low APQ score, and low Pd T score — high APQ score. A few

- inmates who met all the criteria refused to serve as subjects

3
-
i
P
%
I

é or were discharged.
liMaterials

In the present study CVC trigrams with different

association values were used in the task. Since, however,

they did not meet the combined criterion of high Pd T score —




-G 3-

| the agssoclation values of CVC trigrams reported by Glaze

i .(1928), Krueger (1934}, and Archer (1960) were computed nse-

ot s S i et

i ing college student populations, they were considered inap-

hndes

: gpropriate for use with a prison population. Conseguently,

i new association values were calculated on a szmple of 100
v

' inmates of the Philadelphia County Prison.

Three-hundred high, medium, and low asscciation value

‘iGlaze, Kruegexr, and Archer. The Archer values were used as

td reference point because they represent the most recently

¥ icomput:ed values, and bhecause he used zll CVC combinations,
whereas Glaze and Krueger did not. The high group coansisted
_of the 100 trigrams with the highest association wvalues on

.all three lists. The range of Archer values was from 93 to

100 percent. The medium group consisted of the 100 trigrams
with association values closest to 50 percent on all three

' ;lists. The range of Archer values was from 47 to 53 percent.

: il‘he low group consisted of the 100 trigrams of the lowest '
_-association values on all three lists. The range of values

was from zero to eight percent.

i
i
%
kg

211l selected trigrams were arranged on 12 pages, 25 syl-
. lables on a page. They were arranged so that the high, medium
- and low trigrams were equally distributed over all 12 pages.

.No two successive irigrams contained the szme letter amd no
8o

- IWO sucCessive trigrams were of the same Archer association
¥alue,

%

Pages were arranged following a Latin sguzare pattemn

¥
1
3

i itrigrams were selected, each of which appear on the lists of .

FEERAR SN
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:{and put together in booklets. Booklets were given to the

3 standardization subjects to insure, as much as possible,

e s iy i S A

that all page orders would be used the same number of times.

Following Archef‘s procedure, subjects were inst'ructed to
»Echeck in the Yes column next to the appropriate trigram if
[;i%they could answer "yes" to any one of the following questions:
f%“Is it a word?" “Does it sound like a word?" "Can I use it
éin a sentence?" If the subjects were unable to answer "Yes,';

they were instructed to put a check in the No column. The

,"percent of the subjects checking Yes for a’trigram was de-

flned as the association value, for the trigram (Archer, 1960).

For the high Archer trigrams, the new. (Scott) associa-

g‘;tion values ranged from 44 to 99 percent. For ‘the medium

.iiArcher trigrams, the Scott values ranged from 7 to 70 percent.
;'""'For the low Archer values, the Scott values ranged from zero
f,,’to 15 percent.

: ’ Correlat:.on coefficients were computed between the

: »-'Archer values and the Scott values. The overall correlation )

jv}.was .93.  Because of the procedures used for selecting the
‘tr:.grams, however, ‘this correlation is spuriously high. A
more realistic picture of the relationship is given by the
correlatlons between Archer' 'S high, medium, and low values

and the Scott values separately. The correlation for the high

~trigrams was .37; for the medium trigrams .19; for the low
P4

'i'igrams .41,

While these correlat:.ons partially represent

the restrict:.on in the range of association values of the
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trigrams selected from the Archer, Glaze, and Krueger lists,

they do indicate that association values based on a college

| & gtudent population can not be assumed to accurately reflect

; association values in a prison population.

~ One week after initial testing, 57 imnmates were retested.

;.;,i'l‘he same procedure was followed. Each subject used the same

rder of pages in the booklets as he had used on original

%! A
?’%testing, The overall test-retest correlation was .98. Separ-

'_fate test-retest correlations using the trigrams corresponding
“to Archer's high, medium, and low values were computsd. These

-
! icoefficients were .95, .93, and .72, respectively.

The 300 CVC trxigrams and their association values are

Py

r i:resented in P;ppendix a.

A

, In the present study, a two=-choice ¥erbal discrimination
: Fask similar to the one used by Spence (1964); Spence and
La:.r (1965) ; and Spence, Lair, and Goocdstein (1963) was used,

2-:ilnstead, however, of having subjects discriminate between two

bt
: a‘;amlliar words, as was the case in the Spence, et al studies,

U

jubjects in this study discriminated between two consonant-

i\gC’wel-consonant (cve) trigrams. Trigrams'we.re used because

'f}hesr are relatvivel'y free of the social and personal implica-
‘ i:;ions frequently associated with English words, and because

_they permitted more precise manipulation f task difficulty.

In the present study, the association vali es of the trigrams

SR

o AR

iy e
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were varied so that on one task there was a high disérepancy
between the values of the two trigrams to be discrixninatéd,

while on the other task there was a low discrepancy. It was
expected, and conflrmed by pilot studies, that d:.scrmu.natlon

\ would be easier with high discrepancies than with low discre-

¥ pancies.
Thus, the easy task was defined as the one in which tri-

grams of medium association value were paired with trigrams

R
okttt g A e et 5 ot
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of high association value. The difficult task was defined
as the one in which trigrams ha{ring association values mid-
way between high trigrams and medium tr:.grams were paired
with medium trigrams. Orlglnally it had. been plamxed to use

mediym trigrams paired w:.th medium trigrams for the difficult

: ?
bt i

task. In a preliminary study, however, the choice of the

critical trigrams were no better than chance. Further tests

VU S

showed that the high—medium task proved to be easier than
. the medium-high medium task.
In the present study, for the difficult task (M-MH)
15 trigrams with Scott association values ranging from 45
to 54 percent. were paired with 15 trigrams ranging i:n assoc—
iation value from 65 to 75 percent. For the eaéy task (M),
. 15 trigrams with Scott association values ranging from 90
to 98 percent were paired with the 15 medium trigrams of
the M-MH task. For both tasks, the medium trigrams were

arbitrarily designed as correct.
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B
i
i
b
I
B

In the Right-blank condition, if S selected the medium

‘ trigra;ns E reinforced him by saying, "Right." If S chose
¥

! the high or medium-high trigram, E said nothing. In the

et gty

2 Wrong-blank condition, if S.selected the medium trigram, E
said nothing. If S Chose the high or medium-high trigram

JE said, "Wrong."

For both tasks, the trigrams were paired, and each pair

% typed in capital letters on a white 4x6 inch card. In each

i pair of trigrams a given letter appeared only once. In ox-
der that half the time every reinforced trigram was on the

i {right and half the time on the left, another set of cards

Iwas typed on which the order of trigrams was reversed.

: Cards were then combined in order to control for the posit-

P

ion of the reinforced trigram. The trigram used and their

sassociation values are presented in Appendix B,

:Procedure

Subjects sat at a table facing a 4x4 foot heavy card- ﬁ :
. . il

j;board screen. In the screen at eye level was a six inch
E
{square window into which the stimulus cards were inserted

]

manually by the experinenter, who was sitting behind the

|
]

';screen.

{ In order to determine if subjects had a preference for

. . .

j-‘étngrams of medium or high or medium~high association value,
{

%
L

:and whether this preferencé affected succeeding choices, the

first block .of trials were unreinforced. This, and all fol-
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&
I‘

lowing blocks consisted of 15 trials. The following in-

structions were resad to the subject:

This is an experiment with nonsense words.
I am going to show you cards with pairs of non-
: sense words on them. For each of the cards I
: want you to pick one of the words and spell it.

e R s 20 2

% After the first block of 15 trials, subjects in the pos-

| itive reinforcement condition were read the following in-

structions:

Now, after you pick a word, I will say: "Right"
if you pick the right one., If you pick the wrong
one, I won't say anything. Remember if I don't

say anything, you have plcked the wrong word. Do
as well as you can.

Subjects in the negative reinforcement condition were

:
4
:
4
¥
-3
o

read the following instructions:

Now, after you pick a word, I will say "Wrong"
if you pick the wrong one. If you pick the right
one, I won't say anything. Remember, if I don't
say anything, you have picked the rlght one. Do
as well as you can.

AT RIREPY PRSP

The experimenter inserted all 15 cards into the win-
f;dow of the screen. After the subject had responded to the
: first card, it was removed, exposing the next card, and so

'éon. In addltlon to the first block of 15 trials, each sub-

:{ject was given ten more blocks. during which responses were

. ‘either positively or negatively reinforced. In an exten-

gsive series of pilot studies, the author found that by the

:.jects reached their maximum level of correct responding,

»wThe cards were shuffled before each block of trials.

=

fffifth or sixth block of trials the great majority of sub-
!‘

k

i
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In order to see if the task would discriminate between
groups on the difficulty dimension, small groups (N, 6 to

! 8) were selected from the general prison population. Clear

- differences were obtained between the easy and difficult

tasks, with better performance on the easy task. On the
|

difficult task some doubt existed as to whether there was B

1 a progressive improvement in performance. An analysis of

variance on the combined groups resulted in a highly signif-

: v ‘ icant F ratio for blocks of trials. The Wrong-blank ‘con-
dit:.on resulted in better performance on the easy task.
ThlS difference, however, was smaller on the d:Lff:.cult
task. No tests of significance were performed between the
~j Right-blank and the Wrong-blank conditions. AaAn effort was

“imade to see if varying the amount of information contained

: in the tesk instructions would affect the difference be-

i tween Right-blank and Wrong-blank. ‘Complete information

IR

; Sabcmt the meaning of blank had llttle effect on the differ-

' ‘ence between the *wo conditions.

Experimental Design

: Ten subj'ects were assigned to each of eight groups :m
. a2x 2 x 2x 11 repeated measures factorial des"ign. Psy-
chopathy, verbal reinforcement, and task difficulty were
each varied at two levels. The fourth factor was blocks of
trials. Each subject was tested .across eleven blocks of

trials.

Do iy s Y.
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Chapter 4
Results
The results of the data analysis are presented in two
parts. The‘first part examines the variables used in the
gselection of subjects, i.e., age, Revised Beta Exanmination
scores, APQ scores, and T-scoxes on the Pd Scale of the
}MPI. In each case the analysis of variance was used,
and was preceded by the F max test for homcgeneity of

. variance (Edwards, 1360; Winer, 1962). The analysis of

the performance data is presented in the second part.

., Selection of subjects

a

i 1. Age
'%The analysis of variance for age is presénted in Table 1.
%For this analysis; F Max = 1.16. With 8 and 9 degrees of
;%freedom it was not significant (p>.05). None of the F
Eratioé reached the .05 level of significance, indicating
éthat the groups did not differ with respect to age. The
Euﬁan ages are presented in Table 2.

g§24 Revised Beta Examination : N
*éThe analysis of the Revised Beta Examination scores is
'} v

H

| presented in Table 3. T Max = 1.10. With 8 and 9 degrees

jof freedom this value was not significant (p».05). The

e e A e T

%hetween group F ratio was not significant {p>».05). Hence,
o -
.:ithe groups did not differ on the estimate of intelligence.

;!
'nghe mean Beta scores are presented in Table 4.

|

i
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3. Activity Preference Questionnaire (APQ)

The F Max for the APQ scores is 2,08, With 8 and 9 &f it
was not significant (p».05). A complete factorial analy-
sis was performed in oxder to determine theApresence of
interaction effects. The analysis is presented iﬁ Table 5.
The F ratio for the Pd-Comparison condition was significant
{p{.001), and reflects the method used to assign Ss to the -
pd and Comparison groups. No other P ratios were signffi-
cant {p).05). Thus, the groups did not differ as a func;
tion of assignment to the Reinforcement condition or the
Difficulty condition. No inleraction effects were present.
The mean APQ scores are presented in Tabie 6.

4, T-Scores on the PA Scale of the MMPI

For this analysis F Max = 1.96. With 8 and 9 df, this value
was not significant (p>.05). As with the APQ scores, a comp-
lete factorial analysis was performed to determine the pre-—
sence df interaction. The analysis is presented in Table 7.

The significant F for the Pd-Comparison condition (p<.001)

t was a function of the method used to assign Ss. No other
3 Fs weie significant (p».05). .The mean Pd T-scores are pre-
: sented in Table 8. Mean T-scores for the.remaining MMPTX
>%scales were calculated and a mean profile for each group
'fPrepared. It is présented in Appendix E. Inspection of

. Appendix E shows a marked similarity between the Pd and

i Comparipon groups on all the MMPIvscales except Pd.
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Table 2

Mean Age of the Experimental Groups

Groups Easy Easy Difficult  Difficult ‘Total
" Right Wrong Right = ° Wrong

Pd 27.2 27.4 27.2 27.4 27.3

Comparison  ~ 28.4 28.4 28.0 . 28.7 28.4

Total 27.8 27.9 27.6 28.1 27.85
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Table 3

Analysis of Variance of the
Revised Beta Examination Scores

Source of Variation SS das Ms

Between Groups 635.95 9 70.66
Within Groups 4856.25 70 69.38
Total 5492.20 79

1.02
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Table 4

n Scores of the Experimental Groups

"jﬁ Groups * Easy Easy pifficult ' Difficult Total

Right Wrong Right Wrong

'Cgifpd ’ 103.0 101.2 101.7 101.0 101.7

; mparison 99.0 103.9 102.9 ° 100.5 101.6

{Total 101.0  102.6 102.3 100.8 101.65 !
] o

s
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Table 5

~ Analysis of Variance of the APQ Scores

source of Variation ss at MS P
Pé-Comp 3836.45 1 3836.45 141.93***
Reinforcement .80 1 .80 ———
pifficulty .80 1 .80 ———
pd-Comp X k v .

Reinforcement 8.45 1 8.45 ———
Pd-Comp X

Difficulty 22.05 1 22.05 ———
Reinforcement x ) s

Difficulty 1.80 1 1.80 ———
pd-Conp X

Reinforcement x

Difficulty 8.45 1 8.45 ——
Within Groups 1946,40 72 27.03
Total . 5825.20 79
*EEp (. 00L
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Table 6

Meanb aPQ Scores of the Experimental Groups

Groups Easy Easyq * pifficult . pifficult Total
Right  Wrong Right Wrong

rd 32,8 32.9 35.0 33.2 33.5

Comparison  47.7 47.8 46.5 47.3 47.3

Total 40.2 40,4 40.8 40.2 40.4
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Table 7

Analysis of Variance of the T-Scores
on the Pd Scale of the MMPI

Source of Variation ss das MS P
Pd-Comp . B834.61 - 1 9834.61  32,38%%*
Reinforcement " 5.,5% 1 5.51 ===
Difficulty - "1.51 1 1,51  ——eee
Pd-Comp x :
Reinforcement 6.62 1 6.62 —mm—-
Pd-Comp X
Difficulty 37.82 1 37.82 ——
Reinforcement x , ~
Difficulty 6.62 1 6.62 ———==
Pd-Comp x
Reinforcement x
: Difficulty '1.00 1 1.00 —==——
| Within Group 2186.50 72 . . 303.68
Total 12080.19
**¥p L 001
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Table 8

! gean T-Scores of the Pd Scale of the MMPI of the Experi-

mental Groups

,;.-" Groups Easy = Easy pifficult Difficult Total
B Right Wrong Right JWrong

ipd g1.3 8.6 83.3 82.9 82.3
\conparison  59.7  61.6 59.4 59.7  60.1
| Total 70.5  71.6 71.4 71.3 71.2

s
[
W
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Analysis of the Performance Data

The performance data vere treated by a triple classi-
fication (Pd-Comparison, Difficulty, Reinforcement)
repeated'meésures analysis of variance. The form of the
performance curves was then examined by apélying linear
and quadratic trend analyses (Winer, 1962). An analysis
"of the mean number of correct choices on the last four
blocks of trials was also performed; The results bearing
on each prediction stated in Chépter 1 are presented sep-
arately. For convenience of presentation, all remain;né
tables ani their associated g:aphs‘are presented at the
énd4of this chapter. Preliminary analyses weré performed
on the first block of lSﬂtrials during which no reinforce-
”3 ment was given (NRF block). For these analyses -the fre-
quency of selection of the CVC trigrams which were sub-~
‘sequently reinforced (those witﬂ medium association values)
“é was used. . The mean frequency for each of the eight groups

is presented in Table 9. This table also includes the

- mean number of correct CVC trigrams selected across the
ten reinforced blocks of trials for each of the eight

groups. The analysis of variance for the NRF block is

‘1 presented in Table 10. The F ratio for Difficulty was
significant (§<.001). Table 9 shows that Ss in the

: 1Difficult task selected more trigrams with medium assoc-

' iation values than did Ss in the Easy task
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In the present study, one would predict variation in
regponding to the initial non-reinforced block of trials
because of the discrepancies between the aséociation
values of trigrams subsequently reinforced and those not
reinforced, and because of differences in gimilarity to
English words. Thus, the frequency of responding to
syllables with low similarity to English (Mediﬁm in this
case) would be expected to be low on the non-reinforced
block, and lower as the discrepancy between rzinforced
and non-reinforced trigrams increases. Hence, Ss in the
Easy task would be moxe biaséd against selecting the medé-
ium trigram because of the greater similérity of the high
trigram to English, and because of the greater discrepancy
between the medium and high trigrams. On the difficult

task, however, the high-medium-high trigram is less simi-

Kllar~to English, and is less discrepant with.the medium
'Titrigram. Hence Ss should be less biased against selecting
4 the medium trigram.v This prediction was confirmed by

- | Marston, Kanfer, and McBrearty (1962), and is supported
ilhy the results of the present study. These results also
support the validity of the method used to vary task

L difficulty. ;

What effect de=s the initial response bias against

§'Selecting’the medium trigram have on subsequent selection

;¥d“ri“9 the reinforced blocks of trials? Because of the

A R .
Sponse bias, increasing the selection of medium trigrams

4
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with reinforcement shou}d be more difficult on the easy
task than on the difficult task.

In order to examine the effect of response bias on
sﬁbsequent.performahce, analyses were performed on the
total frequencg of correct responses on the last four re-
inforced blocks of trials. In one analysis, covariance
was used to adjust performance for the frequency with
which the medium trigrams &e:e selected on the MRF block.
The analysis is presented in Table 1l. As can be seen
all the ¥ ratios were significant (p{.05). The correla-

,f tion between the mean numbervof nedium trigrams selected

R,

on the NRF block and the mean number selected on the last -

four blocks of trials was .105, which Qas not significant
(p».05). Thus, there is little,-if any, relationship
%*between the number of medium trigrams selected on the
“i»NRF block and performance on the last four reinforced
blocks. ‘The analysis of variance of performance on the

o last four blocks unadjusted for the NRF block is presented

‘f in Table 12. All F Rafios were signifitant (pg.05). A
::comparison of the mean squares in Table 12 with those in

*Table 11 show considerable similarity between them. This

..; supports the conclusion that the number of medium trigrams

. | selected on the NRF block had little effect on pefformance

'*iduring the last four blocks. In addition, performance on
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the difficuit task, suggesting that any initial reSpoﬂse

bias against selecting the medium trigrams was overcome by

at 1east the last four blocks of trials.

-

1. ACqu:.sJ.tion of correct responses by ‘the comparlson

Vgroup.; should be superior to acquisition by the Pd groups.

bt & 5

The analysis of variance of the mean number of med:.um
trigrams selected across the NRF and reinforced blocks is
presented in Table 13. It shows that the effect of Pd-
Comparison was significant (p<. 05). The means presented
in Table 17 show that the Cor'parlso*L group selected nore

medium trigrams than the pd Group.

2 ';w;;,m;e;\";w,a-@;mwamw

The within groups interaction between Blocks and Pd—-
: Comparison' indicates that the performance of the Comparlson
and Pd groups over Blocks ditrered s:.gnlfluantly (p¢.001).

Inspection of the performance curves in Figure 1l reveals

2 that the performance of the Comparison group was -superior

A ,gto that of the pPd Group.

The F ratio for the Pd—Comparison effect in the analy-
[sis of covariance (Table 11) was significant (p¢.05), in-

:'_;dicatmg that when acquisition on the last four blocks of

E trials was adjusted for the number of correct trigrams

‘4 selected on the NRF block of trials, the Pd and Comparison

jgroups differed from one another. The analysis of variance

8

y3°f the last four blocks unadjusted for the NRF block is

o wpresented in Table 12. Aga.:.n, it shows that the Pd arnd

i \c°“‘Par‘S°n groups differed significantly (p& 05). Table
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16 shows that the Comparison group selected more medium

trxigrams than the Pd Group.

_ The analysis of variance showing the linear and quad-

ratic trends is presented in Table 14. The linear &ompo-

nent of the pd-Comparison groups was not significant

(p).05). This indicates that the rate of acquisition for

the Pd group did not differ significantly from the Compa-

3 rison» Qroﬁp. The quadratic component of the trend for

the pPd-Comparison groups was significant (p¢.01). This

shows that the shape of the acquisition curve of the P4

e Group differed s:.gnlflcantly from that of the Comparison

4 group. Figure 1 shows that acqu:.s:.t:.on by the Compari-

: son group was most rapid during the first few blocks of:
trials, after wh:.ch it J.ncreased at a slower rate. For

"} the Pd Group, acquis 1tJ.on over the first few blocks was

-} not nearly so rapid.

2, Ac‘quisition of correct re,spvonées in the Wrong-blank

‘{ condition should be superior to acquisition in. the right~
iblank condition. ' -

The analys:.s of variance is presented in Table 13, and

"Shows the ber.ween groups effect of Reinforcement was sn.gnl—-

‘ficant (p¢.0l). Table 15-indicates that a greater number

of medium trigrams was selected in the Wrong-;blank condition

% than in the Right-blank conditionm.
‘; The significant within groups Reinforcement X Blocks

sty A st it
> *n ‘:,,fm(_x;_ e R Iy SO
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tion in the Right-blank condition differed from acquisition

in the Wrong~blank condition. Figure 2 shows that perfor-

! mance in the Wrong-blank condition was consistenﬁly super-

jor to performance in ‘the Right-blank condition.

The analysis of covariance of the last four blocks
(Table 11) shows a significant effect on Reinforcement
(p¢.01),  Table 16 shows that more medium trigrams were
selected in the Wrongtblank condition than in the Right-
blank condition. ) ’

The trend analysis is presented in Table 14, and shows

a significant linear component for Reinforcement {(p&.01).

this indicates that the two reinforcement groups ditfered

}_.: in their overall rate of acquisition.v Examination of Figure
2. shows that acquisition was somewhat more rapid in the
Wrong-blank condition than in the Right-blank conditlon.

The dquadratic component was not significant (p».05), show-
i‘ng'that the shape of the acquisition curves for the two
reinforcement cond:.tlons did not differ s‘ignifi'cahtly.f

“f-.‘3.- ~Acquisition of correct responses on the Easy task

L
!
it
i

should be superior to acquisition on the pifficult task.f

‘The between groups effect of Difficulty im Table 13
was significant (p4.01). Table 15 shows that a greater

number of medlum trigrams was selected on the Easy t:ask

i e

than on the Difficult task.
Tﬂe with:.n groups pifficulty x Blocks J.nteraction in

interaction (p&.01) shows that over blocks of trilals acquisi-

i

B

prrmszen )
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' the linear and quadratic components for Difficulty were

%t Difficult tasks differed over blocks of trials. Inspec—

T T

‘,:increased at a slower rate. On the Difficult task, how-
ajiever, there was no rapid improvement during the first
blocks of trials. Rather, improvement was steady over
all blocks.

4. - In the Right-blank condit'ion , acquisition of: correct

-86-

mable 13 was also significant (p¢.0l). Figure 3 shows

that performancé on the Easy task was better than on the

Diffi;:ult task over blocks of trials.

The analysis of covariance of the last four blocks
('I,.;able 11) shows a significant Difficulty effect (p¢.0l).
Table 16 indicatés that more medium trigrams were seleét.ed
on the Easy T'asﬁ than on the Difficult Task.

The trend analysis is presentéd in Table 14, Both

significant (p(.OOl)v.v The significant lineair component s

indicates that the rate of acquisition on the Easy and

tion of Figure 3 shows that the rate of acquisition on

the Easy task was more ;apid-than on the Difficult task.
_The significant quadratic component indicates that
the shape of the acquisition curves of the Eaéy»and Diffi-
cult tasks differed. Again, inspection of Figure 3 shows
- that acquisition' oﬁ the Easy task-increased most rapidiy

during the first few blocks of trials. Thereafter, it

kespofises by the Comparison group should be superior to
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acquisition by the Pd groups.

To test this prediction geparate analyses were carried
out on the perfofmancé daf;a of the Right-blank condition.

The between groups main effect of Pd-Comparison was.

:, significant, F(1,38) = 4,28, p<&.05. Tabie 17 shows that in
the Right condition, the coxﬁpar;i.so'n group selecil_ed more
rédium trigrams than the P4 group. - The within groups
"?{‘Pd—(:omparison % Blocks inte;aétion was also significant,
 _:‘ !‘(10,380) = 3.03, p<¢.0l. TFigure 4 shows that‘i in the Right-
: bla.nk condifion ; acquisition by the Comparison gro‘u[‘) over

blocks of trials was superior to the P4 group.

Analysis of covariance of the last four bioéks of trials

'ivielded a significant Pd-Comparison effect, F(1,37) = 4.17,
ip&.05, In Table 18 it can be seen that the Comparison

igroup. selected more medium trigrams on the last four blocks

-1:10f trials than-the Pd group.

A trend ‘analysis of the data in the Right-blank condi-

R ?étiOn resulted in a_sii;nificant Yinear- component, F(l,38) =

;35,77-53. p<¢.001l: This indicates that the combined performance
;.;,;"!)f the P4 and Comparisen groups 'in the ﬁight-—blank condition

‘:;impll‘ov.ed significantly over blocks of trials. The compari-

: Son between the linear components of the Pd and Comparison
Fows vas not significant, F(1,38) = 3.25, p>.05. Thus,

fthe Pd and Comparison groups did not differ in the rate

i . .
of acquisition (Figure 4). A significant guadratic

8]
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; not significant, F<1.00. The within;groupé pd-Comparison

i:* Blocks interaction was significant, F(10,380) = 2.02,
i'PGOS. Hence, the prediction is supported when the Com-
i périson and Pd_g;opps are compared ovér blocks of trials,
’igbut not when the total number of respohées is compared.
2 The analysis of covariance of the last four blocks of

itrials resulted in an F less than 1.00. Inspection of

nJFigure 5 shows that up to the sixth reinforced block of

ﬁltrialﬂu the performance of the Comparison group in'the

“88m~
component F(1,38) = 22,73, p«&0l, shiows that the combined
performance of the Pd and Comparison groups in the Right

condition did not improve at a steady rate. The comparison

between the quadratic components of the Pd and Comparison

_groups was significant, F(1,38) = 210,34, p<.0l. Figute 4

shows that the performance of the Comparison group improved

3 rapidly over the first few blocks of trials, and then began -

33 to level off, while the Pd group did not show the rapid

initial improvement, but a steady improvement over blocks.
5. - In the Wrong-blank condition, acquisition of correct

responses by the Comparison groups should be superior to

i acquisition by the ‘Pd groups.

To test this prediction separate analyses was carried
out on the performance data in the Wrong-blank condition.

‘The between groups main effect of Pd-Comparison was

Wr°?9“blank condition was superior to6 the Pd_gioup.

"
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Beyond this, however, the two groups did not differ signi-
ficantly.

in a significant linear component, F(1l,38) = 210.34, p{.001,

indicating that the combined performance of the Pd and Com-

parison groups in the Wrong condition improved significantly
over blocks of trials. A comparison of the linear compo-
:;" nents of the Pd and Compparison groups yielded an F less -

' than 1.00. Hence, the groups did not differ in the rate

-

A significant quadratic component, F(1,38) = 32.72,

f;,p(.001, shows £hat the combined bei:formance of the Pd and
Comparison groups 'did not improve at a steady'rate. - The

comparison between the guadratic components ‘of the Pd and
Comparison groups waé not significant, FQl.00, indicating

that the shape of the acquisition cui:ves of the tv‘vgvgroups

‘did not differ significantly. kF_igure. 5 shows that both

groups improved rapidly over the first several blocks of

itrials, after which improvement wa‘s.considerably slower.

- Summarizing the results under the fourth and fifth

: },Eredn.ct:.ons, the Compar:.son group was consistently super-

.?)-0’-"1'-0 the Pd group in the Right-blank conditicn. In the

3 §W=°§9fblénk condition, the Comparison group was initially

iSuperior to the Pd group. 'By the seventh block, however,
e Pd Group did as well as the Comparison group, and

ntin“ed to do so for the rema:.ning three blocks. This '

A trend analysis of the Wrong-blank condition resulted »




-90~

difference between the pd and Comparison groups in the
Right-blank and Wrong-blank conditions on the last four
blocks is reflected by the significant ‘Ed—Com.parison b4
Reinforcement interaction (9( 05) in Table 1l.

6. On the Easy task, acquis:.tion of correct responses

A by the Compa_risou. groups should be superior to acquisition
by the Pd _groups.

To test this prediction separate analyses were carried
out en the performance data of the Easy task. A
The beiween ups main ”effect of pPd-Comparison was

significant, F{1,38) = 8.04, p¢,01. Table.l7 shows that

1 the Comparison group selected a greater number of medium

'trigrams than the Pd group. The within groups Pd—-Compar:L-

son x Blocks intsraction was also significant, F(10,380}) =

9 10,35, pe.0l. F:Lgure 6 shows that on the Easy task the

% Comparison group performed better over blocks than the Pd

i group.

| ‘Rnalysis of covariance of the last four blucks of

‘:{1. trials resulted in a significant pd-Cemparison effect,

{P(1,37) = 9.66, p<.0l. Table 18 shows ‘that on the Easy.

task the Congparison_ group selected more medium trigrams

Ry
S

than the Pd_group.

‘A trend analysis of the Easy task resulted 1n a sig-

15 nficant linear component, F(1,38) = 237.66, p<- 001, in-

% dic.ating that the combined performance of the Pd and

LCOm{)arinon groups on the Easy task improved s:.gm.f:.cantly
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over blocks of trials. The comparison between the linear

components of the Pd and Comparison groups waé also signif-

jcant, F(1,38) = 11.13, p .01. This indicates that the rate

] of acquisition for the two groups was not the same. F'igﬁre

6 shows that the Compérison group ‘improved more rapidly than
the Pd group.
A significant quadratic component, F(1,38) = 86,26,

p .001, shows that the combined performance of the pd and

4 Comparison groups did not improve at a steady rate. The
comparison between the quadratic components of the P4 and
Comparison groups was significant, F(1,38) = 10.45, p .01,
indicating that the shape of the acqun.sltlon curves dlff?‘t&‘d 3
7 for the two groups on the Easy task. F:Lgure 6 shows that
most rapid J.mprovement was made by the Comparison group dur-

1 ing the first few blocks of trials, and then tapered orf.

Improvement by the Pd group, however, was more steady, but

":" never appxoact.ed that of the Comparison group.
if, 7. On the D:.ff:.cult task, acqu:l.s:.tlon of correct respon-
4 ses by the COmparJ.son groups should be superior to acguisi-

! tion by the Pd groups.

To test this hypothesis separate analyses were per-
formed on the performance data of the Difficult task.

The between groups main effect of Pd—Comparison was not

significant, ¥<¢1.00. The within group Pa- Comp % Blocks

 interaction was also not significant, F¢1.00. Thus, on the
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 Comparison groups on the Difficult task did not improve

1¥as not significant, F <100, indicating that the two
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pifficult task, the Pd and Comparison groups did not differ
with respect to the total number of medium trigrams select-
ed, nor did they differ on the number of medium trigrams
selected over blocks of trials, ]

The main effect of Pd—Comparison on the last four
blocks was not s:.gniflcant, F(1, 38) = 3.66, p).05.

B +rend analysis of the D:.fflcult task resulted in a
significant linear component, F(1,38) = 124.34, p¢.001,
indicating that the combined performancé of the Pd and
Comparison groups on. the Difficult task improved signifi-
cantly over blocks of trials;. The comparison between

the linear components of the Pd and Compar:.son groups,

| however, was not significant, F(l 38) = 2.62, p».05.

Hence, the Pd and Comparison groups did not differ in

.the rate at which their performances improved (Figure 7).

A significant gquadratic component, F(1,38) = 9.04,
p&.01, shows that the combined performance of the Pd and

at a steady rate. Figure 7 shows that the performance
of bOth groups  tended to :merove more rap:.dly during |
‘;he first few blocks of trials, and then less rapidly
over the remain:.r;g blocks. The comparison between the

quadratic components of the Pd and Comparison groups
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" acquisition curves (Figure %),
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summarizing the results under the sixt§ and seventh
predictions, the performance of the Comparison gi:oup was
superior to that of the Pd group on the Easy task, but
not significantly different on the Difficult task.

These differences between ﬁhe Pd and Comparison groups
on the Easy and Difficult tasks ars reflected by the 4inter-

actions in Table 13. The Pd-Comp x Difficulty between

{ groups interaction, and the Pd-Comp » Difficulty x Blocks

within groups interaction were both significant (p¢.001).
Similar differences on the last four blocks were reflected

in the analysis of covariance (Table 1l1), in which the

Pd-Comp x Difficulty interaction was significant (p{.001).

The trend analyses revealed similar interactions.

The rate -of acguisition over blocks of trials on the Easy

task was significantly more rapid for the Comparison group-

than the pd group, but not significantly more rapid on the

significantly on the Easy task, but not on the Difficult one.
' Both the significant linear and quadratic trends for the

- Pd-Comparison x Difficulty interaction (p¢.01) in Table 14

reflect these differences.

8. In the Right-blank condition, acquisition of correct

j Tesponses on the Rasy task should be s'upex:ior to acquisition

o%; the Difficult task.

Difficult task. . In addition, the shapes of the curves differed
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_To test this prediction separate comparisons bet-
ween the Easy and Difficult tasks were made in the Right-
blank condition.

The ‘between groups F ratio for Difficulty was 1e$s
than 1.00 and hence was not significant. The within groups
Difficulty x Blocks interaction was significant, F(10,380) =
5.87, p¢.0lL. ‘ ‘

Thus, while the groups did not differ on the total num-

1 ber of medium trigrams selected, their performance differed
‘i.: when examined over blocks of trials. In the analysis of
‘ covariance of the last four blocks of urials, task Difficulty

wag not significant, F(1,37) = ‘3.62, p>».05. Thus, while there

was an initial difference between the Easy and Difficult tasks
i}\ the Right condition, performance on the Difficult task

V approached that of the Easy task on.ﬁhe final blocks of

: trials. ‘ _

A trend analysis of performance in the Right—blank con-
'dition over the EBasy and Difficult tasks yielded a signifi-
cant linear cofnponent, F(1,38) = 82,55, p4.01l. Hence, the
combined performance on the Easy and Dif;ficult tasks improv-
. ed ;iénificantly over trials. In addition, the Easy and
Difficult tasksidiffered significantly in the rate of ac-
jrq_uisvition, F(1,38) = 5,92, p(.0$. Inspection of Figure 8

| shows that the rate of acquisition was somewhat faster on

. the Easy task than on the Difficult task.
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R significant quadratic component of the combined.
performance on the Easy and Difficult tasks indicates

that the rate of acgquisition was not uniform over blocks

" of trials, F(1,38) = 9.79, p¢.01l. Furthermore, the Easy

and Difficult tasks differed significantly with respect
to the shapes of their respective acquisition curves,
F(1,38) = 9.79, p&.0l. Figure 8 shows that the rate of
acquisition on. the Easy task was initially faster than
on the Difficult task.

- Thus, the prediction és supported when the Easy and
Dif,ficﬁlt tasks -are compared over blocks of trials, but
not when the tota‘l‘ number of responses is compared, or
when the final four blocks of trial are compared.

%, In the .Wrong,-blank condition, acquisition of correct

responses on the Easy task should be superioxr to acquisi-

' tion on the Difficult task.

To test this prediction separate compatcisons between

"the Easy and Difficult tasks were made on the Wrong-blank

condition only.
The between groups F ratio for Difficulty was 32.71.
With 1 and 38 df, it was significant (p<.001). Table 17

|, shows that in the Wrong condition a greater number of
medium trigrams was selected on the Easy task than on the

! Difficult task. The within groups Difficulty x Blocks

1nt¢;act;6n was also significant, F(10,380) = 11,94,

BL0L Figure 9 ghows that on the Easy task, thexe was

i
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a greater numbexr of correct responses over trials than on

the Difficult task. The analysis of covariance of the

last four blocks of trials resulted in a significant
Difficulty effect, F(1,37) = 24.47, p&,00l. Table 18
‘shows that on the last four blocks of trials more: medium
" trigrams were selected on the Basy tasks than on the Diffi-
cult task. '
2 trend analysis of performance in the Wrong-blank
condition over the Easy and Difficult tasks yielded a
. significant linear component, 5(1,38) = 400.32, p¢.001.
Thus, the éombined performance in the Easy and Difficult
tasks improved significantly over blocks of trials. Fur-
thermore, the Easy and Difficult tasks diffezed signifi-

cantly in the rate of acquisition, F(1,38) = 34.31, p¢.0l,

l3 Figure 9 shows that the rate of acquisition on the Easy
task was faster than on the Difficult task.

The guadratic component of the combined performance

on the Basy and Difficult tasks was alsovsignificant,

i F(I,38) = 48.70, p4.01, indicating that the rate of

? acquisition was not uniform over blocks of trials., Fur-
thermore, the Easy and Difficult tasks aifféred signifi—~
cantly ‘in thg‘shapes or their curves, F(1,38) = 22.05,

ig,P<i°5- Figure 9 shows that the rate of acquisition on

the Easy task was initially faster than on the Difficult
task, ' '
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Summarizing the outcome ©of the eighth and ninth pre-
dictions, the Easy and Difficult tasks did not differ in

the total number of ¢Correct responses in the Right-blank
condiﬁion, b&£ were significantly diffgfent in the Wrong-
blank condition. These differences are reflected in the

signifiéant Reinforcement x -Difficulty between groﬁps

" interaction in Table 13, p£.05. In both the Right-blank

and Wrong-blank cbnditions, performance on thg Basy task
over blocks of trials was significattly better than on
the Difficult task. On the f;hal four blocks of trials,
however, performance on the Difficult taég agproached
that of the Eééy task in the Right—blanﬁ condition, but
not in the ﬁrong—blank condition. Tiese differences are
reflected in the significant Reinforcement x Difficulty

interdction in the analysis of covariance presented in

- Table 11 (p<.0S).

The Easy and Difficult tasks differed significantly
in the linear and quadratic trends in both Reinforcemeht
cohditions. The overall rate of acquisition on the Easy
task was more rapid than on the Difficult task. In addi-

tion acquisition‘on the Easy task was more rapid than o

the Difficult task over the first several blocks of trials.

i Post-hoc Comparisons Among Means

A more detailed examination of the performance Jata
was made by using Duncan's Multiple Range Test for com-

Parisons amoﬁg means. Comparisons were made using the

e e v
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‘the mean. nu.mber of correct responses on the last four

‘difficulty. This’ sgggéstion is also supported by the
superior combined performance of the Comparison-Right

. group on the last four blocks of trials. The Comparison-

-} : 0

mean total number of correct responses {(Table 15), and

blocks of xexnforged trials (Table 16).
The Comparison-Easy-Rj.ght_ group performed significantly

' petter than the Psychopathic-Easy-R‘ightg group when the

mean number of correct responses on _the last four blocks s
of trials were compared (p .01)., None of the other

comparisons between the findividual Psychopathic and
Comparison groups on the. last.four blocks. of trials was

significant (p .05), suggesting that the superior

- performance of the Compariso"n' group can be largely

accounted for by the difference between the Psychopathic
and Comparison groups in f:he Easy-Rj.ght condition. A
comparison of thé mean total number of correct responses

showed that the’ Comparison~Easy-Right group also

performed s:.gruf:.cantly better than the Psyc.iopathlc-

Easy-}ught group {p .01l). 1In add:.t:.on, the Comparison

_group on the Easy-Wrong task had a significantly greater

‘mean number of correct responses than. the Psychopath:.c group

(p .01), fuxther SuggPStlng that the better performance

‘of the cOmparJ.son‘ group was largely a function of task

Wrong group, however, was not significantly different

from the Pd-Wrong group. . (See results under Predictions

SR T bt
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4 and 5). Furthermore, the combined performance ¢f the
Comparisbn.group on the Easy task was supefior to that of
the Psychopathic.éroup, but not on the Difficult task.
(see results under Predictions 6 and 7).

Further examination of the differences among the
eight eXperiﬁental.groups suggests that task=Difficﬁlty
can account for most, but not all; of the differences
between the Psychopathic and Coméarison éfoups. Thus,
looking at the individual Psychopathlc groups, szgnlfl-
cant dlfferences between them occurred at levels of task
Dxfficulty on both the last four blocks of trials and on
the mean total number of correct responsesw(p .01). The
one exception, indicated by the superior performance:of the

Psycﬁopathic-Eésy—Wropg.qroup over the Psychiopathice

?, Eagy~-Right group, shows that diffsrences in reinforcement
| played a partial rele in the performance of the Psychopathic

% .groups,  The significant differences between the indi-

vidual Comparison groups in Tables 15 and 16 occurréd at

levels of task Difficulty {p .01). None occurréd at

" levels of Reinforcement, hence supporting the conclusion

that task Difficultg played a_ greater ‘role.in performance
differsnces than did Reinforcement. ‘

Finally, since significant differences betWeen Rein-

forcement conﬁltlons occurred among the Psychopathxc

. gToups, but not among the Comparison;groups, and ‘since ‘the

difference Gécurred on the Easy tésk,‘sﬁggests that the

x
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effect of Reinforcement was greater on the Paychopathic
_group than-on the Comparison group, and that the ‘effect
was graater oR the Easy task than on the Difficult one,

-with Right accounting for greater d:.fferences than Wrong.

Supporting the conclusion that R;Lght accounted for [\

_greater differences than Wrong was the significantly

petter performance of the Psychopathic—Difficult—R;I.ght

. group on the mean total number of correct responsas as

conzpared with the Comparison-Difficult—Right_ group (p .05).

- Summary of Results

The performance data were treated by :a triple clagsi-
fication repeated'measures analysis of variance, and by
trend analyses; An analysis of covariance was performed
on the last four bloeks of reinforced trials.

whe combined.performance of the Comparison groups was

‘guperior to the'combin'ed performance of the Psychopathic

gro Se Overall performance in the Wrong—blank qonditj.pn

was supermr to the nght-ulank condition. 0verall

?

performance on the Easy task was snnenor to the Dxff:.cult

task.

The performance of the Psychopathic and'Comparis.on

_groups was compared in the Right—blank condition, and then

T 1 =

in the- Wrong-blank condition. In the Right-blank condi-

tmn, the performance of the COmpar;Lson gtoup was cons:.s— ' e

tently superlor to the Psychopath:.c gronp. ‘In‘the’ Wrong-

b.ank »ond;.tlon ,* the performance of the Comparason group

i3
A
% was mlt:.ally super:.or to the Psychopathic group, but
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during the last four blocks of trials, the performance of
the Psychopéthic.group was not significantly different
from the Comparxison group. : ) ,

Similar comparisons were made between the Psychopathic }
and Comparison groups on the Easy task and then on the
Difficult task. The performance of the Comparison group
was superior to the Psychopathic group én;the Easy task,
but not significantly different on the Difficult task.

The Easy and Difficult tasks were then compared in the
Right-blank and Wrong-blank conditions separately. In the
R;ght-bl#nk éondition, perfoémance on the Easy task was
initially superior ‘to the Diffi;mlt task, but, on the last
four blocks of trials, performance on the Difficult task
approached that of the Easy Eaék. In éhe‘Wropgvblank cond-
itign, performance on the.Eaéy task was Eonsistently
superior to the Difficuilt ta;k.

Individual comparisons among the eight experimental

.groups showed. that. differences. between the Psychopathic

and Comparison’groups.could be accounted for la;gély by
the variable of task difficulty, and in small amount

by reinforcement. Furthermore, reinforcement appeared

" to exert- its greatest effect in the Psychopathié'group.

Reinforcement contributed most to differenceskbetween

the Psychopathic and Comparison groups on the easy task,

-
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Table 9’ ,
Mean Number of Medium CVC Trigrams Selected on- the Non-Reinforced and Ten Acquisgition
Blocks of 15 Trials of the Experimental Groups
\Gfoup ; Blocks of Trials
" NRF 1 2 '3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Pd
Easy ‘ .
Right - 2.0 4,1 5.5 5.5 6.0 6.6 6".7 6.7 6.5 7.1 6.8 '> -
Easy ' ‘ . ) =
Wrong - c 2.5 7, 7.8 9.5 11,0 11,6 12,2 12,7 12,8 13,3 13,9 14.4 »
Difficult ' , ' ,
Right 5.4 6,3 7.8 8,9. 8.3 9.2 . 9.8 10,1 10,7 9.6 1l1.2
Difficult
~ Wrong 5.3 6.0 6.4 8,9 9.9 8.1 9.8 9.6 9.3 -11.0 1l.6
Comparison ‘ '
Easy : ) - . X ’
Right 2,5 3,1 11.4 12,5 13,5 12,4 13,6 13.5 14,0 -MH.1 .14.2
Easy o - .
Wrong 2,5 - 33,7 13.4 13,5 14,2 13.9 14,1 14,4 14.5 14.5 14.5
Difficult I L
Right '~ . 5.6 6.2 7.3 8.8 7.6 7.2 8.7 8.6 7.9 9.3 9.5
pifficult ‘ . o : _
Wrong - 5.0 6.3 7.2 - 7.6 8.9 9.4 ' 10,0 8.2 8.9 10,3 10.8
Total .3.,85° 5.44 8,56 9,59 10.0 9,88 10.68 10.49 10.64 11,22 11.64 -
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Table 10

Analysis of Variance of the Number of Medium CVC Trigrams
Selected on the Non-Reinforced Block of 15 Trials

Sourcé of Variation 8s af - Ms F ‘ ;
- pa-Comp : .20 1 .20 ———-
Reinforcement .05 1 .05  —=-—
pifficulty 174.05 1 174.05 42,98%%%
Pd-Comp X
RrReinforcement 1.25 1 1.25  ~-——=
Pd-Comp X -
pifficulty . .45 1 .45 ———-
Reinforcement X
Difficulty 1.80 1 1.80  ———~
Pd-Comp X “
Reinforcement X :
pifficulty »00 1 .00 =—=-
Within Groups . 298.40 72 4.05
Total 469.20 79
. L ¥p o0l ‘
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Table 1l

Analysis. of Covariance on the Number of Medium
CVC Trigrams Selected on the Last Four
Acquisition Blocks of Fifteen Trials

Source of Variation ss daf MS F

" Pd-Comp - 645.49 1 645.49 ~ - 4.64%
Reinforcement 1274,92 1 1274.92 9,16%%
Difficulty ‘ 1685.74 1 1685.74 12.12>"“"t
Pd-Comp x

Reinforcement 554,35 1 554.35 3.98%
- Pd-Comp x ] .
Difficulty 2178.85 1 2178.85 15.66%%%

Reinforcement x :
Difficulty 799.28 1 799.28 5.75*

Pd-Comp x '
Reinforcement x )
Difficulty 966,05 1 966,05 6.94%

Within Groups 9876.86 71 139.11

Total 17981.54 78

MR 00T

**pg .01

*p ¢ 05 ; ' )
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Table 12

£ the Number of Medium CVC Trigrams
ition Blecks of 15 Trials

*p¢ .05

Sonrcé of Variation SS ag MS F
Pd-Comp 661.25 1 661.25 4,75*%
Reinforcement 1264.05 1 1264.05 9.08*%
Difficulty 1824.05 1 1824.05 13.11%*%*%
Pd-Comp X .

Reinforcement 594,05 1 594.05 4,27
P3d~Comp X

Difficulty 2226.05 WL 2226.05 " 16.,00%%*
Reinforcement X

Difficulty 858,05 1l 858,05 6.17*%
P3d~Comp x

Reinforcement x

Difficulty 966.05 1 966.05 6.94%*
Within Groups 10018.00 72 139.14

i motal 18411.55 o

¥R ¢ . 001

*8p ¢, 01
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Table 13

Analysis of Variance of the Number of Medium CVC Trigrams

Selected on the Non-Reinforced and Acquisition Blocks of - =
i+ " Trials
source of Variation ss df M5 F
* Between Groups 8506.63 . 79
5 pd-Comp 394,23 1 394,23 5.56%
i Reinforcement 574.46 1 574.46 8.11x*
: pifficulty 568,01 1 568,01 8.02%%
Pd-Comp X% ’ .
Reinforcement 205,25 1 205,25 - 2.90
Pd=-Comp X . :
Difficulty ' 854,19 1 854,19 12,06%%%*
Reinforcement x .
Difficulty 438.23 1 438,23 6.18% (I
2 Pd-Comp x C
5 Reinforcement x :
i Difficulty 370.51 1 370.51 5.23%
Within Groups ({Brror) 5101.75 72 70.85
" Within Groups 95214 ,55 800 -
Blocks 4820.74 10 482,07 114,23%#%%
Pd-Comp x Blocks 221.28 10 22,13 5,248k
Reinforcement x Blocks 109,35 10 10,94 2,59%%
Difficulty x Blocks . 768,80 10 76,88  18,22%%%
Pd-Comp x
Reinforcement x Blocks 63,52 10 6.35 1,50
Pd-Comp x L . )
Difficulty x Block 360,68 10 36.07 8,558k
Reinforcement x ) i
. Difficulty x Blacks - .55.54 10 5.55 1.32
Pd-Comp x
‘ Reinforcement x
Difficulty x Blocks 83,49 "10 ‘8.35 1,98%
Blocks x Subjects .
Within Groups (Error)3041.15 720 4.22
TOTAL .. 18031,18 879 -
LRt 001
,.“‘p 01 Y ‘.,
‘*P, 005

e e : . : R
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Table 14

- analysis of Variance Showing the Linear and Quadratic Compon-
ents of the Interactions with the Blocks Sums of Squares of

T .

Table 13
3 source of Variation ss df MS F
1 Linear Components
1T Within Subjects 4852.11 80
Blocks 3637.83 1 3637.83 440,42%%%
Pd-Comp 27.29 1 27.29 3.30 .
Reinforcement 70.85 1 70.85 8.58%**%
& Difficulty 289.46 1 289.46 35,04 %%*
% Pd-Comp x
Reinforcement 29.32 1 29.32 3.55
Pd-Comp X
Difficulty 132,54 1 132.54 16, 05%%#
Reinforcemert x .
Difficulty 9.56 1 9.56 1l.16
Pa-Comp x
Reinforcement x ‘
Difficulty €0.22 1 60:22 7.29%%
Within Groups 595.04 72 B.26
{guadratic Components
2t Within Subjects 1969.90 80
Blocks 795.63 1 795.63 87.34%%%
Pd~Conp 68.09 1l 68.09 7.48%%
Reinforcement 12,22 1 12.22 1.34
. Difficulty *35.10 1 335.10 36.82%%%
Pd~-Comp x
Reinforcement .06 1 .06 -
Pd-Comp x
Difficulty 88.75 l 88.75 9,75%%
Reinforcement x .
Difficulty 9.19 1 9.19 1.01
Pd-Comp x
Peinforcement x
Difficulty 5.27 1 5.27 —
¢+ Within Groups 655,59 72 9.10
P 001
& Tl TN
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L Table 15 ‘
I comparisons of the Mean Total Number of Medium CVC Trigrams
% for Each Experimental Group, Differences Between Means
& were Tested with Duncan's Multiple Range Test
Group Comparison rd Difference
| Easy-Right 1248 63.5 61,34
Easy-Wrong 133,2 121.7 11,5%+
i Difficult-Right 86.7 97.3 10.6%
| pifficult-¥Wrong 92,6 95,9 3.3
‘i Mean 109.32 94,60 ——
1 Group Right Wrong Difference
| Comp-Easy 124.8 133.2 8.4
| Comp-Difficult 86.7 92.6 .. 5.9
| Pd-Easy 63.5 121.7 58,2%%
«1Pd-Difficult 97.3 95.9 1.4
- Mean 93,08 110.85 ———
Group Easy Difficult pifference
, 124,8 86.7 38,144
133.2 92,6 " 40,6%%
63.5 97.3 33,8%*
121.7 95,9 25.8%%
110.80 93,12 ——

S e i .
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Table 16
Comparisons of the Mean Number of Medium CVC Trigrams on the
Last Four Blocks of Trials for Each Experimental Group. -
pifferences Between Means were Tested with Duncan's
Multiple Range Test
| Group Comparison Pd pifference
Easy-Right 55.8 27,1 ' 28,7%*
Easy=-Wrong 57 +9 54,0 ’ 3.9
Difficult=Right 35.3 41.6 6.3
Difficult-Wrong 38,2 41,5 3.3
4 Mean 46.80 . 41,05 ——
Group - - » Right Wrong pifference
| Comp-Easy 55.8 57.9 2.1
5;'_ Comp~Difficult 35.3 38,2 2.9
| Pa-Easy 27.1 54,0 26,9%%
| Pa-Difficult 41.6 41.5 .1
[b Mean : 39.95 47,90 ————
Group - Easy " Difficult pifference
. || Comp-Right  55.8 35.3 20,54+
| Comp=Wrong . 57.9 38,2 19,7%*
1 Pd-Right 27.1 41.6 14.5%
: 54.0 41,5 12.5%
48,70 39.15 R

; . Gl R
T i . W . . G
e - . : b R - £ A TR N Y
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Table 17

Mean Total Number of Medium CVC Trigrams

for the Experimental Groups

111.1

. Group Comparison Pd
Right 105.8 80.4
‘Wrong 112.9 108.8
Mean 109.3 94.6
Group Comparison pd
Easy 129.0 92,6
Difficult 89.6 96.6
Mean © 109.3 94.6
Group Easy Difficult
Right-Blank 94.2 92.0
¥irong-Blank 128.0 94 2

Mean 93.1

e e e e TR



Tehie 18

Mean Totzl Wanber of Mediam CVC Trigrams on ‘the Last Poar
Blocks ©f Trials for the Experimsntal Szoups

g
¢
i
0
]
)
fir

Group

| Right £5.6 34.%

Wrong 48,2 47.8

Mean 48.58 ‘1; X

. Group Comparison P&

-

Basy 56.8 £0.%

Difficult 36.7 41.%

Mean 46.9 433

4i Group Easy DiEficnlc
{ z P e x
1 i Right~blank d1.4 43R4
? i | | o
Iy Wrong-blunk §6.0 39.%
'f 4 tan TR 3.
i e 5 T = N
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Fig. 1. Mean number of medium CVC trigrams selected
in blocks of 15 trials for the Pd and Comparison groups.
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Chapter 5
Discussion

The major emphasis of this study was to ihvestigate

¥ Cleckley's hypothesis of semantic dementia (Cleckley}71955,
1859). According to this hypothesis, psychopathic person-
alities do not respond appropriately to words and phrases.

3 They understand their meanings, but do not respond to them

in the way normal people do. .This discrepancy between un-
derstanding and action is frequently seen in the contra-
diction between the psychopath's ability to verbalize ac-
cepted standaras of behavior, and hig actual behavior.
Cleckley proposes that the psychopath does nbt behave in
accordapce with his verbalizations because he does not
respond appropriately to connotative meaniggs {(particu-
larly affective meanings) of words and phraseé. Johne and
Quéy {1962) and Kadlub (1956) have interpreted this as a
decrement in responsiveness to generalized social rein-
éorcing properties of language. . )

In the present study the verbal disgrimination of psy-
- chopaths was studied under conditiops of positive and neg-'
ative verbal reinforcement, Task difficulty was intro-
duced as another variable because.no studies have been
found investigating this variable witb‘pSychopaths.

when the performance of the comparison group was com-

pared with the psychopathic group withbut reéard to rein-

forcement or difficulty, the results were consi;tent with

Cieckley's nypothesis that thevpsychopath is less respon-
to verbal reinforcement than the nonpsychopath. This

-121~
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result, however, is also consistent with an explanation based

. on poorer discriminative ability in the psychopath.,  Neverthe-

less, the data suggest that an explanation similar to
Cleckley's may be more plausible.

on the easy task, the comparison groups performed sig-
nificantly better: than the psychopathic groups not .only in
the frequency of correct responses over trials, but _élso in
the rate of acquisition, The more rapid rate of acquisition

for the comparison groups, however, can be accounted for by

a rapid initial increase over the first two blocks of trials.
The psychopathic group, however, did not show the initial
rapid J.ncrease, suggesting that they did not respond in the
same way to reinforcement as the comparison groups. Despite
that on the difficult task with Right the psychopathic groups
haﬂ a significantly gréatef number of total correct responses,
no significant differences between the comparison and the
psychopa;:hic groups were found on the rate of acquisition or
on the final four blocks of trials.. Again, this suggests
that the psychopathic and comparison groups did not differ
vith respect to their ability to discriminate in the verbal
discnminatlon situation (Figure 7).

The most striking outcome of this study was the dlfferentlal
effect of task difficulty.  On the easy task the comparison
group. consistently performed better than the psychopathic
group, which result ié consistent Qith Cleckley's hypotheéis.
On the difficult task, ho(vever, no significant‘ differences
were found except that tﬁe psychopathic group with D.ifficult-
Mght had a significantly greater total mean number of

'-“Orrectbr‘espohsés. Task difficulty, therefore, appears to be

vk#
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an important variable in the performance of psychopathic
offenders as compared with nonpsychopathic offenders in the
xind of task used in the present study.

~ Cleckley offers no ready explanation for this result,
nor can one be easily formulated from his theory, One part-
ial explanacion may lie in the Spenbe-Tayior hypothesis
Foncerning the effects of task difficulty. According to
this hypothesis, high anxious subjects‘should perform
better an aﬂ easy task than low anxious subjec;s. on a

difficult task, however, low anxious subjects should perform

better than high anxious subjects, The present study was
arranged, and it is a common clinicél observation that
psychopathS'are relatively free of anxieﬁy in situations
vhich normally arouse anxiety in nonpsychopaths. Thus,
according to the Spence~Taylor hypoﬁhesis, one would expect
thag on an easy task, nonpsychopaths who have more anxiety,
. should do better than psychopaths, whereas on a difficult
task, psychopaths should do better than nonpsychopaths.
The better perfqtmance of the comparison group on the easy
.task is consistent with the Spence-Taylor explanation. On
thg difficult task, however, the psyéhogathic group was
supérior only‘with right, and only when the mean number of

4 total correct responses was compared. No differences were

found on the final four acquisition blocks. Thesé results
suggest that‘organismic'and situational f%ctors in addition
to anxiety may .be functioning.- These results further:
suggest “that Cleckley's interﬁfetation may be incompleﬁe.
PSYCthaths méy well be unresponsive to the impact of verbal

@mmmnicatioh; but how they respond on a behavioral level

I s Laan ML
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may be partially a function of the situation in which they
find themselves. The results of the present study clearly
indicate that task difficulty is an important variable, In
addition, the results of the present study suggest that the
differences "!;etween the comparison subjects and the psycho-
pathic subjects may be partially accouht.ed for by the overt
verbal reinforcer. | )

The finding that the psychopéthic group did not respond.
as-well wheh the reinforcer, Right, was used on the easy task
but responded as well or better on the difficult task is only
partially consistent with Cleckley's hypothesis, and only
partially cénsist‘ent with the covntt:lps'ions of Johi;:s and Quay
(1962) and Quay and Hunt (1965) that;. psychopaths are not aé
responsive to social reinforcement as nonpsychopaths..By the
samé.token, this finding is on1'y partially supportive of
Bernard and Eisenman (1967), B_r-yan and Kapche (1967),
Hetherington and Klinger {1964), Kadlub (1856), Lykkenl (1954),
and Schachter and Latane (1964), who ha:ve suggested that
psychopaths respond as well as nonpsychopatﬁs when positive
reinforcement is used.  In the present studx, this occurred

on the. easy task but not on the difficult 'one. The poor.'-er

4 werall performance of the psychopathic group in the Right~

blank condition was a function of their significantly poorer
performance on the easy task as comparédeith the comparison

group, The &omparison group with Right, on the other hand,

. Pe‘rfbm_\ed significantly better on the easy task than they did

on the difficult task.

e Ex’ahiining the performance of the comparison ‘and psycho-

+4 Pathic groups in the combined Wrong-blank conditions, it was
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found that the performance of the comparison group was sig=
nificantly superior to the psychopathic group‘up to the sixth
Block of trials, On the last four blocks, however, no
significant differences were fouﬁd. In addition, the cﬁm—
parison groupiperfbtmed«significantlytbettervon the easy
task than- they- did- on the. difficult. - task: with both Right
and Wrong. With-Wrong,+ the: psychopathic- group,-on the other
hand, performedlsignificéntly betterrbnrthe»easy task than
they did on- the difficult- task.c With' Right- they performed
significantly better on- the difficult task.

Summarizing the results to' this point, it appears that

.when task difficnlty and reinforcement - are combined, psycho-

pathic prison inmates do not respond to general verbal
reinforcement in a verbal discrimination task as well as non-

psychopathic inmates; and that: they are less responsive to

. the experimentér saying,r "Right,"” than they are to the exper-

imenter saying, ®"Wrong.! More importantly, it appears that

how they respond to verbal reinforcement depends a great deal
upon the difficulty of the-verbal- discrimination task. 2n

easy task combined with- Right  resulted in poorer perfdrmance
than a difficult task~combihedrwith Right or an easy or
difficult task combined with Wrong. Just as~ihportant is
the fact that the psychopathic group did as well with Right
as they did with Wrong on the difficult task.

. If it can be assumed that saying, ‘Riéht,; carries with
it mild positive affect, and saying, "Wrong," mild negative
affect, am assumption which appears reasonable, then the
Tesults of‘;hg present stuay are partially inconsistent with

Qm views of Ha#e (1965); Hetherington- and Klinger (1964);

PO
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lykken (1957); and Schachter and Latane (1964) who have con- .

cluded that psychopaths do not differ from nonpsychopaths when
their responses are positively reinforced. Wwhen responses
are negatively reinforced, however, the psychopath is
inferior to the nonpsychopaﬁh. The psychopathic groups in
the present study were inferior to the comparison groups
vith positive reinforcement on the combined tasks. While
t';hey wére initially inferior with negativé reinforcement,

a result consistent with the views of the above authors, the
performance of the psychopathic group equaled the comparison
gioup on. the last four blocks o;E trials. Thus » psychopaths
appear‘ less responsive to posif:ive verbal reinforcers than

nonpsychopaths when the tasks are combined: Under the same

conditions they appear more responcive to negative verbal

reinforcers than the above authors have suggested. With

iy st i

the combined tasks, the above results are also inconsistent
vith Cleckley in that in the Wrong condition the psychopathic
and comparison groups performed equally well on the last four
blocks of trials.,

= The most immediate explanat:.on for ;:thése divergent

. ; 3 :esults as compared with others appears to lie in the nature

of the tasks employed. How a psychopath, or anyone else for

that matter, performs in a given task depehds gi:eatly on the
kind of task-and nature of the reinforcers used. Thus, in
1 serial 'le‘arning tasks, such as maze learning and learning

lists of honsenge syllables, where positive verbal
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reinforcement is applied indiscriminately without regard for

the correctness or incorrectness of responses, and is applied
_in the form of encouragement, psychopaths appear to show no
decremen% in correct reaponding. Wheh, however, the positive

verbal reinforcer is applied only when responses are correct,

psychopaths appear to show a decrement in responding on the
easy task, but not on the difficult task, suggesting that
task difficulty may be an important variable.

If verbal conditioning is essentially a discrimination

task, as sﬁggested by'Marston, Yfénfer, and HcBrearty {1%62),
and by Taffel (1955), then the results of the present study
are consisten't with Johns and Quay (1962), e;nd Quay and

Hunt (3%05) when an easy task.is used. ' The study of Johns
and Quay, however, has also been criticised as not being a
clear-cut demonstration j:hat psychdpa’ché are less résponsive
to positive verbal reinforcement than nonpsychopathé

(Bryan and Kapche; 1867)., while Johns and Quay's psychopathic.:“
group showed no increase in the number of I and We responses .
across conditioning blocks as compared with the nonpsycho-
pathic groups, they did respon& with a higher frequency on
each conditioning block than any. of the other groups.

A Bryan and Kapche {1967) partially replicated Johns and Quay

and found no significant differences between psychopaths and

wnpsychopaths either in the increase in the number of I and
Ve responses azross conditioning blocks, or in the frequency

of responses.-  The inconsistency between these results and
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those obtained in the present study may be parti_ally
explained in terms of differences in the task, particularly
of differences in the response class used in the two studies,

'In véri:al conditidning studied, the response class is

frequently a pronoun, iThe subject is positiveiy reinforced
when he responds with either I or We. From all the avail-

@ . able descriptioﬁs of the psychopath, it is'very clear that he
is egocentric, seif-cehtexed, and uncaring about othex people,
Thus, in a verbal conditioning situation where I and We are
the critical responses, it may got be surprising that hg

uses these pronouns at least as often as noqpsychopath;.
According to this_interpretation, one might eipect him to

use I and We even more often than nonpsychopaths.- Examina-

tion of the data of the verbal condiéioning studies might

© syt

reveal that the psychopath used I more often than We, and

that he used I more often than nonpsychopaths, Some supgort

G i e,

for this interpre‘tai:ion comes from the study of Bernard and

Eisenman (1967) who compared the verbal conditioning of

¢ psychopaths and nonpsychopatha when the critical response

. was.only the‘pronoun, I. The psychopathic éroup rgspc.:isad
significantly more often with I than the nonpsychopaﬁhic group.

In the present study, the responsé class was the spelling

of trigrams. = This response class is presumable free of the
self-centered imp'licati'ons of I and We, and hence pernits a

better evaluation of the effects of positive verbal rein-
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foercement.,

In the Wrong-blank condition, the differences between
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the psychopathic and comparison groups were not as striking
as in the Right-blank condition. Over the first six blbéks
of trials, thc i;é.jmparison groups performed significantly
better than the psychopathic groups. From ﬁhe seventh to the
tenth blocks, however, t;here was no difference., Thus, when
negativeverba.l reinforcement was used under thé conditions

- of the present study, the inferiority of the psychopathié

groups was not so great as is impilied by Hetherington and

Klinger (1964); Lykken (1957); and Schachter and Latane (1964).
The differences may be partially accounted for by
‘these investigators' use of electric shock for incorrect

responses, whereas in the present sﬁudy negative verbal

reinforcement was used for incorrect responses., The only

é study beside the present one in which negative ver’ﬂal reinm'
~ forcement was used was in the study of Hetherington and
Xlinger (1964), in which they ridiculed the‘performance of

% “their subjects regardless of the correctness or incorrectness
of their: responses., T.hese authors concluded that psychopaths
are relatively unaffected by verbal punishment. The present
study, however, suggests that psychopaths are re'spons‘iverto
negative verbal reinforcement provided it is specific to

incorrect responses, and not applied indiscriminately +vw all

Iesponges as was doi . in the Hetherington and Klinger study.

; - #hy then did the psychopathic groups do poorly in the
il Right-blank condition, but better in the Wrong-blank condi-
< ? . . .

tion? Looking at the performance of the individual subjects
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in the pd-Easy~Right group, four of the ten subjects never
responded correctly, and the majority of the subjects in
this group showed no evidence of an increase in the rate of
acquisition, Upon completion of the study, many of the

subjects spontaneously indicated.that they knew what was

-expected of them, and that they knew which trigrams had been

correct. Apparantly, most of the subjects in this groﬁp
were indifferent to the taék. ‘

Consistent Qith this result, a possible explanation
comes from a study by Sarbin, Allen, and Rutherford t1965);
These authors Eompaied the gffgctivenesé of positive sociai
reinforcement between socialized (as measured by a social=-
ization scale) and non-socialized delinquents. No differ-
ences were found when delinquents were compared with non-
delinquents without regard to socialization. When high and
log socializatioA was compared in the delinquent and non-
delinquent groups, however, the low socialization groups were
significantly retardediin théir'réspansiveness to social .
reinforcement, The authors suggeét that in the childhood of
chronic delinguents, conditions are such as ﬁo impede the
development. of effective socialfpeinforcgrs. Friedlander
(1347); Glueck (1955); and Rabinovitch (1952) suggest that
the delinquént receives much more negat{ve reinforcement v
than he does positive, and that both are inconsistent.

Thus, it is possible, and has been suggested in Chapter 2,

\| that the childhood of the psychopath is filled with more

o
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punishment than reward, and that both are inconsistent,

Thus, the better performance of the psychepaths in the Wrong-
blank condition as compare& with their performance in the
Right-biank condition, could be partially accounted for by
a greater amount of negative reinforcement received during
childhocd, bThat the psychopath is inferior in both the
Right~blank and Wrong~blank conditiong with the easy task

‘as depared with'the comparison groups, may be accounted

for by the inconsistency of both positive and negative

‘reinforcements received during early childhood. That the

inconsistency h&pothesis is plausible isieﬁégested by the

rapidiincrease in correct responding between acquisition
blocks one aﬁa two for the comparison groups in Figures 1, 4,
5, and é.' The psychopathic Qrouﬁs increased more slowly,
possibly because they were not as sure of the meanlng of

the relnforcers as the comparzson groups. Nevertheless,

'both re¢nforcers were effectlve in alterlng the respondlng

e

of the psychopaths. Results on the dlfflcult task, however,
are not consistent with the above suggestlon. on the '
difficult task, reinforcement dld’not differentiate the groups
ag consistently as it did on the easy task. Agaln, thls
polnts up the importance of tuSk dlfficulty.

To recapltulate, cleckley s hypothesxs about the psycho—
Pathic personallty was partially upheld., The results
suggest- that ee;tain modifications’ of his hypothesis appear‘

necessary in order to take account of the aifficulty of the

¥
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task. On an easy task, the psychopath seems to be consider~

_able lsss responsive to overt verbal reinforcement than on

a‘difficult task. A positive verbal reinforcer of the kind
used  in this study appears less effective than a negative
one, and the lack of effectiveness appears pérticn;arly
evident on the easy task. A possible explanation consis-'
tent with Cleckley's view is that the psychopath uses pos-
jtive and negative vefbal reinforcers more as neutral cues

to keep track of his performance, and does not pay as much

attention to the affective content as the nohpsychopath.

This‘not to say that the psychopath lacks affective
responsiveneés, but rather that he does not pay mucﬁ
attention £o it or does not respond to it in the same way
as nonpsychopaths do.

' It becomes apparant that present knowledge is insuf-
f;cent to make‘general,stateméhts about the behavior of
psychopaths as compared with nonpsyéhopaths in gantrolled .

situations. Not until a greater variety of tasks has been

';nvestigated at different levels of- dszlculty, and nmore
thorough research on-the effectiveness of- both p051t1ve

!
-and negative reinforcement- carrled out will- generallzations

»
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Chapter 6
Summary and Conclusions
Summa )

The major emphasis of this study was to investigate
Cleckley's hypothesis that psychopathy can Se viewed as é
semantic persconality disorder. According to this hypothesis
psychopaths do not respond appropriately to words and phrases.
They understand their denotative meanings, but do not reséond

appropriately to the;r connotative meanings, particularly

their affective meanings.
The verbal discrimination of 40 psychopathic prison

inmates was comparxed with 40 comparison inmates, The MMPIX

and the Activity Preference Questionnaire were used to
differentiate psychopathic from comparison inmates. Ss
vere required to discriminate betwéeh series of two CVC tri-
grams under conditicns of positive and negative verbal rein-

forcement, Trigrams were taken from a list for which new

- association values had been calculated for a prison inmate

population by the author. Two lcvels of task difficulty were
" included as another variable. Difficulty was defined as

the degreé of discrepancy between the association values of
;Ewo:trigrams to be discriminated. In. the posiéively rein-
forcing condition, Ss were reinforced by E s;ying{ *Right,®
if they choseé the arbitrarily designated correct trigram.

‘If the incorrect trigram was selected, E said nothing. 1In
~ the negative reinforcing éondition, Ss’'were reinforced by E
saying, "Wrong," if they chose the incorrect trigram. If
ﬂmy chose the correct one, E said notﬁing.

The results showed that when verbal reinforcement and
task difficulty were combined, the éerformance pf the comp~ ,
arison Ss was dignificantly superior ‘to the psychopathic
’ -133-
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Ss. When psychopathic and comparison Ss and task difficulty
were combined, negative verbal reinforcement resulted in
sighificantly supérior performance, - When psychopatﬁic and
comparison Ss and reinforcement were combined, the éas§
task resulted in significantly superior performance,

Separatg comparisohs between psychopathic and compar-~
ison groups revealed that on the easy task the comparison -
groups performed significantly better than the psychopathic
groups, but on the difficult task there was no sigrificant
differenée, except that the psfchopathic group with positive
reinforcement on the difficult task héd a significantly
greater4total number of correct responses than the cdmpar«
ison éroup. Final acquisition, however, waé the same. The-
interaction waé accounted for largeiy by the poor perform-

ance of the psychopathic group on the easy task with positive

‘fbinforcement. The poor performance of this group also

contributed lirgely to the over all poorer performénce of
the psychopathic group in the positive reinforcement
condition. A -

With negative reinforcement, the performance of the

. psychopathic group was initially below that of the compar=

ison group. As acquisition proceeded, however, their per=-

‘formance equaled that of the comparison group. The per- '

formance of the psychopathic group with negativeureinforce—

rent was ‘significantly better than thejr performance with

positive reinforcemsnt on the easy tasX, but not on the

difficult task.

These results were interpreted as being inconsistent

'Viﬂlpréviddé‘iﬁbesfig&tions that have suggested that positive
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-7 yerbal reinforcement should not result in a differentiul

effect betwsen the performance of psychépaths'and nonpsycho~-
.paths, but that negative verbal reinforcement shoulé havé é
) ‘éetrimental effect on the performaﬁce of psychopéths as
com§ared with nonpsychopaths.A This study suggests that.
negative verbal reinforcement may have a mere potent effect
on the'behavior o. psychopaths than previoﬁsly thought.
These divergent results were explained largely-in terms'qf

differences in the tasks used, and the :classes of reinforcers

used and how théy are applied. »
It was concluded that tas% &ifflculty must be taken into

account when assessin§ the'behaviér of psychecpaths under con-

ditions of positive and negative reinforcem;ants It was also

conc;uéed that the results partially supported Cleckley’s

f hypéthesis, but that his and other exiétihg hypotheses ére in

' need of reevaluation with more attention given to thé'typesA

of tasks and classes of reinforcers used.

Conclusions ‘
The conclusions drawn below refer to the performance ' . |
of psychopathic and comparison prison inmates in the verbal

digscrimination task with the yerbal reinforcers used in the

present'étudy.

1 1. When reinforcemcnt and task difficulty were combined,

{  the Comparison group selected a greater number of medium

{ trigrams than the Psychopathic group. ,

%, 2, ' wWhen the performance of the Psychopathic and Comparison

groups weré combined with task difficulty, Ss in the Wrong~

E  blank ¢condition selected a'greatef number of medium trigrams , o
b than Ss in the Right-blank condition. ' P
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3, When the performance of the Psychopathic and Comparison

: ‘groupé was combined with‘reinforcement,'SS in the Easy

task selected a greater number of medium trigrams than Ss
in the Difficult task. ‘

4. In the Right~blank condition with the combined tasks,
the Comparison group selected a greater number of medium
trigrams than the Psychopathic group. The poorer perform-

ance of the Psychopathic group may be accounted for by

" their poor perfornance in the Easy=-Right condition.

5. In the Wrong-blank condition with the combined tasks,

. the Comparison group selected a greater number of medium

trlgrams than the Psychopathlc group over the first six

‘blocks of trials. On the ‘last four blocks of trials the

performance of the two groups was the same,

6. On the Easy task with combined reinforcement, the

Comparison group selected a greater number of medium tri-

grams than the Psychopathic group. Again, this may be
accounted for largely by the poorer performance of the

Pgsychopathic group in the Easy-Right condition..

ST On the szfzcult task ‘with comblned reinforcement, no

differences were found between the Psychopathlc and  Comp~
arison groups. In the leflcult-nght condltion, however,
the Psychopathic group selected a greater total nymber of
medlum tr;grams than the Conparlson group 1n the same

condltlon. Final acqulsltlon, however, was the same.

.8, Ih the Right<blank condltlon with the Psychopathic and
- Comparison groups combined, Ss in the Easy task selected a

’greater numper of medium trigrams than Ss in the difficult

- task, k B ' '
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S5, . In the wfong?blank condition with the Psychopathic and

. Comparison groups combined, Ss in'the Easy task selected a

'greatcf number of medium triérams than &€s in the Difficult
task, » ‘ ‘ v
10, Both the Psychopathic‘andvGomparison group# were: able
to digcriminate corxect responses on the verbal discrimin-

. ation task,

1l. Both the Psgychopathic and Compariscn gxdups increasad
their rate of acquisition in the positive and neqative ‘
verbal reinforcement conditions., ‘

12, The personality dimension’of psychopathy interactéd

with task diffiqulty.~ Acquiaition of correct respcnses by
the Psychopathic group wasg below that of the Comparison

group on the Easy task. On the Difficult task, however,

- acquigition of correct responges by the Psychopathic group
was the same as that of the Comparisop group, excepc-that
the Psychopathic greoup had a significantly greater total

" number of correct responses than the Compafison group on
the Difficult-Right condition. Final acquisition, however,

1‘wés the same for both groups, Most of the interaction

Ccan be accounted for by the poorer acquisition by the
Psychopathic group on the Easy task with Right.

13, Task difficulty and verbal reinforcement had a greatet
differéntial effect on the Psychopathic'group than on the

,Comparlson group. k ) |
14. Task difficulty must be taken into. account when evaluat=-
“ing the behavior of psychopaths under conditions of positive
~and negative verbal reinforcemant.

“_lS.; The results of the present study partlally uupport

i
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. cleckleY's hypothesiaf His and other hypotheses, however,

" are in need 65 reevaluétion with more attention given to the
types of tasks and claases of reinforcers used. .
16, Discrepancies in the association values of cvc trigrams

_differentiated the Easy and Difficult tasks for both the
“Psychopathic and Comparison groups.

Limitations )

1. Conclusions drawn in this study'aré not easily general-
izable to populations other than psychopathiec prison inmates
ag defined here, Comnarable non-prison inmates would prove
valuable. ( ,

2, The criteria used to différentiatevpsychopathic and non~
psychopathic inmates 1imits the comparability of this study
with others, There hés been; and still is- lack of'consigtency
across studies in so far as diagnostic instruments are
concerned. :

;f 3. ' Broader generalizations would have been possible had

p‘groups'been included which.were'subjected téﬁnonvérbal

reinforcers, for example, lights or buzzers, )

4. Most studies with psychopaths have uae& a méie experi-

menter. 2 female experlmenter was used in this study and may

have had some effect on the results. : voooT

» Suggestions for Further ‘Research :

D Since a female experimenter was used in this study,'it
might be well to investigate the differentia1 gffectsfof male
‘ and female experimenters‘on the behéviqr,of psychopaths;

2, ' An investigation of the differiential effects of verbal
iand nonverbal relnforcement with tasks similar to the one
uwsed in this study would be useful.

. 3¢ | The investlgatlon of difficulty level with tasks other
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than the one used in this study seems very important.

of reinforcérs in addition to those used in the present

_study.

4. In this study a fixed number of trials was used in the

task. The numbe; Qf;reinforcements, both positive and

negative, were permitted to vary. Thus the differential
effects of positive and negative reinforcement may also be

_affected by the number of reinforcemerits received.

5. The introduction of a third level of taék d;fficulty
might serve to clarify the effects of task difficulty.
6. Réplication of all or part of this study with psycho-

pathic and nonpsychopathic nonprisoners appears indicated.
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Appendix B

CVC Trigrams and Their Association Values Used for the
. Easy and Difficult Tasks
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and Association Value
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Age and Revised Beta Examination Scores. for Each
Subject by Groups
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Group - _Comparison Pd
Subject "~ Age  Beta Subject Age Beta
1 30 94 41 25 95
2 26 1ol 42 30 90
3 " 29 105 43 23 96
4 23 102 44 24 105
Easy - 5 23 90 45 27 92
Right 6 30 99 46 25 97
7 34 115 47 38 110
8 38 90 48 33 111
9 26 91 49 19 109
10 25 103 50 28 125
11 24 99 51 28 112
12 25 98 52 34 92
13 32 124 53 21 94
14 38 * 112 54 23 100
Easy 15 21 107 55 28 101
Wrong 16 25 91 56 24 104
17 34 23 57 27 95
18 23 112 58 35 115
19 34 100G 59 27 99
20 28 103 60 27 100
21 35 95 61 28 100
22 39 93 62 23 117
23 20 110 63 . 31 30
24 22 111 64 28 94
Difficult 25 28 106 65 23 104
Right 26 20 117 66 . 36 91
’ 27 36 110 67 29 105
28 35 90 68 21 101
29 24 100 69 24 102
30 21 97 70 8 113
31 37 lo2 71 39 94
32 31 90 72 24 106
33 36 107 73 38 112
« 34. 18 94 74 23 107
Difficult 35 20 98 75 22 91
Wrong 36 38 99 76 . .33 104
. ' 37 - 20 112 77 33 105
- 38 30 106 78 19 94
: 39 24 96 79 . 21 95
40 33 101 80 22 102
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PR

MMPI Pd Scale Scores, ‘and Activity Preference Questionnaire
Scores for Each Subject by Groups ‘
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34
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Group L Comparison rd

Subject ~Pd  APQ Subject Pd  APQ

1 60 45 41 76 35

2 62 54 2 76 34

3 60 53 . 43 77 . 40

4 64 53 44 76 37

Easy. 5 41 45 45 77 38

Right 6 64 45 16 79 - 33

7 65 47 47 g8 17

8 64 47 48 81 40

9 62 45 19 88 31

10 58 43 50 95 23

11 56 49 51 79 25

12 62 44 52 83 - 38

13 60 “48 53 81 30

14 62 42 54 76 39

Easy 15 - 62 52 55 95 36

Wrong 16 62 43 56 75 27

17 63 50 57 89 37

18 64 54 58 78 33

19 64 43 59 79 28

20 61 53 60 81 = 36

21 64 54 61 88 37

22 53.. 46 62 87 37

23 64 48 63 87 37

24 61 49 64 79 40

pifficult 25 62 42 65 93 31

Right 26 57 43 66 78 -40

27 55 42 67 77 26

28 64 54 68 85 38

29 54 43 69 76 29
30 60 44 70 83 35

31 60 46 71 84 38

32 62 45 72 81 39

, _ 33 60 45 - 73 95 17
) ’ 34 60 48 74 82 38
o Difficult : 35 55 44 75 76 33
I Wrong 36 60 46 76 76 28
Y ) 37 60 50 77 79 36
38 63 46 78 87 33

; 39 63 55 79 - 76 33

40 54 48 80 a3 37

o oty e Sty




Appendix E

Mean MMPI Profiles for the Comparison and Pd Groups

=171-




Toaeedoaes

3 4 L] [ 7 s ’ L]
Hy Rt M Pa PHE ScHX MatZX 8  Tale

-172-

[IRE ST TR

o

eaaline,y

R R B

a

X HX D

b4

L

! ToiTe 7

S Y e

1]

...._...._...._....m...-.... [y

R

.F—
|
s
o
=%}

XTI T TR

R .8 A

s

HE

ToeTe

FHK BetK Mot X S
s & k4 s ® °

o .

RHAC M Fa

F

?

Comparison

i Torle

|




Appendix F

Number of Medium CVC Trigrams Selected by Subjects Across
Blocks of 15 Trials by Groups
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Group

Subject

Easy
Right

Easy

Wrong

Difficult
Right

- Difficult
Wrong

2.
3.
4.

6.

8.
10.

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
is.
19,
20.

21.

22.

23.

- 24.

25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

©31.

32.
33.

34.

35.
36.
37.

38.

39.
40.
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Group ) : . rd
Subject 3 ‘Blocks
NRF 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
41. 0 8 14 15 13 15 14 13 14 -15 ‘14
. | 42. 2 i 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2
E i 43, 0 0 0 0 -0 0 © 0 0. 0 O
e : a4, 6 6 6 6 7 .14 12 13 14 14 13
A\ Easy - 45, - 0 0o 0 0 6 0 ©0 0 0 0 O
A : Right 46, 7 8 8 711 7-10 9 6 10 9
T 47. .0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O
48. 3 5 11 11 13 14 15 15 14 15 15
i 49. 0 0.0 0 0 0 ©0 O 0 0 O
N : 50. 2 13 14 14 14 14 15 15 15 15 15
51. g 5 3 6 9 7 8 6 9 14 14
o 57. 0 5 15 15 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
Easy 53. 3 7 7 4 8 5 12 12 11 13 13
Wrong 54. 2 8 11 15 15 15 ¥5 15 15 15 15
; ‘ 55. 3 11 14 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
ﬁ 56. 6 7 8 7 10 12 11 10 14 12 15
E 57... -1 '12-15 14 14 15 14 14 15 ‘15 15
' 58. 0 6 3 15 14 15 14 15 15 14 15
59, 4 2. 10 10 4 9 9 12 10 12 13
60. 2 15 9 9 13 15 15 15 15 15 15
; 6. 7 3 4 8§ 7 6 7 8 7 311
. 62. 7 g8 10 8 9 8 8 8 9 8 .9
1 Difficult 63. 3 4 6 12 7 11 13 10 9 8 10
4 Right 64. 3 3 3 11 11 9 12 14 14 11 11
. 65. 4 6 6 5 6 7 11 11 11 11 10
66. 5 7 77 8 9 7 9 11 11 11
67. 7 10 10 10 10 11 8 10 10 9 13
68. 712 11 12 8 13 10 11 11 1o 1l
» : 69. 5 6 11 10 11 ‘12 14 11 13 13 .13
‘ ¥ 70. 6 4 10 8 6 6 .8 11 12 12 13
71. 4 45 9 11 4 6 8 5 11 .11
: 72. 7 8 12 13 14 13 13 15 14 13 15
Difficult 73. 5 4 4 11 9 9 9 9 '8 11 -6
Wrong 74. 6 5 3 11 9 6. 6 4 8 11 11
75. 4 9 10 10 9 8 10 8 9 11 11
76. 5 .5 5 8 7 9 12 10 10 11 13
77. 5 6 6 9 11 1011 11 11 11 15
78. .6 S5 5 4 8 8 13 100 9 10 11
79. 4 7 .9 10 2. 8 10 10 10 11 11
80. 7 7 5 4 9 6.8 11 S 10 12
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Appendix G

Activity Preference Questionnaire
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- ACTIVITY PREFERENCE QUESTIONNAIRE
by D. T. Lykken, Ph.D.

DIRECTIONS: In each of the items below you will £ind two
choices. Each choice describes what for most people would
be an unpleasant experience. Some of these experiences
are quite unusual while others may have actually happened
to you or to people you know. For each item, try to
imagine yourself in both of the situations described and
decide which of the two choices would seem worse to you
and which would seem less bad. Choose the one which you
would prefer as the lesser of evils if one or the other
happened to you. If you choose the "Y¥Y" choice, pat a
circle around the "Y" beside that item. If you feel that
the "N" choice is better, circle the "N". Answer every

item.

Example:

0. (Y¥) Having to work late one night,
(N) Being run over by a train.

Most people (!) will feel that "y" is the lesser evil and
will put a circle around the "Y".

i. (¥)
{N)

2. (Y)
: (N)
3. (Y)
o)

4. (¥)
(N

5. 8's]
(N)

6. (Y)
(N)

7. (¥)
. (N)
8. (¥)

Ny

Remember: indicate the choice that you
would prefer .

Being interviewed for a job.
Mowing the lawn.

Making’a parachute jump.
Saying "hello" to a friend and having him. look
at you and walk on without speaking.’

Having to permanently give up eating sweets.
Having an accident with a borrowed car.

Wash 3 storm windows on both sides.
Taking a roller- coaster ride.

Telling a lie to somebody.
Jumping from a 3rd story window into a flreman net.

Copying 4 pages of the dlctlonary.
Having a badly burned back.

Getting up t¢ answer the phone and flndlng
it's a wrong number.
Knocking oxer & glass in a res taurant.

Losing a ook that you borrowed from a teacher>
and which can't be replaced.
Losing your wallet to a plckpocket.

.
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10,

"1,

12,

13,

14,

‘15,

16.

- 17,

18.

19.

20.

- 21

22,

(¥)
) -

()

N

(¥)
(N)

()

N)

(¥)
(N}
+'9)
- (W)

)

n)

(Y)

(N)
(¥)

)

()
.0}

(¥)

(139}
(¥).
(Nl

(¥)

4]

W)
=
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Being put to sleep by ether.
Putting out a match by squeezing it between your
fingers,

You stand up at a.meeting to ask a question and rea-
lize you have forgotten the guestion:
Upsetting the gravy on a friend's tablecloth.

Riding -a Motorcycle,
Sweep the kitchen floor,

Walklng barefoot: in & room where some glass has been
broken.

You want to join a social club but the membexrs vote
not to let you in, .

Running out of gas and having to flag down a stranger
for a 1lift to town.
Coming home hungry and having to eat a cold supper.

You slip in the mud and get your new spring clothes
soaked and dlrty.

You're on stage in the school play and realize that
you have fo:gotten your lines.

‘Flndlng out youn've overslept and missed an important

appointment.
Going into a dark rat—lnfested cellar.

Having to return a purchase to a store.
Havxng to testify as a witness at a jury trial.

Peel a bushel of potatoes.
Refus1ng to loan money tc a friend because you know
he won't repay it,. .

Having the pllbt announce that the wheels are‘jammed
and he is about to make a belly landing.
Flndlng yourself in the midst of a fighting mob

Giving blocd for the blood bank.
Memorizing somethlng for a test 1n school.

Watch someone maxe a fool of themselves on a telev1—

sion quiz program.
Havxng to_get out of bed earlier than usual.

.Swimming in very rough ocean water.

You wave back at someone and then realize he was waving
at the person behind you,

Letting a large but harmless spider run up your arm,
Having a baby cry in the next row at the movies,

e : AT >h§




|23,
24,

25.

26.
27,

28.

29,

32.
33.

34,

35,

6.

37.

30,

(¥)

(N)
{x)

(N

(¥),

()

(¥)

(N)
(¥)
(1)
(¥)
()

()
()

(¥)

(N)
(¥)
(N)

(¥)

(NY

{¥)

(N)
(¥).

(N)

()

(N)

(¥)
()

(¥)

(¥)

‘Going to work or to school with a black eye.

3

=179~ ’
You pick up an article in a store but forget to pay
for it and are stopped.
Spending ‘a month in bed at a rest home,

Coming out. of a movie in your summer shoes to find
it's snowed a foot deep.

Rowing out in a boat to bring in a drowned body
you've seen floating off shore, . :
Joking about how homely Mary is and then hearing |
Mary's voice behind you say "I heard that," |

‘Finding that you have been éhort—changed and having

to return to the store to ask for the rest.
Cutting out the spoiled parts of a bushel of potatoes.

‘Being ﬁeld motionless in a straight 5acket.

Walking into a room full of people, you stumble on
a footstool and sprawl on the floor.

Asking a friend for a small loan and being refused.
Being caught in a blizzard.

Visiting someone with a contagious disease.
Upsetting the gravy on a friend's tablecloth,

Riding a long stretch of rapids in a canoe.
Whitewashing a long board fence. : .

Your hands shake and mouth goes try as you try to
talk before a group. .

Having your car swing into a skid on an icy corner.
Shine 4 pair of shoes. '

Having to blow your nose while in a group of strangers.

Riding a runaway horse.
Having your tooth pulled.

Having to ask the éerson behind you at a movie to stop
kicking your seat.
Watching a long headache-pill commercial on TV.

Having your grocery bag break .and spill on a crowded
street. : ’ '

A friend accidently cuts a wrist artery and you have
to do something. ' ,

Cleaning paint off your hands. :
Being called on in school,

Hitting your thumb while hammering a nail.
After eating in a restaurant, finding that you can't
pay the bill, L




as,

39.

40.

41,

42.

43.

44,

45,

46,

47.

48,

43,

50.

- 51.

52,

(¥)
)

v
)

()

()
(¥)
)

(¥)
(N)

59
(N

(¥)

oy

(¢}

“(NY

()

(1))

(¥)

(x)
(¥)

)

(¥)

1G4

(x)

(n).

(x)

vy
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Waiting in line for two hours to pay a parking
ticket.

- Finding a wrecked car in the ditch with three oc-

cupants unconscious and bleeding.

Iatroducing yourself tco a total stranger.
Having t6 stand up on the bus.

Distributing 1,000 handbills in mailboxes‘from door
to door.
"Having it out" with someone,

Being given aun electric shock as part of a medical
experiment.
Walting for ‘someone who s late.

Walklng on stage as a contestant in a TV quiz show.
Carry a heavy bag of groceries 4 blocks from the
store.

Having a nightmare.’

Discovering at a party that there is a big hole in
the heel of your stocking. ) )

Being thrpatened by a much bigger and more powerful
person.

Carrying-a ton of coal from the backyard into the
basement. -

Making a speech to 100 people,
Falling out of a boat.

Waiting for an overdue bus,
Meeting a friend on the street and not being able to
remember their name. .

Having tc go without meat for a week.
You go to a party and find that you're the only one
who dressed up.

Having someone say loudly to you at a party "Why

“don't you go home? Nobody wants you here.”

Stay home for a week with a bad case of poison ivy.

Driving a car at 9% miles an hour.
Washing the windows at home.

Walklng a mile when it's 15 degrees below zero.,
Clean the keys of a piano with a toothbrush.

Having to return a purchase to a store.
Write a letter to a relative.

Having to testify as a witness at'a jury trial.
Spending a day helping someone move,
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53.
54,
55.
56.
57.
58,

. 59.

60..

61,
62,
63.

64.

65,

(Y)

(N)

(¥)

{N)

(1)

4}

()

)
()

vy

(¥),

(49)

(¥}
(N)

() .
)

(¥)

)

()
(N)

' Having a friendl

- =181- ’
Having the phone ring when you're taking a bath.
Being unexpectedly asked at a church dinner to atand
up and introduce the speaker,

Having to stay home every night for two weeks with a
sick relative.
Making & parachute jump.

Wedged in a crowded bus, discovering suddenly that
you're going toc vomit.

'Sleeping out on a camping trip and awakening to see

a rattlesnake coiled in a corner of your tent,

Having your nands shake and your mouth go dry as you
try to talk in front of a group.
Having a sick headache.

Run a stéam presser in a laundry for a week. .
Finding you've lost your bus fare when it's time to

. pay and get’off.

You walk into a publlc wash room and find that it's
the wrong one. .
Counting to 10,000 by threes.

Spending a week in solitary on bread and water.
Stepping on the car brakes at -an intersection and
finding that they don‘t work.

Addressing fifty Christmas cardsu
Being asked for a contrlbutlon when you haven't any money.

Upsetting the gravy on-a friend's tablecloth
Spendlng a hot summer afternoon palntlng a bedroom celling.

Falllng out of a boat,
The person you're with at the movies turns around and
loudly tells the: people behlnd you to stop talklng.

Being 51ck to your stonach for 24 hours. -
Standing on a ledge of the 25th floor of a buildlng.

Find where someone else parked your car in a blg 1ot
at the state fair.
Being balled out by the teacher. .

g jump -on you with wet and muddy feet.
Turning on a light swltch when you hand is wet and you

_might get a shock.



66.
67.
8.
69.
7.
71.

22.
73.
74,

75.

76.

77.
78,

79.

(Y)
Ny

(¥)

(N

(¥)
(N)

(%),

o
(¥)

(NY

)
()

(¥)

(N)
{(¥)

)
{¥)

(N)

(¥},

(N)

(1)

N)

(¥)
(n)

9]

[49)

(¥),

(N}

g2~
Having the car refuse to start when you're ready to

“leave in the morning.

Having to complain to the neighbors about being too
noisy.

Bélching in church during prayer.
Being lost in the woods at night.

Wet mopping the floor of a hospital corridor.
Being broke and having to beg money on the street for
a meal,

Jumping feet first from the 20 foot diving tower at
the beach.
Getting up to go to work 1n the mornlng.

Havxng someone get mad and tell you off.
Starting off in the morning, you step in a puddle and

. get your shoe and stocking soaking wet.

Waéh a car, )
It is the first day in a new class and the teacher asks
each person to stand up and nge his name.

Getting stuck in traffic when you're in a hurry.
Having your car swing into a skid on an icy corner.

Asking your empioyer for a raise.
Eating a slice of lemon, skin and all.’

Picking up a rattlesnake by the back. of the neck.
Having someone say loudly to you at a party, "Why
don’t you go ‘home? Nobody wants you here."

Being in ‘the back seat of a driverless car rolllng
downhill,

You're on stage in the school play and reallze that you
have forgotten your lines.

Puttlng 1000 names in alphabetzcal arder.
Unscrew1ng a broken light bulb with your flngers from
a "live" socket.

Jumping down fmfteen feet into soft earth.
Put on a shirt or blouse and finding a button missing.

Having your date at a dance leave without you.
Walking around all day on a blistered foot.

You stand up at a meeting to ask a question and realize
that you've forgotten the question,
Spilling something on your new clothes.

(.
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80.

8l.

82,

1. 83,

870

88.

i 89.

- 90.

9l.

92,

193,

{¥)

(N

(1)

()

(Y

{N)

(¥)
()

(x)

{8)

1$:4]

Ny

(¥)

)

)

™)

()

)

(¥)

(N)

),

)

°y)
g

{v)

(N

A¥),

(™
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Spend half a day in a locked closet.
Your ‘club bazaar has hired a knife throwing act and

© you are chosen to be the "target.

Reading a dull beok for a school report.
Overhearing someone comment on how strangely you are
dressed.

Getting a Christmas present from someone you didn't
give one to.
Sittlng through a lony sermon.

Being caught on & sandbar by the rising tide.
Breaking a lamp in someone else's home,

Picking up a spilled box of carpet tacks.
Help push a stalled car on a winter morning.

Riding a long stretch of rapids in a canoe, :
You are unexpectedly asked at a church dinner to stand
up and introduce the speaker.

Having to tell someone you know they're lying.
Clean up the popcorn’ and candy wrappers . in the neigh—
borhood theatex.

Having to run until your ‘throat is sore and there's a
pain in your side.

Discovering your feet are dirty when you undress for a
medical examination.

Going to a party where no one knows you.
Doing school homework on Saturday night.

Working all day when if's 90 in the shade.
Standing on the very top rung of a ladder in order to
wash a 2nd f£loor window. -

You pass someone on the street ‘and say, "Hi, Charley,”
and then realize it isn't Charley.
Getting out of a warm bed in a room so cold that you

can see your breath,

Making a speech to 100 people.
Scrubbing the kitchen floor on hands and knees,

Counting the beans needed to £ill a 4 quart candy jar.
You're watching the circus and suddenly two lions get
loosp down in the ring. .

Washing 20 storm windows on both sides.
Trying to sell Christmas cards to your neighbors to
make money for a club,




94.

95,

96,

87.

8.

99.

100,

(x)

(N
(¥)

Ny

(¥)
(N)

(¥)
(N)

(¥}

" (N)

(¥)

(N)

(¥)
(N)
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In school, having to give a report in front of the
class.
Spend two hours simonizing a car.

Painting a large frame house.
Having someone walk in while you are absent-mindedly
picking your nose.

Lick stamps for 1,000 letters.
Being in the back seat of a driverless car which sud-
denly starts rolling downhill.

Banging your head on a cabinet door.
Dancing with someone for the first time and accidently
stepping painfully on their foot.

Waiting in line for two hours to payAa parkihg ticket.
Running ot of gas in the middle of a crowded downtown
intersection. .

Having a bad head cold.
Riding a runaway horse.

Asking scmeone to pay you money that he owes you.
Going without anything to eat from lunch until break-
fast next morning.
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