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INTRODUCTION

General Characteristics of Studies in the Problem Area

Since the time of Vundt, considerable attention has
been focused upon the experimental exploration of perceptual
processes. More recently, those aspects of perception which
have seemed to demonstrate the effects of personal motiva-
tion have been examined with increasing concern. VWithin the
last decade especially, the interest in experimentally in-
vestigating motivatlonal determinants of perception has
risen to the point of stimulating many ingenious studies,
ganéd these in turn have inspired a number of provocative
hypotheses.

Cne avenue of investipgatlion has employed stimulus
material under a variety of circumstances in which numbers
of relatively plausible interpretations could be given to the
stimulus. The particular interpretations made by the exper-
imental subjects have then been used as tases for making
inferences as to the motivational background of the responses
selected. The use of ambiguous stimulus material to provoke
responses from which it 1s possible to infer antecedent mo-
tivational processes in the observer is hardly novel; 1t
occuples a central position among the techniques famlliar to

the clinical psychologist today. A primary justification
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for the use of such "projective" personality tests, as

are the Rorschach and the Thematic Apperception Test, 1is
that they frequently reflect motivational factors - often
factors of which the test subjJect 1s unaware. In effect,
such tests capitalize upon certain overt responses sugges-
tive of other responses occurring below the limen of
consciousness.

In an article in which he reviewed experimental studiles
of unconscious behavior in relation to perception, Liiller
(16) listed investigations carried on as early as 1863.

These and somewhat later studies covered areas of subliminal
perception, subliminal learning and conditioned response,
reportable effects of sutliminal neural stimulation, and
related topics. In Milller's own study, in which he presented
his subjects with geometric figures on a transparent mirror,
the subjects were atle to discriminate between the various
fisures at 1llumination intensities below the level at which
the bhare presence of the figures could be detectec. His
recults have been rather genereally accepted as evidence
supportins the existence of dlscriminatory responses 1in

whicn the subject was reacting to subliminal cues. This in-
terpretation has been criticized by Lazarus and lMcClaary (8)
on the grounds that: (a) the criterion of the subliminal per-
ception was the correctness of the subject's verbal statement
(an¢ thus apparently was not as strictly "sutliminal" as

would have been an indication of response over which the




-3~
subject had no degree of voluntary control), and (b) the
deternination of each subjectt's threshold was a matter of
statistical treatment combined with subjective judgment.

More recent studies (2, 6, 9, 10, 13, 2., 25, and 28)
have made use of a wlde variety of ambilguous stimuli, in-
cluding patches of light to be equated with the size of
discs bearing various purportedly affectively stimulating
and neutral symbols, chromatic and achromatic flgures, and
dimly illuminated or indefinitely outlined pictures, draw=-
inrs, and words. The tachistoscoplc exposure of words or
symbols for very short periods of time is a similar approach,
desi¢gned like the others to force the observer to depend to
a greater extent upon his own resources by rendering less
obvious the perceptual cues to which he 1s ordlnarily accus-
tomed. The assumption is that under such ambiguous cilrcum-
stances, whatever hypothetical interpretation of the stimulus
18 aroused will be influenced more forcefully by motivational
factors and less effectively by the nature of the stimulus

than would be the case with optimal methods of presentation.
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Recent Studies

Explanatory Concepts for Motivational

Factors 1n Perception

In the attempt to connect various affective states or
motivational needs in the individual with response phenomena
which have been observed in subjects in such states or with
such needs, a number of explanatory principles have been
invoked. Certain of these have been attacked on the grounds
that they were derived as explanations of the results of
experimental investligations, rather than having been hypoth-
eslzed prior to the research and confirmed thereafter. The
neture of thelr derivation, however, should not be considered
as the important criterion of their worth. The "ad hoc"
hypothesis 1s to te avoided, not because it arises through
inductive thinking, tut becsuse 1t explains nothing besides
the phenomenon which it was originaelly invoked to explailn.
Thus, if suggested explanatory concepts can be demonstrated
to have predictive value, their contributions camot legit-
imately be disdained.

In the studies to te summarized in the following pages,
evidence for and against certain of these hypothesized inter-
vening procecsses will be presented. Proponents of these
concepts report results of experimentation which suggest
that motivational determinants may play a significant role

in the perception of visual stimuli. Critlcs present data
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which they interpret as relegating personal motivation to a
negligible or minimal role in perceptual processes. Certain
investigators have proposed that a more profitable point of
view would be to examine the phenomena in 1li;ht of various

antecedent conditions, attempting to define interactions of

a number of variables which might be presumed to account for
experimental results otherwise difficult to reconcile. This

is the point of view basic to the treatment of the problem

presented here.

Studies Supporting the Importance of

Motivational Determinants in Perceptlion

Personal values as perceptual determinants. In 19L.8,

Postman, Rruner and McGinnles (19) presented the results of
an experiment in which they administered the Allport-Vernon
Scale of Values to a group of college students. This was
followed by the tachistoscoplc presentation of thirty-=six
words selected to represent the six value categorles devised
by Spranger and utilized by the authors of the scale. Each
of the words was exposed three times at .0l seconds, repeated
three times again at .02 seconds, and continued in this
fashion with three exposures at each timer setting, the
settings being increased in steps of .0l seconds until the
word was correctly icdentified. This minimum length of
exposure required for the correct identificetion of the

stimulus word has been termed the "duration threshold",
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Records were kept of the exposure duration at which each
word was recognized and also of any "pre-recosnition
hypotheses" or guesses made prior to correct identification

of the word.,

Pre-recoznition hypotheses were categorized into the
following groups:

(1) Covaluant responses - those considered to represent

clearly the same value as the stimulus words.

(2) Contravaluant responses - entonyms to the stimulus

words or responses serving to derogate themn.

(3) Structural responses - incorrect hypotheses prompted

by structural similarities to the stimulus word.

(ll) Nonsense resoonses.

(5) Unrelated responses - any resnonses not classifiable

into one of the above categorles.

It was found that there was a sirsnificant negative
relationship betwcen value orientation in terms of Allport-
Vernon score rankings and the length of expisure needed for
the recosnition of the representative words for the values
ranked; hi.-h value words were perceived more repidly by the
group of subjects as & whole than were low value words.
Covaluant hypotheses were reported as occurring more freq-
uently in response to nigh value wordas than to low, whille
both contravaluant and nonsense hypotheses appeared more

often in response to low value words.
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This experiment has been criticized (17) on the
grounds that the statistical treatment of the data was in-

adequate, and differences in famlliarity with certain

classes of the words may adequately and more parsimoniously

explain the results.

An investigation of the postulated process of "percept-

ual defense." Some time later, the report of a related ex-

periment by McCinnies (1) was releasec. In this study, the
investigator employec the followins eleven ostensibly neutral
ané seven emotionelly toned (underlined) words: apple, dance,
raped, chilcé, belly, glass, river, whore, sleep, kotex,
broom, stove, penis, music, trade, filth, clear, and bitch.
The emotionally toned words were apparently selected on the
a priori assumption that they carried thelr affective
connotation because of their association with subjects which
were in some degree "csoclially taboo" and thus apt to be
emotionally "loaded" for individuals ecucated in our culture.
McGinnies' experimental subjects were eight male and
elcht female college undergraduates in elementary psychologye.
The stimulus words were exposed tachistoscopically, once at
.01 seconds, once at .02 seconds, and so on until the dura-
tion threshold had been determined. A galvenic skin reflex
apparatus was used concurrently with the tachistoscoplc
presentation. McGinnies found a highly significant relation-

ship tetween the GSR and word meaning durlng pre-reco-nition

(and thus nominally sutliminal level) exposures, with hicher
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GSR's for the emotionally toned words than for the neutral
words. In addition, without exception, the observers dis-
played significantly higher duration thresholds for the
emotionally toned words than for the neutral words, when
mean thresholds for each class were compared,

McGinnies also attempted a content analysis, with a
classdsl fication of the pre-recognition hypotheses into four
group s?

(1) Structurally similar - resembling in structure the

stimalus words.

(2) Structurally unlike - with no structural resemb-

lance to the stimulus word.

(3) Nonsense - without dictionary meaning.

(4) Part - any letters not connected into a group.

He found that his subjects made proportionately more unlike
and nonsense hypotheses to the critical words than they did
to the neutral words, and fewer similar and part responses.
The chi-square test of independence between type of hypoth-
esis and type of stimulus words was significant telow the
.01 level of confidence.

McGinnlies interpreted his experimental results as dem-
onstrating the presence of "perceptual defense," a concept
which had arisen earlier in connection with the experiment
by Postman, Bruner and McGinnies previously cited (19).
Perceptual defense refers to a ralsing of the duration

threshold displayed generally by indivliduals when faced with
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stimulus objects percelved as threatening. McGinnies has
also called attention to occasional instances in his data
of responses to taboo words at thresholds siznificantly
below the mean thresholds for neutral words, and this
phenomenon has been termed "vipilance." Both concepts are
usually interpreted in terms of subliminal activity involv-
ing the autonomic response levels. In the case of the
specific critical words used in his experiment, licGinnies
attributed their threatening connotation to the effect of
early emotional conditioning, W th punishment by parents as
the conditioning agent assocciated vi th the use of the
socially taboo words.

As pointed out by Mciinnies (1lly) tais experiment has
been criticized by Bruner on the grounds that the critical
words used appear less frequently in print than do the others,
and that therefore the increased threshold may te explained
on the basis of a difference in famlllarity with the words.
In addition, the helchitened GSR, it has been suggested, may
have been an effect attributable primarily to the greater
effort required to recognize the lecs familiar words., In a
similar vein, Howes and Solomon (5) claimed the following:

(1) +hen the effects of differences in frequency of

appearance are extracted from the data, the
di fferences in threshold disappear.
(2) The experimental situation in which Mc3innies used

a female assistant would tend to promote inhibltion
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of overt report of the taboo words eliciting strong
GSR's. This would constitute voluntary refusal to
express verbally the nature of the ilmmedliate per-
ceptual experience, rather than the effect of any
genuine subliminal blocking processes.
A corollary possibility 1s that the heightened GSR's
with the taboo words may have been due to conflict between
the desire to cooperate with the experimenter's instructions

and the urge to inhibit the verbal communication of the taboo

word,

Further investigation of discrimination without aware-

ness. An interim report on a study by McCleary and Lazarus
(12) was provided by these investigators as further evidence
that observers csive discriminatory (GSR) responses when con-
fronted with visual stirmull presented tachlstoscopicelly at
suhthreshold durations, The implied perceptual process has
been termed by them "subeception." 1In thelr ingenious study,
nonsense syllables were utilized as stimull, with the ten
syllables used with each subject divided into two groups of
five each., The ten syllables thus paired were equated in
terms of the number of times eacn word of each pair was used
and the number of times it was recognized during a 100
response equation period of practice for each sutject. One
group of the experimental syllables used with each individual

was conditioned to electric shock, using partial reinforcement,
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to the point where consistent conditioned responses were
obtained. During test administrations of the ten syllables,
the subjJects showed a rellable tendency to greater GSR at

subthreshold durations in response to the syllables palred

with shock. Of additional interest was the observation that
when the accuracy of recognition for the two groups of
syllables at each of the five exposure speeds used was
equated for the frequency with vhich the syllables had been
employed, the shock-cond tioned syllables were recognized

more accurately than the others, with four out of the five

first subjects used. However, a later report (8) revealed
that additional experimentation did not substantiate thls
trend - that in fact no si/nificant adifference was dem-
onstrated between the accuracy of 1dentiflication of shock

as compared to non-shock paired syllables at various ex-

posure speeds.

Generalization effects with perceptual defense., In a

very recent experiment designed by the senlior author as a
"ollow-up of his stuédy concerned with emotionall ty and per-
ceptual defense (1lly), McGinnles and Sherman (15) have
investigated further the hypothesis that perceptual defense
represents a genulne interference or temporary repression of
perceptual nature rather than merely suppression of verbal
report. Eighteen ostensibly neutral words, each five letters

in length and with approximately the same frequency rating
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in terms of the Thorndike-Lorge list (27), and four of the
soclally taboo words used in the previous experiment were
employed in this study. They are as follows: bitch, brand,
cable, flush, frock, glide, grind, hound, legal, lucky,
outer, penis, phone, quest, ranch, raped, rider, scent,
spray, towel, weave, and whore. The subjects used were
twenty naive male college undergraduates. The words were
exposed tachistoscoplcally, with eight palrs of the words
being shown to each subject. The first words presented in
four of the palrs were neutral words, whereas in the remain-
ing palirs, the inltial word was one of the taboo words. 1In
all of the palrs, the second word exposed was a neutral
word. In each pair, the first word was shown for a period
lon> enough to insure correct i1dentification by all subjects.
The second word of the pair was shown at much more rapild
exposure settings.

The following procedure was observed. The first word
was exposed at a duration of approximately two seconds, and
immediately thereafter, the second word of the palr was ex-
posed for .0l seconds. If the second word was not identified,
the first word of the palr was again presented for the two-
second period, and immediately followed by the second word
of the pair, this time exposed for .02 seconds. This
routine was continued, with the exposure period for the
second word of the palr belng increased in increments of .0l

seconds to the point of recognition. Three palrs of the
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neutral words were similarly presented before the test runs
for practice purposes. The pairing was random, with a dif-
ferent order belng used for each subject.

In general, the duration thresholds for the neutral
words which followed the exposure of taboo words were greater
than those obtained for neutral words preceded by other
neutral words. The differences between the thresholds of
these two groups of neutral words were significant at the
.01 level of confidence. However, the proportion of hypoth-
eses made (number of hypotheses made by the sub ject to each
stimulus word, divicded by the total number of exposures to
the point of recocnition) was approximately the same for both
neutral and "critical" pairs. The results with respect to
the duration thresholds were interpreted as supporting the
assumption that the actual perceptual threshold 1s affected
by embarrassment or anxlety producing stimuli, with the
raised thresholds of the second words of eacih palr due to
a generalizetion of perceptual defense effects rather than

mere suppression of verbal report.
Differences of Opinion and Criticlism

Not all of the experiments designed to test the
postulated effect of motivational determinants on perception
have lent as much support to the various hypotheses regarding
thelr characteristics or effects as have those already

mentioned, nor has there been an absence of polnted criticism.
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On the baslis of thelr own investigations, Klein, Schlesinger
and Neister (6) believe that the discriminatory error found
in thelr research which involved estimeting and matching
physical attributes of stimull with value connotations,
could not be unequivocally attributed to the influence of
value aspects of the stimull employed. They suggest the
advisablility of returning to individual variations, per-
ceptual organization, and ego structures as areas of fund-
amental importance in the study of perception. Luchins (11)
decries the emphasis on the hypothetical and deducti ve
approaches to the problem, to the neglect of inductive ob-
servation and investigation. In additlion, he stresses the
importance of field conditions and the desirability of for-
saking the tachistoscope in favor of techniques in closer

conjunction to everyday life and the clinliec.

Studies Casting Doubt on the Generality of the

Results of the Foregoins Experiments

Word frequency vs. personal values in visual duratlon

thresholds. Recently, Solomon and Howes (26) conducted what

was, in effect, a replication of the earlier experiment done
by Postman, Eruner, and McGinnies (19) using the Allport-
Vernon Scale and tachistoscopic presentation of representative
value symbols. They used words actually selected from the
Allport-Vernon test, and compared with them the perception cf

synonyms or cognate words not differin;: greatly from them in
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numbers of letters but considerably discrepant in terms of
frequency - the matched cognates were all much less common
words, in terms of Thorndike - Lorge (27) frequency ratings.
The results bear attention.

Their date showed no indication of systematic variastion
of duration thresholds with value scores, but dld reveal thne
definite influence of frequency. The difference between the
mean thresholds for the frequent end infrequent words was
appreciatle, with the infrequent words exhibiting considerably
greater variation in mean thresholds as a functicn of value
renks than did the frequent words. Whlle the results do not
bear out those obtained by Postman, Bruner, anc MeGinnles in
sirnificant degree, a trend seems in evicence pointing
toward lower thresholds for words representing the high
value ranks, but the authors point out that the evidence for

the operation of emotional determinants in visual duration

thresholds 1s inconclusive.

Perceptual selectivity with names of tralts regarded as

desirable or undesirable. In another study dealing with

perceptual selectivity as influenced by value, Postman and
Leytham (20) employed trait names as stimull, presenting
these tachistoscoplcally on a screen. Not only did their
data provide no evidence for the faster recognition of traits
rate¢ by the subjects as desirable, but these names were 1in

fact identified more slowly t:ian others exposed. The
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writers pointed out that the cases of heightened sen-
sitivity to positively valued stimuli in psychological
research are matched by reports of lowered thresholds for
negative and threstening objects. In essence, however,
they contended that it 1s the intensity rather than the
nature of the consequences which 1s the important element

in establishing the degree of motivational support for a
perceptual hypothesis.

Task completion and 1ts effect on perceptual sen-

sitivity to stimull symbolic of the task. Postman and

Solomon (21) have endeavored to test the hypothesis that
stimuli symbolic of completed and incompleted tasks will
influence percepticn differently. They made no speclfic pre-
diction as to the direction of the difference, assuming

that thie would be a function of the individual subject's
attitude toward completion or incomple tion of the task, 1in
particular when hls task performance represented success or
failure to him. For their group of subjects as a whole, no
significant gifferences were obtalned hetween symhols of
completed and of incompleted tactks, but the majority of in-
dividual subjects did deviate significantly in the cdirection

of lowered thresholds for elither success or fajilure words.

A relationship between personality dynamics and audltory

perception. Lazarus, Eriksen, and Fonda (7) reported the

results of a study in which they attempted to examine the
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relationship between performance on a sentence completion
task and the perception of sentences with sexual, aggressive,
and neutral reference, partially masked by nolse, on a wire
recording. They found positive correlations of .Lé6 to .7l,
significant beyond the .0l level when evaluated via Flsher's
z, between the sentence completion test responses and the
perceptual accuracy for sentences concerned with sex and
hostility. Two basic types of reactions were observed:
(1) High accuracy in perception, accompanied by ready
verball zation; and
(2) 1low accuracy with minimal verbalization and block-
ing.

Individuals were found to be consistent with both.

Summary

The recent intensification of interest in experimentally
investigating the role and nature of motivational deter-
minants of perception has stimulated ingenlious experimenta-
tion and provocative hypotheses. Proponents of motivational
determrinants as lmportant factors 1n perception have been
led to the postulation of intervenling processes such as
perceptual defense and subception. These have been invoked
in attempts to relate differences observed in the perceptual
thresholds for high and low valued stimull, socially taboo
and neutral stimull, shock-associated and non shock-assoclated

stimuli, to differences in motivational connotations these



-18-

stimull are assumed to have had for the subjects. Other
investigators have found no significant differences in per-
ceptual thresholds which they could relate to differences

in value, degree of task completion, and simllar motivation-
al variables symbolized by the stimulli. Instead, thelr cdata
have suggested variations in response availabillty on the
basis of prior familiarity with the stimulil as being one
significant factor in the differences of thresholds which
have been observed. Unccntrolled variations in experimental
field conditions have 8lso teen suggested as responsible for
results obtained. Thus, the nature and role of motivational
determinants of visual perception, ard the existence and
character of the intervening variables postulated to account
for the observed phenomena remaln controversial,

In short, the investigator in the field of the relation-
ship of visual durstion thresholds to motivational factors
1s confronted with a number of alternative conceptions:

(1) Duration thresholds of motivationally "loaded"
stimull are different from those of neutral
stimulil,

(2) Duration thresholds of motivationally loaded
stimuli are not different from those of neutral
stimuli.

(3) Vhen motivationally loaded stimuli have tbeen ob-
served to have different thresholds from those

observed with neutral stimuli, the cifference 1is
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not a function of the motivational element, but
of uncontrolled experimental field conditions
which have blased the results in the predicted
direction.

(L) Duration thresholds of motivationally loaded
stimuli are different from those of neutral
stimull, but only when the motivational element
acte in conjunction with certain other variables.
It 1s the interaction of two or more variables,
each accentuating the effects of the others,
which i1s responsible for the differences, which
do not occur prominently when the motivational
element acts singly. The other variables thus
limit the range under which the differential
thresholds are exhiibited and define more specific-
ally the charascter of the motivational stimull
which procduce thls effect.

The last alternative provides a general frame of

reference for the problem to be presented and for the mode

of approach.,



THE PROBLEM

The writer's main interest in investigating the
phenomenon of rail sed duration threshclcds with certaln types
of stimull involved the conviction that the topliec could be
explored frultfully in somewhat closer assocliation to actual
life situations than was the case with the experiments
previously described. The question was raised, would not
this phenomenon be expected to occur most forcefully and
definitely with symbols representing partlcularly sallent
experiences for the individual, if 1t occurred at all?
Further, 1f one may accept the conditioning of nonsense
syllables with electric shock as a paradigm of assoclative
learning with unpleasant or fear-provoking life situations,
could not one also expect an individual to react uncon-
sciously or subliminaely to verbal symbols assoclated with
actual past experiences under situations of this nature?
WWwould not one, in fact, expect perceptual defense phenomensa
to be at least as apparent with symbols particularly
relevant to the individual in terms of his own learning
experiences and personal associations as with those chosen
because of the a priori assunption of their culturally
stereotyped characters as symbols of the soclally taboo?

=20=-
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To demonstrate the operation of the process of
perceptual defense, one must show that the duration thres-
holde for the critical stimuli are hicher than those ob-
served for otherwise equated stimuli of neutral character.
The nature of the motivation which provides the stimulus
employec with 1ts response arousing power must be specified,
and its existence determined independently of the prin-
cipal experimental procedure contemplated. Within this
framework, a twofold problem was suggested for investigation:

(1) That of testing the primary hypothesis that

perceptual defense would occur with words of
idiosyncratically unpleasant significance for
the indivicdual involved. This involved (a)
exploring the'feasibility of using the tachis-
toscepic technique with idiosyncratically
unpleasant and neutral words, equated in terms
of frequency of appearance ln general reading
matter and in number of letters, to investigate
perceptual processes; and (b) developing a proced-
ure to determine words which could reasonably
well be assumed to have definitely unpleasant
significance for the incdividual 1in terms of
whatever they represented to him personally as

a function of their associations for him,
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(2) That of investigating the secondary hypothesis
that pre-recognition responses made to the
idiosyncratically unpleasant words would differ
from tnose made to neutral words equated with
them in terms of frequency and number of letters,
when the difference 1s examined in regard to the
frequencies of structurally similar, structurally
unlike, nonsense and part responses.

The primary hypothesis, of perceptual defense, was
utilized as the focal point of the experimental design.
Specifically it had been hypothesized that for words of
idiosyncraticeaelly unpleasant connotation to the group
members, the duration thresholds woulc be significantly
hirsher than those observed for words of ostensibly neutral
emotional reference, matched with the unpleasant words in
terms of number of letters and Thorndike-Lorge frequency
ratings. "Duration threshold", for reasons to te explalned,
is used in this study to apply to the number of exposures
up to and including the point of word identification,
rather than to the timer setting employed at the point of
recognition,

The secondary hypothesis was that there would be signif-
1 cant differences between the frequencies of structurally
similar, structurally unlike, nonsense, and part responses
elicited by the unpleasant words and those elicited by the

neutral words. Since 1t was of interest to deal with
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interactions of a number of other variables which could

concelvably act to promote or inhibvit the phenomena ob-

served by Pruner, Postman, McGinnies, and their fellow-

workers (1lly, 15, 19 and 20), five subsidiary hypotheses

were developed in order that treatment of the data might
be rendered more systematic and effective. 1In thess

hypotheses, the differences predicted were in terms of the

relationship between the unpleasant words and neutral or

"control" words equated in number of letters and frequency.

The following subsidiary hypothe ses were proposed:

(1) That words selected as strongly disliked, on the
basis of composite welghted scores in terms of
peer group ratings, would have greater duratl on
thresholds than those selected on the basis of
the same criteria as comparatively mildly dis-
liked.

(2) That there would be significant differences
between the duration thresholds for unpleasant
words selected as strongly soclally taboo on the
basis of prediction ratings by clinical psychol-
ogists, and those for unpleasant words selected
as mildly or not taboo, the thresholds belng
zreater with the fommer.

(3) That unpleasant words rated as least-liked by
individual subjects would have greater duration

thresholds than would unpleasant words rated as
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(5)

-2~
next least-lliked.
That there would be significant differences
between the duration thresholds for uncommon
unple asant words and those for common unpleasant
words, with the former belng less rapidly per-
celved. On the basis of this hypothesi s, the
differences in threshold between uncommon un-
ple asant words and their matched control words
were predicted to be greater than those between
common unpleasant words and their controls.
That there would be sicnificant differences
between the duration thresholds for lons un-
ple asant words and those for short unpleasant
words, the thresholds belng higher with the
former. On the basis of this hypothe=sis, 1t was
predicted that the differences 1n thresholds
between unpl=asant and control words would be
greater with the long than with the short words.
The rationale for thlis and the preceding hypoth-
esls was that with very short or common
unple asant words, there would be such rapid
recoenition that motivational deteminants should
be less effective than with longer or relatively
uncommon words, assumed to be of somewhat more

ambizuous appearance at very rapld exposures.



THE SELECTION OF STIMULUS WORDS
Methods Investigated

In order to investigate the role played by motivational
determinants in the perception of tachlistoscopically presented
unpleasant words, the first step was to develop a method for
finding suitable stimuli. As has been indicated, what were
needed were words which could reasonably well be assumed to
have definitely unpleasant significance for the individual
sub ject, in terms of whatever they represented to him per-
sonally as a function of thelr associations for him,., Further,
it was necessary that these words be sultable for presenta-
tion within the framework of the experimental design - they
had to be words for which it was possible to find a measure
ol frequency of appearance in the form of reading material
(their recognition was to be a reading task), since it was
essential that control words equated in terms of number of
letters and frequency be selected for them. This consid-
eration ruled o1t the use of any words consldered profane or
obscene which did not appear fairly frequently in print and
had thus evaded the compilers of the Thorndike-Lorge word
list (27), the criterion measure for frequency used through-

out the study. The exclusion of such words did not appear

-25-
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to constitute any appreciable handicap in finding sul table
stimull, since at no time was the assumption made that the
words used were necessarily the most forceful or most
disagreeable words within the individual sub jectt!'s vocab-
ulary. It was desirable, however, to approximate this
extreme as closely as seemed feasible for each prospective
subject.

In the search for an adequate tecinigque for finding
suitable stimuli, words selected by five different methods
were considered and examined. In the first technique,
words were abstracted from clinical folders of delusional
neuropsychiatric patients as symbolizing stabllized delu-
sional systems of unple asant nature. In the second method,
words were selected on the basis of the subject's responses
to specific items in the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
Inventoryl - responses suggesting fearful or avoidant
tendencles toward environmental stimulil or stimulus sit-
uations, thus assumed to be unpleasant to him. Since nelther
of these two techniques was finally considered satisfactory
for the purpose under consideration, they were discarded as
far as the experiment was concerned, amd no further consid-

eration will be accorded them here.

IS, R. Hathaway and J. C. McKlnley, Manual for tne
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventorv, 1951 revision,
The Psychological Corporation, New York, 31 pp.
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The three other techniques which were investigated

were the following:

(1) Words were chosen by the writer on the basis of
his inferences made to a subject's responses to
a specially developed questionnaire (Appendix 1).

(2) Vords were selected by the writer on the basis of
his inferences made to a subject!s responses to a
sentence completion test (Appendix 2).

(3) Words were rated by the subject as those least
liked of a 1list of words previously indicated as
definitely unpleasant by a peer group (Appendeces
4 and 6).

Each of these techniques was subsequently employed and

will be considered in grcater detall as follows.,

The questionnaire. The need for an adequate methoc of

identifyving words of i1diosyncretically unpleasant signif-
icance sultable for use as tachistoscopic stimuli still
remained, and a number of other techniques were tentatively
considered. The possibllity of developlinz a questionnaire
specifically designed to explore situations and experiences
which had bteen as® ciated with personal discomfort or trauma
of one kind or another was attractlive, since it seemed to
promise a more direct amnd economical solulion to the problem

than had elther of ths techniques already examined.
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A questionnaire (Appendix I) of nineteen items was
devised. The questlonnaire was introduced with the follow-

ing instructions mimeographed at the top:

In requesting you to fill out thlis questionnalre
as carefully anmd honestly as possible, we are
asking your cooperation in gathering material to
be used later in a psychological experiment. We
wish to study certain things which most people
like and others which they dislike, and we hope

to learn more about how they react to these feel=-
ings. Take as much time as you feel 1s necessary.

All answers will, of course, be held strictly
confidential,

The questionnaire included items regarding objects and
experiences of both pleasant and disagreeable nature,
although only the latter were of real intercst within the
framework of the studv. The questions covered such elements
as lines of work liked and disliked, animals liked or found
disagrceable or repulsive, and various percsonal experilences,
actual or potential, which the subject might consider pleas-

ins, 1irritating, embarrassing, frightening, etc.

The sentence completion test. Ccncurrently, the writer

had teen involved in another research project employing a
battery of psychological tests, among which was the Adams
Sentence Completion Test (Appendix 2). On the basls of the
inspection of test responses of a number of patlents, it was

decided to try out this technique for the purposes of the
study.
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The sentence completion test was considered in this
connection, because it seemed to have the possibility of
covering a wide range of problems to which the patient was
almost forced to respond In his own terms, 1f he responded
at all., In this respect, it resembled the Rorschach and
Te A. T., yet the responses obtained were often sufficiently
limited in scope to suggest specific words as representative
symbols for them. The particular test adopted for trial is
one of sixty-one items, constructec with a simple vocabulary
so that it is easily comprehended while providing a minimum
of information for the subject to use as a frame of reference
for his responses. The items themselves were considered of
sulitable character for the purpose, and the comparatively
limited number of non-relevant items was an addltional

desirable feature.

The peer group word list. The need for some method to

include more words likely to be idiosyncratically unpl easant
to a major proportion of the experimental sample still
remained, however. It was felt that the coverage of un-
pleasant objects, words, and situations could be profitably
enlarged, and this provoked tre development of the fifth
technique examined - the "peer group word list.”

Since it was obvious that any of the unpleasant words
used to test the hypothels ol perceptual defense and related

phenomena in the experiment would be limited to the confines



of the Thorndike-Lorge list (27), the scheme of using this
list as the basic source of stimulus words seemed not im-
practical, Accordingly, the word 1list was examined care-
fully, and 955 words were selected by the writer as being
in his opinion ccnceivably unpleasant to a sizable number
of individuals. These words were roughly divided into four
groups (240, 240, 239, and 236 words respectively) on a
random basis, and each subgroup was then mimeographed on
a separate sheet (Appendix 3). To each sheet was attached
a small slip of paper bearinz the following instructions:
When people talk to one another, they do so with
words which may mean pleasant or unpleasant things.
When a person talks to a doctor or a psychologlist, he
talks atout his protlems and uses words which often
mean unpleasant things. Ve are interested in finding
more about how people react to the unpleasant words
which they use and hear. In order to do so, we need
to find words which a ¢great many people feel are un-
pleasant. Please read through this list and put a
check in front of any woré¢ which you find you definitely
dislike. The word may Le unpleasant because of the way
it looks, the way 1t sounds, or what 1t represents. Do
not mark any words which yvou do not know or fully under-

stand. Your opinions will be held confidential and
your name 1s not required.

The lists of words were then clstributed to forty-nine
patients of the Veterans Administration Hospital at Saginaw,
Michigan, a general medical and surgical instaellation.
Sixteen members of the hospitel staff, nine of vhom were
attendants, were also employec as judges, with a few of
these indivicusls mak ingz selections from all four of the

sub~-group lists, over a period of time. In all, eighty-four
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of the lists were inspected and checked, with each subgroup
being examined by at least twenty-one individuals. The
frequency with which each of the 955 words had been checked
was tabulated, and each worc selected bty five or more
individuals (as definitely disliked) was used to compile
a composite 1list of 96 words (Appendix l). The ccmposite
list was mimeogrephed with the following instructions:

Look over the following words ard select the five
words which you like least. Mark a 1 in front of the
word you lilke least of all, & 2 in front of the word
you like next least, a 3 in front of the word you like
third least, and so on until you have 1ndicated the
five words you like least in the order of their un-
pleasantness for you. Make your choices from all the
words listed below, those typed on the list as well as
those mimeographed. Ignore any word which you do not
recognize or which 1s unfamillar to you.

Since no assumption was made that the words to be used
in the tachistoscoplc presentation were of any specific
degree of unpleasantness (they were acceptable so long as
they could be assumeé to be "definitely unpleasant"), and
since in any event, only five words were to be rated as
least liked from & list of ninety-six words selected as dl s-
liked by members of a fairly uniform cultural group, the use
of rigorous criteria for selection of the 65 judges did not
seem warranted,

The peer group word list ceme to be the tasic technique

utilized in the study. The reference in the direction for

reting typed words as well ac those which were mimeographed
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was developed in regard to those words which were added

to the list on the basis of inferences made to responses to
the questionnaire and the sentence completion test. These
three techniques, the questionnaire, sentence completion
test, and word list, were used with the first sixteen hospital
subjects prepared for the tachistoscoplic procedure. Inspect-
jon of the incividual subjects' cholces of the words rated
numbers one and two on the augmented word list - the only
unpleasant words used in the tachistoscope - revealec that
out of the thirty-two cnolces, thirty had been drawn from

the mimeograesphed cection of the list, and only two had been
elicited on the btasis of cuestionnaire and test responses,.
Recause of the rapld turn-over of hospitallzed patiente, it
was often difficult to maintaln contact with subjects long
enough to complete the testing process, and the use of the
questionneaire and sentence completion test necessltated an
additional interview period to those required for the remain-
cer of the procedure. Therefore, it was decided to use the
questionnal re and sentence completion test only vhen time
permitted, and to rely upon the ninety-six words of the

peer group word llst ac the basic technlique.
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Surmary

In the search for an adequate technique for finding

stimulus words for the contemplated experiment, words

selccted by the following methods were consldered and

exemined:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Words abstracted from clinical folders of delu-
sional neuropsychlatric patients as representative
of stabllized delusionel systems of unpleasant
nature.

Words selected on the basis of the subject's
responses to specific items in the ¥MPI - re-
sponses suggesting fearful or avoidant tend-
encles toward environmental stimulil or stimulus

si tuations, thus assumed to be unpleasant to him.
Viords chosen by the experimenter on the basis of
his inferences macde to a subject's responses to a
specially developed questionnaire.

iords selected by the experimenter on the basis of
his inferences made to a subject's responses to a
sentence completion test.

Words rated by the subject as those least liked of

a 1list of words previously indicated as definitely

unpleasant by a peer groupe.

The last technicue was adopted as the basic method

employed in the study.



PREPARATIONS FOR THE EXPERIMENT
Special Problems

The primary purpose of the pre-experimental contacts
with contemplated subjects was to determine the specific
unpleasant words to te used as stimuli with them. The
decision to use as the criterion of unpleasantness the
subject's own verbal report raised certain difficulties
wnich had to be clrcumvented in one way or another. A
problem of major proportions, as has been the case with so
many psvchological experiments, was that concerned with the
necessity of keeping the subject relatively nalve as to the
actual purpose of the experiment. Viere he to realize that
the words he selected as least liked would later be exposed
to him tachistoscopically in an attempt to determine the
effect of personal factors in his perception of the word, it
appears highly likely that these words would gain particular
salience for him, apart from that due to trelir unpleasant
connotation. One would predict that under such circumstances,
the mention of the tachistoscope alone would tend to rein-
state ascociations with the word which woculd tend to lower
the duration thresholc for it sierniflcantly; the subject

would, in effect, be looking for the word, and ordinarily
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minimal cues could have pronounced and unambiguous meaning
for him when the word was exposed,

A second problem involved no assoclation with the
tachistoscope itself. It was simply concerned with the
point that under the limitations of time during which each
subject might be avallable, especlally within the hospltal
situation, learning effects generated in the rating of the
woréds might carry over to the occarsion of the tachistoscopic
adninistration, despite the fact that the subject might have
no specific knowledge of the experimental sequence nor any
set for anything at all to follow the lnitlial contact. Such
learning would be especially prone to occur when emotionally
loaded material was concerned, and particularly when references
mizsht be made to such material in not one but a number of
psychometric techniques (another consideration against the
use of the questionnalire and sentence completion test, in
addition to the word 1list).

Even the fact that all contacts with the experimenter,
for purpoces of defining the stimull as well as for the
actual test runs, might take place 1n the same room, with
the same administrator, was ccnduclve tec the relinstatement
of various cues which could ccnceivably alffect the experiment-
al results. While 1t was impossible to contrecl all of these
factors perfectly, certain measures were ecopted in the

attempt to cope vwith the major cilfficulties which were

foreseen.
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The Hospital Group

Inlitial contacts with the subjects. The first group

of subjects employed were patients of the Saginaw Veterans
Admini stration Hospital. All of these subjJects were seen
in the writer's office, which was to serve as the exper-
imental 1laboratory as well., The subjects could be class-
ified into two groups on the basis of the nature of the
writer's initial contact with them. Eicht of the thirty-two
had been referred to the writer for psycholcgical evaluation;
gix of there had been referred as skin disorder cases in
connection with a research project concerned with der-
matological difficulties with possihble psychosomatic implica-
tions. The remaining twenty-four subjects were simply
reguested by ward personnel to report to the writert's office
gt schecduled times. Thus, In the case of the first eight,
psycholorical rapport had been alreacdy establi shed, and the
rating of the words, the use of the questionnaire, and the
precsentation of the sentence completion test were accomplished
against a background of other psychological examinations -
the korschach, the Fender-Gestalt, and other standard
psychometric tools.

With the other twenty-four subjects, the entire proced-
ure would have been meaningless and perhaps even somewhat
threatenines, had not a plausible rationale been provided.

Since the coopermtion of these subjects was important, even
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after the actual testing was concluded, the maintenance

of good relations with them was given constant attention;
widespread release of the nature of the actual oprocedure
would have rendered the resizlts obtained with other, then
non-nalve, subjects suspect and probtably unrelisatrle. For
these reasons, each non-referral sutject was acquainted in
a few brief worcds wilth the skin ¢disorcer research pro ject
concurrertly in progress, and then askzed whether he would
volunteer as a control subject. It was exvlainecd to him
that hics contribution woulc involve takling a few snort
psychological tests, extending at the most over a week and
g half and necessitating three or possibly four meetings
with the psychologist. In no cases, was there refusal; in
many cases, the subjects volced the conviction that this

would help pass the time, which apparently hung rather heavily

on their hands.

Selectines the stimulus words. As soon as the coop-

eraticn of the subject had been enlisted, he was given a
copy of the peer group worc llst to rate, or vhen it was
consldered that circumstances and time would permit, he was
administered the Acdams Sfentence Completicn Test and the
specially devised and mimeograevhed questionnaire (this was
accomplished with slxteen of the thirty-two subjects). In
respect to the word rating, Iif the subject expressed his

cifficulty in establishinz a frame of reference for
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disliking the words, it was suggested to him that the
words themselves were merely black marks on a white back-
ground, and that whatever the words signified to him was
probably a function of hls own acquaintance with them.

If the subject had filled out the sentence completion
test and questionnaire during his first meeting with the
psychologist, he was administe;ed the word list, augmented
by whatever additional words his responses to the first two
instruments sececmed to imply to the experimenter. The
additional words, lncidentally, were typed at the bottom of
the mimeographed 1list, usinz the same typewriter and spacingc
employed in cutting the mimeograph stencil and thus rendering
the difference In appearance between the mimeographed and

typed words relatively small,

Selecting the control words. As soon after the words

on the list had been rated as was feaslble, those words

ratec number one and two, the least liked and next least
liked, were recorded, and control words for each were
celected from the Thorndlke-Lorge list (27). 1In each case,
the control words selected were of the same number of letters
as the unpleasant word with which they were teing matched.
wach control word was one which appeared to have no partic-
ular pocsitle emotional connotation of any consequence, in
the writer's opinion. Pecause of the recognlized fallibllity

of that criterion, and tecause of the possibility of such
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worcs possessing rare but significant idlosyncratic affect-
ive loading for the subject, four control words were selected
for each unpleasant word. Nearly all control words were
matched exactly with the critical word in terms of 1its
numerical Thorndike-Lorge rating. In the few cases when it
appeared impossible to match four control words with the
unpleasant word while observing all three criteria (affective
neutrality and equality in letters and frequency rating), the
last criterion was relaxed to the extent where a control word
with the next greater or smaller numerical frequency rating
was acceptible. In such case, however, this devliation was
balanced by a deviation in the opposing cdirection in another
of the control words. Viords which met all of the criteria
but appeared to have markedly esoteric meanings were avoided.

The writer 1s well aware of the fact that structural
differences in the matched words were not belng controlled.
Unfortunsately, as Potter (23) and others have polnted out,
while differences distinsulshed between one word and another
are easily described, little is understood about the pro-
cecsses of discrimination whereby the distinctions are drawn.
One resture in tinis direction was made, however. Whenever
it was possible to do so, while observing the other three
criteria for selection of control words, unpleasant words
with two 1identical letters juxtaposed were matched with
control words with the same arrangement. In this wav, for

the word, "nigcger," the control word, "ballet," was employed

as one of four,
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Controls for possible learning effects. In an attempt

to equalize for learning effects conceivably occurring in
regard to the two unpleasant words when they were rated, the
elght control words were shortly thereafter presented to the
subject, on the day following the rating whenever this was
feasible. The control words were also administered in the
context of a rating procedure, in which the subject was re-
gquired to indicate the elisht words he liked least fiom a
list of thirty-one (Appendix 5). Twenty-three of the words
had been selected under the assumption that they would have
a relatively pleasing connotation to most people - they in-
cluded such words as: reward, considerate, vacation,
attractive, delicious, amusing, etc. The other eight words
of the list were, of course, the control words. More often
than not, &as had been the aim behind the design of the list,
the control words were the majority of words checked as
least liked.

Following the administration of this list, at least six
days and in most cases more were allowed to elapse., At the
end of this period, the subject was used to test out the main

hypotheses of the study, with the tachlstoscope.
The College Group

Use of a college group. In accordance with the exper-

imental design originally set up for the study, the use of

two similar groups of hospital subjects had been contemplated -
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as cross validation rather than as experimental and contrcl
samples. It soon became apparent that possible iInfluences
on experimental results of learning and cue reinstatement
ari sing from the use of the subject's verbal indication as
the criterion of unpleasantness of prospective experimental
stimulli, and from the procedures used to identify such
stimulli, would be difficult to control with assurance. VWhen
the apparent superiority of the peer group word list as a
technique for defining the iciosyncratically unpleasant
words was demonstrated (thirty out of the first thirty-two
words chosen were drawn from the standardized mimeographed
word list rather than from the presumably personally relevant
augmentations typed on it), the possibility of using a group
technique in selecting these stimulus words received atten-
tion. While responses to the sentence completion test and
the questionnaire often directly involved ocontemporaneous and
highly personal material, such was not the case with the word
list, in which the motivational determinant s frequently
seemed to function indirectly. Thus, while i1t was considered
advisable to 1limit+t the use of the test and the questionnalre
to the individual interview situation, no such restriction
was felt necessitated by the rating procedure of the word
list. This was the essential consideration which prompted
the decision to use & college roup as the second sample.

Certain other advantagzes, however, 8l so seemed to

accrue from the use of the non-hospital population. It would
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provide some indication as to the genersality of any
results observed in the hospital sample and would al so
provide a more sultable basls for comparison of findings
with those of other lnvestigations using college sub jects.
In acdition 1t made possible the economy of the adminis-
trator's time and energy inherent in the use of the group
technique as compared to that involving individual testing.
Moreover the fact that a college population was a relatively
stable one in terms of avallabllity for testing and retest-
ing over a sizeable period of time appeared to be a distinct
asset. At the same time, from the point of view of
mechanics of test administration, 1t seemed possible in the
college situation to devise procedures wherebdy the element
of cue similarity between the circumstances of stimulus
determination and those of the tachistoscoplc presentation
would be minimal. Thus, consideration was given to develop-
ing an experimental design using college subjects, in which
the rating of the word list would appear to have no connect-
ion with the tachlistoscopic procedures, and in which there
would be a sufficient time interval between the two to
provide reasonable assurance agalinst the probability of
learning factors significantly influenclinz experimental

results.

Developing a college peer group word list. Because of

probable differences in intellisence, education, socio-economic

level, and general cultural attributes which could be
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presumed to exist between the members of the hospi tal
group and those of the college sample, the use of the same
peer group word list for both populations seemed inadvis-
able. Accordingly, the followlng procedures were instituted.

The 955 words abstracted from the Thorndike-Lorge 1list
and mimeographed in four portions (Appendix 3) were admin-
i stered to students in six elementary psychology classes
at Michigan State College. The directions clipped to the
l1ists of words were i1dentical to those used with the Saginaw
patients, requesting the students to check any words which
they definitely disliked for any or a number of reasons.
In this manner, 53 judgments were obtained in regard to the
words on each of three of the four lists, while 54 judgments
were obtained on the fourth. On the baslis of the frequency
with which the various words had been indicated as definitely
disliked, @& composite 1list of the 196 words checked by twelve
or more judges was compiled and mimeographed (Appendix 6).
It was considered that the iIntellectual level and reading
skills of the college ¢roup could be assumed to be above
thhat of the hospital patients used previously, and that
therefore, a longer list of words tc te rated, covering as
wide a range of unpleasant words as feaslible, could be used
without the danger of producing excessive fatigue or boredon.
The words themselves were of sufficiently stimuleting nature,

it was assumed, to tend to reduce these effects to & level
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considerably lower than that which micht have been observed

with nonsencse syllables, for example.
The new rating lists bore the followline directions:

Please read these instructions carefully:
Look over the followinc- words ami select the five
words you like least. bIark the number, 1, in front
of the one word you like least of all the words.
Next, mark a 2 in front of the word you like next
least. Now mark a 3 iIn front of the word you like
next least, and so on until you have indicated the
five words you like least, in order of their un-
pleasantness for you., You may find them unpl easant
because of their appearance, their scund, what they
represent or remind you of, or for any number of
these or other reasons. VFhen you have finicshecd,
you should have five, and only five words marked,
each with a different number. An explanstion for
this procedure will be supplied you later in the
course.,

Selecting the stimulus word. The word list developed

for the college students was then administered to two
clasces in elementary psychology which had not participated
in the compllation. In the case of one of these classes,
the word lists were re-rated after a perilod of five weeks,
The per cent of agreement in terms of all filve of the words
rated as least liked was 45%, on the bhasis of ratings by
thirty-nine students. The agreement in respect to words
rated numbers one and two only, the words selected as
prcspective stimulus words, was 34%. Since the ratings
were made from 196 words, all of which had been selected by
peer groups as definitely unpleasant to at least a quarter
of the judges, the agreement cannot be regarded in the same

terms applied to common measures of test-retest rellabllity.
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It is felt that the percentages of agreement obtained
represent a significant degree of stability in the choices
of unpleasant words, particularly since many of the shifts
from the first judgment to the second were to synonyms or
coznate words, not taken into account in the percentage
calculations,

It was from the second class to whom the word lists had
been administered that the college subjects for the tachis-
toscopic procedure were drawn. The process of recording the
words rated with numbers one and two, and the subseqguent
selection of four neutral control werds equated with the un-
pleasant worcds in number of letters and frequency rating was
identical to that followed with the hospltel subjects.

After a period of at least two and a half weeks had
elapced since the adminlistration of the word list for rating,
appointments were scheduled for indivicual meetings with
prospective subjects for the announced purpose of a "vision
experiment." The experimenter was identified by name before
the meetings took place, and the experiment was conducted
in a small room with which none of the subjects had had
previous contact. Neilther the names of the apparatus nor of
the experimenter had been mentioned in connection with the
rating of the words, nor was the experimenter present at any
time during the presentation or collection of the lists,
so the possibility of his being connected with the ratings

was remote.
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After the tachistoscopic runs had been completed

with all subjects, a brief mimeogravhed brochure explaining
the background and purpose of the experiment was pasced out
to each student who had acted as a judge in selection of the
words compiled into the word list or who had actually rated
the completed word llist. A snhort four item questionnaire
was attached to the back of the brochures civen to members
of the class from which participants in the tachistoscoplic

tests had teen drawn (Appendix 7). This questionnaire con-

sisted of the following itenms:

(1) Did you know that vision experiment was connected
with the ratings, before you saw any of the words
in the tachistoscope? If not,

(2) Did you have any idea that the two might be
connected before you saw the words in the techis-
toscope? If not,

(3) Did you realize that the two were connected after
seeing the first stimulus (unpleasant) word?

If not,

(L) Did you realize that the two were connected after
seeing both stimulus words?

Comments:

Completed questionnaires were received from thirty of
the tnirty-three students used as sutjects. Twenty-six of
the subjects answered all of the questions in the negative.
One student answered "yes" to questiocn (3), while another
stated that she felt some inclination toward the conclusion
that the rating and taci'istoscope run might have some
connection, after identifying the first unpleazant word.

Three students, including the individual who had had the
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incliination, made the connection after seelng the second

unpleasant word.

Summarx

The decision to use the subject's own verbal report

as the criterion of unpleasantness of the critical test

stimuli raised the necessity of pre-experimental contacts

in each case, With subjects from the hospltal group, the

following mpocedures were observed:

(1)

(2)

(3)

Each patient was interviewed and asked whether he
were willing to volunteer for a research project
which would involve his tsking a few short
psychologlcal tests and necessitating three or
possibly four meetings with the psychologist.

The subject was then asked to rate the peer group
word 1list, or, when it was consicered that cir-
cumstances and time would perrit, he was admin-

i stered the Adams Sentence Completion Test and
the specially devised questionnaire.

If the subject had filled out the sentence comple-
tion test and questionnalre during his first
meeting with the psychologist, during the second
meeting he was administered the worc list aug-
mented by addltional words inferred by the

writer on the basis of the subject's responses

to the test and questionnaire given him previocusly.
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(4) Four control words, matched in number of letters
and frequency rating, were selected by the writer
for each of the two unpleasant words rated
respectively as least liked and next least liked
from the word list by each subject. The ccntrol
words were chosen from the Thorndike-Lorge list
(27) and were all of ostensibly neutrel affective
connotation.

(5) The eight control words chosen for each subject
were then administered to him in combination with
twenty=-three words assumed to be pleasing to most
people. From this comtined 1list of thirty-cne
wo rds, the subject was asked to check the eight
words he llked least. In thles way he was exposed
to the contrcl words in a situation similar to that
involved in his ratins of the unpleasant words.

(6) Six days or more were allowed to elapse and the
tachistoscopic presentation was employed.

With the college subjects, the followlng procedures were

instituted:

(1) A peer group word list was developed for the college
subjects in a manner similar to that employed with
the patlents.

(2) This word list was administered to two college

elementary psychology classes, and after a perilod



(3)

(L)

(5)

(6)

<9~
of five weeks was re-administered to one of
these groups for purposes of estimating the
stability of the ratings.
For each member of the class not re-~administered
the word list, the words rated least liked and
next least liked were recorded, and four matched
control words were selected for each of these
rated words, meeting the same criterlia usec for
control words employed wlth the hospital subjects.
The writer was not present at any of the class
meetings during which the word list was developed
or rated, nor had his name been employec in
connection with any of these procedures.
At least two and one half weeks later, appolntments
were made for incividual meetings with the students
for whose rated words, the control words had been
selectec. The appolntments were macde for what was
described as a "vision test."
The tachlstoscopic presentations were instituted at
the time of the appointments.
After all the sub jects had been run through the
tachistoscopic procedures, a four item question-
naire designed to provicde an estimate of the extent
to which the word ratings and the tachistoscopic
presentation had been assoclatec by the students

was administered to each subject.
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Subjects. Two groups of subjects were selected for

the study. Since no inter-group comparisons were con-
templ ated and since each individual was to serve as his own
control, no procedures of matching individual to individual
or group to group were instituted.

The first group of subjects was made up of thirty-two
male patients at the Veterans Administration hospital at
Saginaw, Michigan. This hospital 1s a general medlcsl and
surgical institution and the patients sel ected had been
hospitalized for a variety of reasons, with dlagnoses cover-
ing such categories as hernias, rheumatoid arithritis, polio
sequelae, fractures, burns, skin conditions, etc. The only
criteria observed in the selection of these subjects were
the following:

(1) That they were to be hospitalized for a period of
at least a week and & half after the time of the
initial contact with the experimenter. Thls was
necessitated by the design of the study, so set
up to minimize as much as possible memory effects
carrying over from the inltisl selection of the
test words to the actual test presentation.

(2) That they were ambulatory or at least wheelchair
-50-
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cases. The apparatus to be used was unsuitable
for bed patients nor was 1t practical to employ
as subjects patients who required assistance from
already heavlily burdened hospital personnel,

(3) That they gave no evidence of being psychotic or
sub ject to intellectual impsairment of the type
found in senile or brain-damaged individuals. 1t
was, of course, desirable that reports of what
was perceived be as reliable as possible.

(44) That they were not afflicted with an obviously
disablin~ visual handicap. No attempt was made
to control for differences in visual aculty and
similar physiological factors, since each indi-
vidual was to serve as his own control and since
{1t was assumed that save for random variations,
such inter-subject differences would remain fairly
constant for all test stimull.

(5) That they could be assumed to bLe reasonably familiar
with the words used as test stimull. This was
determined at the time of the first exposure of
the control words to each individual by simply
asking him if any of the words were new or un-

familiar to him}. Each suhbject was specifically

INone of the words were indicated as being unfamiliar.
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instructed to ignore any words which were

strange or unfamiliar to him in his unpleasant

word ratings, and the control words were

selected to meet the criterion of familiarity

insofar as the experimenter could predict and

choose from the words available which met the

other criteria of length and frequency.
The ages of these patients ranged from twenty-one to sixty-
four, with the majority of these below thirty-five. No
assumptions were made in regard to differences 1n rate or
character of perception as a function of age, intelligence,
soclo~economic status or similar variables, and no attempt
to control for these was made.

The second group of subjects consisted of tnirty-three
college students from one elementary psychologsy class. OF
these, seventeen were male argd sixteen were female., The
assumption was made that all of these subjects would be
familiar with the comparatively common words used as test
stimuli.l The selection of the college students as subjects,
as has been pointed out, was undertaken in the attempt to
avoid the influence of learning and memory factors in the

hospital experimental situation which, because of practical

Twith the possible exception of two words, this proved
to be the case,
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considerations, it seemed difficult to control.2

Equlpment. The lnstrument employed for presentation

of the stimulus words in this study was a Gerbrands Mirror
Tachlstoscope similar to that used by Postman and Bruner
(18, 19) and by McGinnies (1L, 15, 13) in their tachis-
toscoplc experimentation. With this instrument, it was
possible to expose the words at durations ranging from .01
seconds on upwards, with increments in exposure duration
of even .01l seconds.

The words were typed on sheets of white bond peper,
ocne werd to a sheet, approximately centered on the page
alons the longer axls., FEach word wacs typed on the same
electric typewriter to minimize cdlfferences in legibllity
due to changes in pressure and stroke. The words were
typed in capital letters, with one space intervenings between
adjacent letters.

Experimental Procedure. For the purpose of organizing

the experimental design, the hypothesis of perceptual

defense was utilized as & focal point. Specifically it had

€A11 of the hospital subjects were questioned immed-
iately after the tachistoscopic presentation in regard to
whether they had remembered any of the words which had been
exposed, as coming from the word lists they had previously
rated, and especially as to whether they felt that they had
been able to anticipate words to any degree prior to their
correct recognition. Three individuals answered the first
question in the affirmative, and only one, the second.
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been hypothesized that for a glven group of experimental
subjects, the duration thresholds for words of idiosyn-
cratically unpleasant significance to the group members
would be significantly greater than those for words of
ostensibly neutral affective connotation, equated with the
unpleasant words in terms of numbers of letters and
Thorndike-Lorge frequency rating. It seemed desirable,
however, to utlilize three successive exposures of the
stimuli at each duration in order to encourage maximal
development of pre-recognition hypotheses as well as to
minimize the effect of momentary vaclillations in physio-
logical efficiency and visual acuity, and of accommodation,
fatigue phenomena, blinking, etc. With this in mind, the
number of responses up to and including the correct iden-
tification of the stimulus word was adopted as the actual
basis for comparlison. To have used merely the timer setting
of the duration threshold would have been to utilize a less
sensitive measure, since with such a unit, it would not have
been possible to differentiate between the recornition of
words identified at the first exposure of a given duration,
and thocse 1dentified at the second or the third exposure
with the same setting. To rephrase tne hyvothesis in terms
of the number of exposures, then, it was postulated that for
the group of subjects, the number of exposures required to

identify unpleasant words would be significantly greater
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than those needed for recognition of equated neutral words.

The experimental setting was held as uniform as possible
for all the members of each group, and the actual procedure
of the administration was essentially the same. All members
of the hospital group were tested in the same office, and
all the college students were seen in the same experimental
room. FEach individual was introduced to the tachistoscope
with a few words of explanation in which the instrument was
named and descrlbed as simply a machine with which pictures,
designs, or words could be shown for very short periods of
time. The subject was then informed that he would be shown
seventeen words, and he was iInstructed to tell the experiment-
er whatever he saw or thourht he saw. He was encouraged to
guess whenever possible. If he was able to distinguish any
word, he was asked to report this. 1In order to maximize
any "projective" possibilities of the technique, if he could
identify only certain letters tut had any vague hunch or
fancy that it might be an intelli~ible word, he was requested
to follow this hunch and resnond with a guess. He was urged
to zive the individual letters only when it was impossible
for him to construct a word from what he saw. If he could
1dentify nothing but a flicker, he was to say, '"flash",

A slight varliation was used with the college students
who had been scheduled for a "vision experiment". They were

introduced to the test situation as one which was concerned
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with reading and vision, more specifically, with the
identification of common words and the letters making them
up, a8s a function of the shapes of the individual letters
and their arrangements in words. Then, the same instruct-
ions for respondines were used with them as with the other
subjects.

The ten test words for both groups of subjects comprised
two serles of five words each. One word in each serles was
the word previously rated by the subject as least liked or
next least liked of the prepared list of words selected as
unpleasant by members of his peer zroup. In addition, with
certain members of the hospital group, the 1lists had been
augmented with words chosen on the basis of the subject's
responses to the open-end gquestionnaire (Appendix 1) and the
Adams Sentence Completion Test (Appendix 2). The remainder
of each five-word series included four "neutral" or "control"
words - words of no particular apparent emotional signif-
icance, equated with the unpleasant word of the series in
terms of numter of letters and frequency ratinz 1in the
Thorndike-Lorge Viord List (27).

Each serles was presented with two of the control words
first, followed by the unpleasant word and then the other
two control words. The first series was preceded by the
presentation of five "warm-up" words - common words of

apparently neutral emotional connotation, made up of three,
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four, five, six, and seven letters respectively, and
shown in that order. These five words were used with all
subjects: rug, loaf, short, summer, and opening. In
addition, to establish a more similar spatial frame of
reference for the test words to follow, as an aid in
focusing, an additional warm-up word, a& common neutral
word which equaled in number of letters the words of the
series to follow 1t, was shown immediately before each test
series.

The followling procedure was observed with each word,
including those administered for warmm-up purposes. The
word was exposed three times at .0l seconds exposure
duration, with as much time between showlings as the subject
required for his response. If the word had not been
correctly 1dentified, 1t was re-exposed three times at .02
rseconds exposure setting, then at .02 seconds exposure, and
co on until correct recognition occurred, with the exposure
periods increasing in even units of .01 seconds. All
responses were noted with the timer setting of the exposure
which prececed each.

At the conclusion of the testing of the hospital patients,
the general purpose of the experiment war explained to each
subject, Vhenever the scheduling of apvointments permitted,
each individual was asked for the reason for Lis cholces
of the two least-liked words. It was then requestec that

he not disclose any of the words used ' or the speclfic nature
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of the experiment.1 When subseguent su- jects were
questioned as to whether they had any ideas of what the
experiment was about, prior to thelr own initial introduct-
ion, none gave any evidence that the specific procedure or
purrose of the study had "leaked out". Since the subjects
were selected from four different hocpital wards over e
pericd of some months, and since most of them did not
remain in the institution for more than two weeks, this
confidence may have required less effort to malntain than
might at first seem to be the cacse.

With the college students, no cdisclosure of the actual
purpose of the experiment was consl dered desirable until
the entire number of subjects had been run. Kach sub ject
was, however, requested not to divulge the specific words
exposed to him, since, it was explalned to him, prior
knowledge would lead to fallacious finaings or confusion
on the part of the subject who came 1n expecting to see
certain vords. All subjects agreed to thils request freely
and apparently were most coopera tive. In two cases, sub-
Jectas stated thelr convictions that there weas a connection
between the rating lists administered previously and the

tachistoscopic runs. Vhen they faced the experimenter with

IIn all cases the subjects willingly agreed to this
request.
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thelr conclusions, the connection was admitted and the
reason for the deception explained. These subjects readily
acquiesced to the request that they not reveal the connect-

ion untll the experliment was over.

Summary

Two groups of subjects, thirty-two male patients of a
Veterans Adnministration general hospital, and thirty-three
college elementary psychology students, were used in the
study. The instrument employed for presentation of the
stimuli was a Gerbrands lirror Tachlistoscope with which 1t
was possitle to expose the typewritten stimulus words at
durations ranging from .01 seconds on upwards, with incre-
ments in exposure duration of even .0l seconds. Each
individual was shown seventeen words, of which seven were
admini stered for practice purposes wille ten were actusal
test werds. Subjects were instructed to report whatever
they saw or thought they saw, ard they were encouraged to
guess whenever possible. The words were shown three times
at each exposure setting, beginning at .01 seconds, wlth
the settings increased in steps of .01 seconds, until the
words were correctly identified.

All responses were recorded, with the timer setting of
the exposure which preceded each. The general purpose of
the experiment was then explained to each of the hospital

patients, after which he was requested not to divulge this
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information nor specific particulars of the procedure,
Vhenever time permitted, each hospltal subject was asked
for the reasons for his choices of the two least liked
words. He was also questioned as to whether he had picked
up any signiflcant information about the experiment prior
to his own experiences.

With the college students, no routine disclosure of
th.e purpose of the experiment was made, but each incividual

was asked not to divulge the specific words used with him,



TREATMENT OF THE DATA
Tests for Homogenelty and Transformation of the Data

¥While the design of the experiment was of a nature
which would have permitted treatment by several statis-
tical methods, the fact that the interaction of a number of
varlables was of particular Interest suggested analysis of
varliance as an appropriate technique. This technique 1s
commonly employed in testinsy the hypothesis that several
independent samples of data have been drawn at random from
a common normal population. In the case of this particular
study, 1t wes of importance to know whether the variation
between the response of groups of subjects treated under
diverse experimentsal conditions (in regard tc characteristics
of the stimulus material) was significantly greater than the
uncontrolled variations in response between subjects treated
alike. To rephrase the problem with an appropriate example,
was the variation between the duration thresholcds of subjects
presented with unpleasant words and those of subjects present-
ed with neutral vords significart 1y more pronounced than the
uncontrolled variations which woulé have been observed with
the subjects when presented with words not differentiated
in terms of the variable ccncerned? Could any significant
differences in the means of the groups under the varilous

-bl-
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experimental conditions be legcitimately attributed to the
differences in the experimentel conditions themselves?

Certain assumptions are invoclved in the use of analysils
of variance:

(1) that the measures are independent;

(2) that they have been drawn at random;

(3) that they were taken from a common population,

not differing significantly in distribution from
normality.

There were no obvious reasons to suspect that the first
two assumptions were not being met within each of the two
sample s used. It was, however, considered advisable to test
the third assumption trefore attempting to estimate the
normality of the measures when grouped according to the
different experimental conditions.

"ollowing the suggestion of Edwards (4), Bartlett's Test
of Homogeneity of Variance was applied to determine whether
the variances df the data from the college sample, fram the
hospital sample, and from the two comblnec¢ and treated as a
single sample were sufficiently homogeneous for the use of
the contemplated method. Actually, there was no particular
reason to presume thet the two samples did come from the
same population, since the experimentel treatment was not
strictly parsllel nor was there any indication that the
populations themselves were matched in respect to such

variable s ac intelligence, education, socio-economic level,
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and general cultural background, any one of which might
logically have been precicted to effect certain of the var-
fables under consideration. The chl-square obtained in the
tect of homogenelity of the duration threshold variance of
the combined populations, srouped into the four subsamples
of the thresholds for college unpleasant words, ccllege
control words, hospital unpleasant words, and hospltal con-
trol words, was 233.2. This constituted statistical grounds
at far beyond the .0l level of confidence that the combined
sampl es were not homogeneous enough to be treated by analysis
of variance, with the data combined in raw form. The size
of the chi-square and the results of inspection of the data
suggested that much of the variance might be a function of
skewness in the distritution, with the means and variances
tending to be correlated.

As has also been the case with much other data recorded
in experiments involving timed measures, the distritution
appeared to be positively skewed. That is, in compariceson to
the median thresholds for each series of five equated words
(one unpleasant word with four matched ccntrols), the more
pronounced raw score deviations were predominantly in temms
of raised thresl:olds. The timer settings of the tacihis-
toscope ranged from .0l seconds to 1 second, and the correct
identification of the words usually took place sonewhere

between exposure duretions of ,02 to Dh.seconds. Yet
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recognitions at durations beyond .07 seconds were not
uncommon, and some were considerably grester, with a dur-
ation of .80 seconds in one extreme case. When the effect
of physiological limitations are taken into account, as
well as that resulting from the mechanical 1limitations of
the timer, such a skewed distritution 1s reacdily understand-
able., Deviations, 1n terms of raw scores, treated either as
normally or linearly distributed, would not accord sufficient
significance to the deviatlions below the mean.

Since inspection of the data suggested that the prin-
cipal source of variation lay in the thresnolds observed
for the college gzroup, the test of homogeneity was applied
to this group amd the hospital group separately. In each
case, the thresholds were clascsified into the two sub-
samples of responses to unpleasant and to control words
which were then compared for homogeneity of variance. The
chi-square obtained for the college group alone was 129.95,
a very significant difference again, and one which would
not permit the acceptance of the hypothesls of homogeneous
variance. W®ith the hospital croup treated separatelr, how-
ever, the obtained chi-square of .11 was not significant,
suggesting that the analysis could be applied to this data
in 1its present form,

The distribution of the raw data was of a nature

intimating that the means and standard deviations would tend
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to be rcughly proportional, thus violating a fundamental
condition of the analysis of variance which depends upon
the independence of the measures of inter-group variation
from those of inter-individual variabllity. This suggested
that a transformation be employed in the attempt to convert
the original scale of measurement used to amother with which
the analysls of variance would more llkely be valid, the
varilances being more homogeneous. The transformmatlion which
appeared appropriate was one of lcgarithmic character.1
Accordingly, the logarithm for the number of exposures to
the point of recognition for each word was recorded, and
this filgure, multiplied by 100 and rounded off to the near-
est whole number, was the one adopted as the score unit to
be used. This, it was felt, would stabilize the variance and
in adéition would decrease the skewness of the raw data dis-
tribution, adequately reflecting the comparative slgnificance
of both positive and negative deviations from the mean while
providing a convenient unit for computation.

The logarithmlic transformation was first applied to
the data combined for the two groups, since 1t was still of
interest to determine whether or not they could be considered
as coming from similar ponulations 1in respect to the var-
1ables to be investigated. The chi-square, computed with

the transformed data for the combined groups, divided into

Icf. =dwards (L) p. 199.
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four subsamples as before (college unpleasant, college
control, hospital unpleasant, and hospital control words),
was 13.9, significant at between the .05 and .0l levels of
confidence. While this was interpreted as still admitting
the possibllity of adequate homogeneity, under the more
rigorous criterion it was considered advisable to treat the
college and hospital groups as separate and different
samples. Consequently, the test was then applied to these
two groups after transformation. Chil-squares for the college
and hospi tal sanples under these circumstances were 1.63 and
.0} respectively, statistically insignificant in both cases
and interpreted as indicating adequate homogeneity for the
analysis. The results of the tests of homogenelty are

summarized in tabular form as follows.,

TABLE T,

HOLNOGENEITY OF VARIANCE
OF DURATION THRESHOLDS

A - = ——— e P~ el vt et~ by iR - e e e e————
e e e e ———— e i S L

Untransformed Logarithmic
Sample 5 data data
X P x2 P
Combined hospital and college 233.2 .01 13.9 «05-,01
College alone 129.95 .01 1.63 N. Sig.

Hospital alone .11 N. sig. .04 N. sig.
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Since after conversion to logarithms the varilances
were appreclably stabllized with both samples, 1t was
decided to¢ use the transformation with all the data despite
the fact that none of the basic assumptions for the analysils
would apnear to have been violated, had the raw, untreated
data been utilized for the hospital group alone. 1In
adcition, with all data simllarly treated, cross compar-
i1sons would be more readily rrasped, should they be desired.
The same transformation was applied to the measures of

t'requency of the pre-recornition hypotheses.
Variables Invecstigated

VWith the data transformecd logaritiimically, i1t was now
peecilblle to set up desliens for statistical treatment. It
may be recalled that the primary hypothesis being inves-
tigated was that which dealt with perceptual defense - the
raisin,s of duration thresholds in the perception of un-
pleasant words. The secondary hypothesis was concerned with
difterences iIn the frequencies of structurally similar,
stracturally unlike, nonsence, and part resoonses with the
pre-reco:nition hypotheses to unpleasant as comparec to
neutral worcs. Flve subsidlary hypotheses hac also been
advanced as a framework for studyvin: the interaction of the
main variatles vith others considered of nossible consequence

in explainin: the conflicting experimental recsults obtainecd
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by various investigators in the fleld. The five subsidlary
hypotheses concerned the following variables:

(1) The intensity with which the unpleasant word was

disliked by members of a peer group.

(2) The degrec to which an unpleasant word was socially

taboo.

(3) The degree to which the unpleasant word was con-

sidered unpleasant by the individual subject.

(ly) The relative familiarity with the word, control

words as well as unpleasant.

(5) The relative length of the word, control words as

well as unpleasant.
An additional variable was also considered to be of some
possible interest in relation to the college sample - that
of sex (the hospital group was entirely male).

It was in its interaction with each of the subsidiary
variables that the primary varlable, the unplesasantness of
the critical word, was of maximum Interest in respect to the
experiment; these were the relationships therefore explored
by the analysis of variance used. With the pre-recognition
hypotheses, the interaction of the primary variable, word
unpleasantness, was explored in its relation to the fre-
quencies of the four categories of pre-recognition responses
which had been recorded, and in relation to the intensity

with which the unpleasant word was disliked by members of a
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peer group. The analysis of variance of the pre-recocnition
hypctheses was designed after that of the duration thresholds
haé been computed, and was developed to investigate the

effects of word unpleasantness for the individual and for

the peer group.
Sub-categorizing the Variables

The primary and the secondary variables. In order to

treat the variables in their interaction, it was necessary to
sub-categorize each into two or more values or 1lntensitiles
by employinz arbitrary cutting points. The division of the
primary variable of word unpleasantness in terms ol un-
pleasant and control or neutral worcs was explicit in the
formulation of the basic hypothesls of the study, and the
cutting point here was determined essentially by the subject's
ratings of the unpleasant words and by the writer's select-
lon of the controls. 1In rezard to the secondary hypothesis
concerning the freguenciles of the various types of pre-
recognition resnonses, the mere adopticn of McGinnies' (1l)
fourfolc system of classification with his published
definitions of the criteria for each category was not found
sufficiently discrirninating in all cases. Consequently 1t
was consicdered advisable to re-define the criterla for three

of the groupingscs,.
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As was the case with McGinnies'! original use of this
categorization, the criterion of a nonsense response was
simply that it could not be found in a dictionary (29).
Under part responses were included any disconnected groups
of letters or any responses which the subject clearly iden-
tified as incomplete or fractional representations of the
stimulus as he perceilved 1t. 1In order to differentiate
between structurally similar and structurally unlike
responses, it was considered expedient to establish a
uniform criterion vhich could te applied to all the responses
wnlch did not fall into part or nonsense groupings.

A criterion was needed which would take into account
the differential cue strength of letters as a function of
their position in the word as well as of thelr structural
characteristics. It was not at all rare to find a subject
making a whole series of pre-recognition responses which had
little in common with the stimulus word or with each other
save for the first letter in each, yet 1n such a case the
evidence for an element of structural similarity was too
consistent to deny. On the other hand, simply to make the
assumption that because two words have one letter in common
they are genuinely similar in structure, especially when
both words are long words, seems to leave more up to chance
than would be warranted or desired in the classification
contemplated. On these grounds, the following alternative

arbitrary standards for characterizing words as structurally
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similar to the stimulus word were adopted:

(1) The first letter or the last letter of the
hypothesis and the stimulus word were common to
both.

(2) In the case of hypotheses of three or fewer
letters, cne or more of the letters were common
both to the hypothesis and the stimulus.,

(3) With hypotheses of four or more letters, two or
more consecutive letters of the hypothesis were
found 1in the same order in the stimulus.

() With hypotheses of four or more letters, at least
half of the letters of the hypothesls were found,
in any order, in the stimulus.

Words found unpleasant by peer groups. The first of

the subsidliary hypotheses was concemed with the intensity
with which words were disliked by members of a peer group.
Fesentially the same procedure was followed with both the
college and hospital samples in securing a rough estimate
of the relative degree of unpleasantness with which each
of the unpleasant words used as stimull were regarded by
the group members. The method of securing this estimate was
as feollows,

With the college group, the five words rated as most
unpleasant by each of the 93 students administered the peer

group word list were recorded in the numerical order of the
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ratings (a rating of number 1 represented the word deslgnated
as most unpleasant or least liked, while a number 5 indicated
the fifth least liked). With the hospital group, the same
process was used with the ratings of the L8 individuals
prepared for testing. All cholces of the college group came
from the peer group word list, and all but 22 out of 240
selections of the hospital sudbjects came from their word

11st (the 22 were chosen frcm words adced to the list on the
basis of responses to the questionnaire and the sentence
completion test).

Bach word was then given an arbltrary weighted score
from 1 to 5 in inverse order to its numerical rating - words
rated number 1 or least liked were given a welght of 5, while
words rated number 5 were given a weight of 1. Total welghted
scores for each of the words were then computed, and 1n each
sample the unpleasant words used as stinull were divided
into two groups with the cutting score belng approximately
the mecian of the welghted score values in each distribution.
Thus, in the college group, the unpleasant words having a
composite welghted score of 186 or more were characterized as
"strongly disliked," while those with a score of 17 or less
were termed "mildly disliked," the assumption being that the
frequency with which the words were chosen as the five leacst
liked ard the order in which they were selected for thils

dublious distinction were functions of their unpleasantness
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for sample members as a group. With the smaller number of
raters in the hospital group, scores of 13 amd above were
considered indications of relatively strong dislike, while
scores cf 12 and below were considered representative of a
milder degree of disliking. The resulting frequencies in
these and the related groupings which follow are summarized

in Table I1I, page 81,

Words considered soclally taboc, In two of the more

important experiments in the area of thils study, significant
differences in response were attributed to the effect of
motivational determinants., These experiment s were concerned
with critical words described as "socially taboo™ (1l, 15).
Consequently it was considered important to explore the
possible effects of this variable witnin the framrework of
the analysis; this consideration was the basis for the second
subsidlary hypothesis. It thus seemed desirable to dirff-
erentiate among the various unpleasant words used as stimuli,
those which might arbitrarily be temed "strongly taboo"
and those which could be compared as '"mildly taboo." Once
such a distinction was made, 1t appeared feasitle to exam-
ine the responses to the two categories of stimuli for
evidence of sic¢nificant differences.

Rather than depend upon the judgment of a single in-
dividual in the proposed classificetion, the writer felt

that judgments of a number of clinically trained individuals




-Th=
should be pooled to provide a more reliable basis for the
groupinc. A rating scale for all of the words used as
unpleasant stimull was developed (Appendix 8), which bore
the following introcuctlon:

It has been suggested that most indivicduals learn
early in 1life that certain words carry with them a
"socially taboo" connotation. When these words are
used by a child, this use generally results 1n chas-
tisement by parents, with the consequent establi shment
of a conditioned reaction to the verbal symbol. This
pattern of condlitloned emotional response may te con-
sidered to he one of anxliety or fear aroused by
symbols having sexusal, excretory, or otherwise un-
pleasant or “"immoral" connotations. (NcGinniles,
Elliott, "Emotionality and Perceptual Defense,"
Psychological Review, 56, 1949, p. 24L.)

Please rate the following words 1n terms of the
extent to which each worc seems "socially taboo" by
putting a check in the appropriate space after it,

The words were then listed in a vertical column at the left-
hand edge of the page, and after each word, four spaces were
provided for the ratert's checked indication of his opinion
in respect to the word. The categories of rating were:
hichly teboo, moderately taboo, sli~htly taboo, and not
taboo.

This rating scale was adrinistered to sixteen college
faculty members and gracuate students in clinical psycholory,
each of whom had had a minimum of a year of clinical expe-
rience. The raters were asked to predict how people in
general would have reacted to the words, in terms of the
definition of soclially taboo used on the scale. Zach rating
of highly taboo was glven an arbitrary weic-hted score of 3,

while moderately taboo, siightly taboo and not taboo were
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accorded scores of 2, 1, and O respectively. Composite
weighted scores for each word were computed, and the
approximate median score value of 13.5 was used as the
cutting point, with all words scoring ahove it termed

"strongly taboo" and those below termed "mildly taboo."

The sutject's dislike for his own selections. Since

the selection of the unpleasant stimulus words used with
each subject was at least 1n part a function of hils own
choosing, 1t seemed desirable to investigate whether
differences in the rating of these words by the subject
would be reflected in a differentlial response to them as
compared to their control words. That 1s, would differences,
if any, in the strength of the effective response to a least
liked word as compared with that to a next least liked word
be reflected in the duration thresholds of the two wo rds in
relation to the thresholds of tleir controls? This was the
basis for the third suwbsidiary hypothesis.

In order to provide some information in regard to this
question, the dursetion thresholds for the unpleasant and
control worcs were analyzed 1n interaction with a classifica-
tion of series of words presented first and series presented
second. Since in the college experimental situation tile re
seemed little reason to anticipate significant leaming
effects carrying over from the rating task to that of the

actual test situation, for matters of convenience the first
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series shown to each individual included the unpleasant word
selected as X ast liked. In the hospital group, where the
probability of learning effects and cue reinstatement,
especlially after the recognition of the first unpleasant
word, seemed greater, 15 of 32 subjects were shown the least
liked word in the first series administered, while 15 other
subjects saw the least liked word in the second series (2 of
the subjects had not been able to dlscriminate in their rat-
ings of the least liked and next least liked words, and thus
their thresholds could not be employed in this particular
context). With this split treatment used in the hospital
sample, it was thus possible to avold confounding the effect
of the variable under consideration with the next one to be

regarded.

OCrder of presentation. Although not specified in temms

of a subsidlary hypothesis, the order of presentation of the
stimull was felt to be of sufficient interest to be concom-
itantly investigated with the others. Since six practice
words had been presented before the first word in the initial
test series, and since the reasnults of insvection of the data
divulged no consistent changes suggestive of improvement
through learning, practice effects were not felt to be of
great consequence in the test task. It wes of more importance,
however, to secure somne indication as to whether or not the

recocnition of the first unpleasant word seemed to have
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markedly influenced the identification of the second.1

Since such effects, 1f consistently present, could markedly
distort the data in half of the cases, some appraisal of
possible differences attritutable to this factor was thought
prudent, especially in the hospital sample. With this in
mind, the data was agaln classified in two subgroupings -

words presented in the first series, ard words presented 1in

the second.

Familiarity with the word. The effect of stimulus

familiarity has long been recornized in studies concerned
with learning and discrimination, and it was hardly surpris-
ing that criticism of certain of the experiments previously
cited here was focused on the lack or inadequacy of controls
over this variable., The attempt having been made to exert
as rigorous control of frequency in the selection of the
stimulus materiaesl as seemed feasible, efforts were then
turned to measuring effects attributable to controlled
statistical manipulation of this factor, the conslideration

basic to the fourth subsidiary hypothesis,

1Tt was anticipated that the words most likely to be
fixed and thus later to be recalled were the unplecasant words
rather than the controls, because of the subject's own
participation in their selection and posclibly because of

thelir stronger emotional connotation. This proved to be
the case.
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In order to do this conveniently within the framework
of the experimental design, all of the words, unpleasant and
control, were dividecd into two groups on the basis of the
criterion of frequency used thrcughout - the Thorndike-Lorge
ratings (27). These ratings are in numerlcal form and, for
the first and more common approximately 20,000 words, they
range from 49 to 1. ach number represents thn mumber ol
tirec word: vwith such ratings have tee:. Ubserved to occur
per million words in a variety of printed matter. 1In
addition to the numerical ratings, the symbols "A" and "AA"
are also employed, representing frequencles of observation
of from 50 to 99, and 100 or more respectively, per million
words.

The Thorndike-Lorge frequency ratings for all of the
unpleaseant words (and consequently for thelr matched control
words) were recorded and tallied for each sample separately.
In this way it was possible by Inspection to find convenient
cuttines scores (frequency ratings) between rouch croupings
which had thus occurred as a function of the words selected
by the subjects. For the college subjects, words occurring
six or more times per million, as reflected in their frequency
ratings, were designated as "common" words, while those appear-
inm with a frequency of five or fewer per million were termed
"uncommon." For the hospital subjects, a frequency of

seventeen times per million was adopted as the cutting score,
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wit2: words above that frequency considered as common, and

words below as uncommon.

Word length. The fifth subsidiary hypothesls presented
involved the variable of word length, including the assumpt-
{on that duration thresholds for lonz words would te greater
than for short words. While such an assumption required no
astute prophetic capacities and in fact appeared qulte
logical, it nevertheless seemed appropriate to lnclude the
variable concerned as one of those to be examined alone and
in interaction with the variable of primary interest.

In order to examine the effect of word length most
convenlently and investigate whether it might contribute a
differential tendency in response to motivational factors,
it was desirable once again to split the samples into two
sub-groups - in this case, lons words and short words.
Accordingly, the number of letters in each of the unpleasant
words (and thus also the control words equated in this
respect) was recorded and tallied with others of equal size.
Each sample was arblitrerily divided into groups of approx-
imately equal size - "long'" words and "snort'" words. The
same cutting line was used with both samples; words of 6 or
more letters were desicnated as long, while thoce of 5§ or

fewer letters were termec short.
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Sex differences. No specific hypotheses had been made

in regard to the effect of sex differences on the verbally
reported responses to the unpleasant words wilthin the
experimental situation. Many of the words used carried
colloquial connotations of sexual character in addition to
thelr dictionary definitions. Therefore, since approximately
half of the college subjects were female, 1n licht of the
criticism made by Howes and Solomon (5) of McGinnies' pro-
cedure (1l) using sexually loaded stimulus words with male
subjects in the presence of a ffemale assistant, it was of
some interest to investigate the possibility that experimental
results mizht have been influenced by the reactions of female
subjects in the presence of a male experimenter. With this
in mind, comparisons were made of the variances In the dur-
ation thresholds of the male and female subjects of the

college group, in interaction with the primary variable of

the study.

Grouping the pre-recognition hypotheses. With the pre-

recosrnition hypctheses, the effects of the following var-
iables were examined: categorization of the hypotheses,
unpleasantness of the stimulus words prompting the hypotheses,
and the intensity with which the unpleasant words were dis-
liked by members of peer groups. In each case the pre-
recognition responses were grouped on the basis of the stimulus

words, and the criteria for these groupings were similar to



thocse employed in the treatment of the duration threshold

data.

TABLR I1I FREQUENCIES IN THE ARBITRARY GROUPINGS
OF UNPLEASANT STIMULUS V.ORDS

—— -

-

Categories Hospi tal College
Strongly disliked 33 LS
Mildly disliked 27 21
Strcngly tabeoc 22 26
Mildly taboo 38 Lo
Series presented first 30 33
Serles presented second 30 33
Least 1liked words 30 33
Next least liked words 30 33
Common words 23 13
Uncommon words L1 53
Lon.r words 32 29
Short words 32 37
Male 32

Female 3L
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The Analyses of Varlance

Viith each classification of the various samples into

sub-groupings now achieved, 1t was possible to begln the

analyses proper. The followlng procedure was observed.

Four separate deslgns were developed for each sample, with

the operations essentially parallel for the two samples

with the followlng exceptions:

(1)

(2)

(3)

No comparison on the basis of sex differences
could be made for the all-male hospital group.

The variables of relative degree of dislike by

the individual subject for the two unpleasant
stimull and that of order o! presentation were
treated together in the college sample but
separately 1n the hospital group. (Only in the
hoscital sanple did there appear reason to suspect
that order of presentation might be a significant
influence on the duration thresholds.)

For thie college group, the numbter of threshold
measures employed throughout the analysis remailned
constant (an N of 33 subjects, permitting 330
threshold determinations of which 66 were for
unpleasant words and the remainder for controls.
With the hospital group, the thresholds of all of
the 32 subjects were employed in three of the four

designs, but it was necessary to omit those of two
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of the subjects from that design involving the
individual designations of least-liked and next
least-liked unple asant words. Since 1inspection
of the data of the two individuals thus omitted
suggested that neither deviated markedly from
thelr peer groups in respect to the variables of
chlief interest, and especially in virtue of the
relatively homogeneous nature of the hospital
sample implied by the results of the tests for
homogeneity, thls omission sezmed to provide
little cause for concern.

The desisns having been developed, the following

formulae were appliead:

Total sum of squares: X2 - §2X)2
N

Sum of squarcs hetween groups:

‘-(le)2 o EX2 o @x)? | L ax)2
L ™ "2 Thn "

with n equivalent to the number of observations in each sub-

group represented by the subscript numbers. Interaction
sums of squares were obtained by subtracting the sums of
squares already calculated for the variables concerned
frcm the totel Lbetween groups sum of squares of the groups

involved 1in the interaction:

2 2 2
S}‘].—)“""‘* &2— ‘ s oo _(.?_}_(-rlz——-]l-
ny no, np
’ 4

(A a B* eecae 1)
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with the sums of squares of varlsbles represented by the
alphabetical designations,

The sum of squares within groups was obtained by
consolidating 2l1ll of the data from those designs invelving
the same numbers of observations from the same samples,
subtracting the sums of squares between groups so obtained
from the total sums of squares. TF was computed by dividing
the mean squares between groups by the mean squares within
sroup s,

Sums of squares were computed for the following group-
inire studled in the duration thresiiolds data:

(1) Unpleasant vs. control words.

(2) The series in which the unpleasant words were
categorized as strongly cislike d by the pseer
group vs, the series with the unpleasant words
desivnated ss mildly ~1sliked.

(3) The series with the unpleasant words classified
as strongly taboo vs. those series with the
unpleasant words termed mildly taboo.

(44) The series of words presented first vs. the series
of words presented second.

(S) The series in which the unpleasant words had been
rated as least liked b~ the subject vs. those in

which the unpleasant word was rated next least

likec,




(6)
(7)
(6)
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Common vs. uncommon wordse.
Short vs. long words.

Responses of male vs. those of female sub jects.

Interactions were obtained for the first grouping with each

of the others, since these were the relatlionships of primary

interest.

The following groupings were used for computing sums

of squares with pre-recognition hypotheses:

(1)

(2)

(3)

The four categorles of pre-recognition hypotheses:
structurally similar, structurally unlike, nonsense
and part responses,

Hypotheses made to unpleasant vs. those made to
control words.

Hypothe ses made to those series of words in which
the unpleasant word was desicnated as strongly
disliked vs. those in which the unpleasant word

was classified as mildly disliked.

Interactions were obtained between the unpleasant vs. control

word grouping and each of the other two.



RUSULTS

Presentation of the results. The results to be

presented here are also summarized in Tables 111, IV, V,

Vi, and VII, on pages 98 to 103. In addition, for purposes
of comparison, the results of the analyses for both the
college and hospital samples are given in abbreviated form
in Tabvle VIII, page 104. Those results considered to be of
particular significance for the study are included 1in
greater detail in Tables IX, X, and XI, found on pages 106,
107 and 108. The means presented telow and in the tables
are mesns of the duration thresholds and frequencles of pre-
reco-nition hypotheses after the application of the log-

arithmic trensformation described earlier.
The Hospltal Sanmple

Duration thresholds in terms of numbter of exposures to

the point of word reco:.nition. Vith one degree of freedom

anéd with 300 thresnold values (thresrolds for each of ten

test words exposed to 30 subjects) in one treatment of the
cata, shown in Table III, and with 320 threshold values 1n
the other, presented in Table IV, unpleasant and control

-86-
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words are indicated as not significantly different.l With
means of 83.2 and 86.8 for the unpleasaent and control words
in the first treatment, and 83.6 and 88.0 in the second,
F's of less than 1 were found in both instances.

The following; data are summarized in Table IJ1 anca were
sathered from 300 threshold determinations. No significant
differences were demonstrated between the series of words
(one unpleasant and four ccntrol words matched for length
and frequency) in which the unpleasant word had been clacss-
ified as stronrly disliked by the peer group and the serles
in which the unpleasant word had been concsidered mildly di s~
liked. V.ith means of 86,2 and BR5.8 resvectively, and¢ with
one degree of freedom, the " fcund was less than 1. The
croupings here did not provide contrcls for the effects of
oossible differences in vword len-th or frequency; this was
however accomplished later through the calculation of the
interection withh the unpleasant-control aichotomy.

In comparins the serles with the unpleasant word
cdesi-nated as strongly taboo with the series with the un-

pleasant word cesirnated mildly taboo, the thresholds for

1The two separate treastments indicated here were neces-
sitated because two of the thirty-two hospltal patients were
unable to specify as least liked and next least 1iked the two
words used as unpleasant stimulli. Consequently, i1t was
necessary to omit tneir responses from part of the analysis.
This resulted in one analysis with an N of 320 (thresholds
for ten words with each of 32 indivicduals), and eznother with
an N of 300 (ten worcds with each of 30 sub jects).
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the former were found longer. The means here were 92.2
and 82.5. With one degree of freedom, the F of 5.381 was
significant at between the .05 and Ll levels of confidence.
In this form again, the comparison cdoes not take intc
account differences of word length or frequency.

This 1s also the case with the differences found
tetween the series of words presented first compared with
ti.e serles of words presented second, where the means were
90.7 and 81.4. In this instance, with the szme number of
degrees of freedom as the previous analysis, the obtained
F of 5,312 1s significant at between the .05 and .01 levels
of confldence.

Again with one degree of freedom, the comparison between
series in which the unpleasant word wacs selectec as least
liked by the subject and series in wiich the unpleasant word
was selected as next least llked ylelds no indication of
significant differences. V.ith means of 84.6 and 87.5
respectively, the F was less than 1. here, as well, since
tihe unpleasant and control groups were not separated and
compared, no controls over word lencth or frequency were
being exerted.

In Table IV are summarized the data used 1n the compar-
i1scn of canmmon and uncommon words, and short and lonc¢ words,
drawn from 320 threshold values and making use of one degree
of freedom in each case. The means for the common and un-

common words were 77.8 and 92.2 respectively, while the means
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for short and long words were 78.5 and 95.7. Very
significant differences were obtained for both graupings,
with F's of 13.543 and 20.670 respectively. Unpleasant

and control words were combined for both of these analyses.

Interactions. The following results are summarized in

Table III, with the N of 300. Investigation of the inter-
action between vword unpleasantnecs and the degree to which
the unpleasant word of the serles was indicated as disliked
by the peer group revealed that this effect was not signif-
icant. With one degree of freedom, the F computed was 1.772.
Tne interaction tetween word unpleassntness and the degree
to which the unpleasant word of the series had been desig-
nated as socially tatoo, with a8 simll ar number of degrees

of freecom, was also not significant, with an F of less than
l. With one degree of freedom, no significant interactions
were found between vord unpleasantness and the order of
presentation of the series, and between worc unpleacsantness
and the degree to which the unpleasant worc of the series
had teen rated as cisllked by the indlvidual subject. F's
In both instances were less than 1.

Teble IV reveals that with an N of 320 and one degree
of freedom, interactions between word unpleasantness and
frequency ("commoness"), and tetween wrd unpleasasntness
and length, were not significant, F's here were 2.101 and

less than 1 respectively.
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Pre~recognition hypotheses with the hospital patients.

For the results of thilis analysis, j51 responses were recorded;
the data are summarized in Table V. With three degrees of
freedom, the F of 5.708 ottalned between the frequencies in
four categories of pre-recocnition hypotheses was very
significant. The means were as follows: structurally
similar, 34.0; structurally unlike, 17.L; nonsense, 33.7;
ané part, 36.L;. This grouping does not differentiate
between the hypotheses made to unpleasant and control words.
Yhen these latter two groupings of pre-recognition responses
are compared, with one degree of freedom, the obtained F 1s
less than 1 and thus not sisnificant. The means obtained
were 31.L. and 33.5 respectively. The comparison of hypoth=-
eses to words of series in which the unpl easant word had
been categorized as stroncly disliked on the basls of peer
choices, with those to words of series in which the un-
pleasent word had been classified as mildly disliked showed
no significant differences. With means here of 31.2 amnd

35.6 respectively, the F, with one degree of freedom, was
2.576,

Interactions. In the investization of interaction

between word unpleasantness and the categcorization of pre-
recognition hypotheses into tre four types of responses,
very significant differences were revealed with controls for

lencth and frequency differences here in effect. With tlhree



=91~

degrees of freedom, the obtained F was 56.828. As ref-
erence to Table 1X céiscloses, the significant differences
between the unpleasant and the contrcl group may be attrib-
uted to the structurally unlike group, in which more
responses were recorded to the unpleasant words. The basls
for the significance of the interaction itself appears to
reside in the reversal of trend in the structurally unlike
and nonsense groups as canpared with that exhibited by the
structurally similar and part grcups. In this regard, while
the structurslly simlilar and part hypotheses tend to appear
in greater number in response to control words than to un-
pleasant, structurally unlike and nonsense hypotheses tend
to appear more profusely in response to unplecasant than to
control words.

Returning to Table V, the interaction between stimulus
worc unpleacantness and the degree to which the unpleasant
stimulus word of tr.e series was indicated as disliked by a
peer group was insignificant in respect to pre-recognition

hypothesis frequencies. With one degree of freedom, the

obtained F was 1l.69l4.

The College Sample

Duration thresholds. The following results, presented

in Table VI, were obtsined from an N of 330 durstion thres-

hold values, with one degree of freedom applicable to the
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interpretation of each F value obtalned. ihen the duration
thresholds for the unpleasant words were compared to those
recorded for their matched control words, an F value of

less than 1 and thus insignificant differences were dilsclosed.
The means were 98.5 and 96.4 respectively.

Those series of five worécs (one unpleasant and four con-
trols) in which the unpleasant words had been desicnated as
strongly disliked on the btasis of peer selection were not
perceived differently in respect to threshold than were
those series in which the unpleasant words had been desig-
nated as mildly disliked. The means obtasined here were 95.0
and 100.7 respectively. Since this preliminarv grouping did
not distinguish between thresholds obtained for unpleasant
and for control words, the results here, an F of 3.000 which
was not significant, were of little particular consequence
per se.

An F of 2.366, also not sipnificant, was provided by
tle analysis of the series of words in which the unpleasant
words had been classified as stronely taboo, as opposed to
the series in which the unpleasant words had been classified
as mildly taboo. The means obtalned here were 99.7 and 9.9
respectively. This too was a computation preliminary to the
Interaction with the primary variable and was of minor
pertinence by itself.

In another preliminary calculation, the serles of words

in which the unpleasant worcs had been selected as least liked
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of those with wnich the individual sub ject had been confront-
ed, were identified at thresholds not different from those
observed with series of words in which the unpleasant words
had been selected as next least liked. With means of 98.0

and 95.6, the F here was less than 1 and therefore not signif-
icant. The series with the least llked words were al=o the
cseries which had been presented first to the students,

Yhen the thresholds for common words were compared with
those for uncommon words, unpleasant and ccntrols combined,
a very sisnificant difference with an F of 7.201 was dis-
closed, with means of 88.5 and 98.8. This grouping dia not
control for possible effects of length differences. The
uncommon words, as had been anticipated, were correctly
identified at higher thresholds.

tYhen the thresholds for saort and long words were
compared, a non-significant F of 3.29l was obtained. This
grouping dld not control for possible effects of frequency
differences. The means were 94.3 and 99.9.

Verv significant differences were found between thres-
holds for words, unpleasamt and control combined, acmin-
i1stered to male students and those administered to female
students. Tnis grouping did not control for differences in

roth word length or frequency. The means were 92.9 and 10C.Q

respectively. f“he F obtained was 6.816.
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Interactions. The interaction of the primary variable,

word unpleasantness, with that of peer group dislike of the
unpleasant word of the serlies was significant at between the
.05 and .01 levels of confidence with an F of 5.189. The
sienificsnce of the interaction is attrituted to the two
groupings of unpleasant words (strongly disliked vs. mildly
disliked) which were perceived at appreciably differing
thresholds not manifested by their respective controls.,

fords classified as strongly disliked were percelved correct-
ly by the students as a group at lower thresholds than were
those words designated mildly disliked. This 1s demonstrated
in Table ¥X. While tne mildly disliked words appeared to be
vperceived significantly more slowly than thelr controls as
well, the differences hetween the stroncly disliked words

and thelilr controls did not seem significant.

Returning to Table VI, one may observe that the inter-
action between word unpleasantness and the degree to which
the unpleasant word of the series had been rated socially
taboo was not siznificant, with an ¥ of 2.003, The inter-
action of word unpleasantness and individual choice of the
unpleasant word of the series as least llked as opposed to
the next least liked of the word list was also not signif-
icant, with an I* of lecs than 1. As was indicatec before,

the least liked word series were also those administered

first.
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Interaction of word unpleasantness with word frequency
or "commonness" was significant at between the .05 and .0l
levels of confidence, with an F of 5.018. As indicated in
Table XI, while the students did not react differently to
the control common and uncommon words respectively, they
did respond differently to the unpleasant common as compared
to the unpleasant uncommon words. The comnon unpleasant
words were percelved at lower thresholds than were the un-
common unpleasant words. Further, as may be seen by ref-
erence to the table, it was not the uncommon words which
were the most prominentlyv deviant; the significant diff-
erences between the unpleasant and the control words lle in
the common words only.

Again returning to Table VI, one may discern that no
sigcnificant degree of interaction was disclosed between the
variahles of word unpleasantness arnd word length, nor
tetween word unpleasantness and the sex of the subject, with

F's of 2.666 and less than 1 respectively.

Pre-recognition hyootheses with the college students.

The following data are summarized in Table VII and were drawn
from an N of 630 responses. then the frequencies of pre-
recocnition hyvotheses falline into the four catecories were
cu jJ=cted to analysis, very sligcnificant differences between
them were indicated. The means were as follow:: struct-

urally similar, 45.1; structurally unlike, 22.}4; nonsense,
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38,.,8; and part, 31.3. With three degrees of freedom here, the
obtained F of 9.845 was very significant. As with the
hospital subjects, the zrouping involved here in no way
discriminates between unpleasant anmd control words, amnd
consequently 1t is in itself of 1little meanling to the study.

Whenn the number of hypotheses in response to unpleasant
words is compared to that of those prompted by the control
words, with one degree of freedom, the F of less than 1
indicates no significant differences. The means were 38.1
and 35.8 respectively.

When the number of hypotheses generated in response to
series of words with the unplsasant word strongly disliked
by the peer group 1s compared to the number of responses
prompted by series in which the unpleasant word was mildly
cdisliked, the differences are significant at between the
.05 and .01 levels of confidence. The means were 3.0 and
1.0 respectively. With one degrse of freedom, the F was
5.138. Once again, since this comparison does not involve

any control over frequency or word length, its importance as

csuch to the study is minor.

Interactions. When the interaction of word unpleasant-

ness with the categorization of the pre-recognition hypotheses
1s examined, with an ¥ of 1.801 and three degrees of freedom,
the results are not siwnificant. The interaction of word

unpleasantness and the degree of peer group dislike for the
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unpleasant word of the series with relation to the resulting
frequencles of pre-recognition responses also Indicates no

significant effects of one variable upon the other. With

one degree of freedom, the I

obtained was 2.430.
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TABLE III SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE NUMBER
OF EXPOSURES TO THE POINT OF WORD RECOGNITION
BY THIRTY HOSPI''AL PATIKNTS

Mean
Source of Var!ance d. f. Square F P
Total 299
Unpleasant vs. control words 1 606 <1 N. sig.
Series with unpl. word strongly 1 26 < 1 N. sig.
disliked by peer group vs.
series with unpl. word mildly
disliked
Series with unpl. word strongly 1 6,532 65,381 .05-.01
taboo vs. those with unpl.
word mildly taboo
Order of presentation (first 1 6,449 5.312 .05-.01
serles presented vs. second
series)
Series with unpl., word least 1 613 <1 N. sig.
liked vsy. series with unpl.
word next least liked
Interactions
Unpleasant vs. control words x 1 2,151 1.772 N. sig.
strongly disliked vs. mildly
disliked words
Unpleasant vs. control words x 1 608 <1 N. sig.
strongly taboo vs. mildly taboo
Unpleasant vs. control words x 1 129 <1 N. sig.
orvder of presentation
Unpleasant vs. control words x 1 529 <1 N. sig.

least 1lilked vs. next least
liked words

——

Error 290 1,21}
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TARLE IV SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE NUMBER OF
EXPOSURES TO THE POINT OF V.ORD RECOGNITION
BY THIRTY-TWC 1103 2ITAL PATIENTS

—
e . M unpm—

M
Source of Variance d. f. Sqige F o)
Total 319
Unplessant ve, control words 1 992 <1 N. sig.
Common vs. uncommon words 1 15,1439 13.543 v, sig.
Short vs. long words 1 23,56l 20.670 V. sig.
Interactions
Unpleasant vs. control words X 1 2,395 2.101 N. sig.
common Vs, uncommon words
Unpleasant vs, control words X 1 273 < 1 N. sig.

short vs. long words

Error 31l 1,140
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TARLE V SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE NUMEER OF
PRE-RECOGNITION HYPOTHESES MADE BRY HOSPITAL PATIENTS

Mean
Total 450
Catezories of hypotheses 3 L,846 5.708 V. sig.
Unpleasant words vs, control 1 293 <1 N. sig.
words
Series with unol., words 1 2,187 2.576 N. sig.

strongly disliked by peer
group vs. series with unpl.
word mildly disliked

Interactions

Unpleasant vs. control words 3 8,247 56.828 V., sig.
x categories of hypotheses

Unpleasant vs. control words 1 1,438  1.694 K. sig.
X strongly disliked vs,
mildly disliked words

Error i 849
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TARLE VI

SUMMARY OF THY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 0# THE NUMPTR

ves next least liked (con-
founded with order of
precentation)

oF “XPOSUTL*S TC THE POINT OF V.ORDL RUCCGNITICN
BY COLLEGYT STUDTNTS
—_— - — " __"
£ Vari a Mean P
Source o ariance . Square 'p
Total 329
Unpleasant ve. control words 1 20 <1 N. sig.
Series with unpl. word strongly 1 2,298 3.000 N. sig.
disliked by peer group vs.
series with unpl. word mildly
cisliked
Series with unpl. word strongly 1 1,812 2.366 N. sig.
taboo vs., those with unpl.
word mildly tatoo
Series with unpl. worc least 1 7o <1 L. sig.
liked vs. series with unovl.
word next least liked (con-
founded with orcer of
presentation)
Common vs. uncommon words 1 5,516 7.201 V. sig.
Short vs. lon: words 1 2,523 3.29l, nIi. sig.
Male vs. ferale 1 5,221 6.816 v. sig.
Interactions
Unpl. vs. control x strongly 1 3,975 5.189 «05=-,01
¢lsliked vs., mildly disliked
Unpl. vs. control x strongly 1 1,534 2.003 N. sig.
taboo vs. mildly taboo
Unpl. vs. control x least liked 1 572 < 1 . sig.
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TABLE VI continued

Source of Variance de f. liean F p
Square
Unpl. vs. con%rol X common 1 3,84, 5.018 ,05-,01
ve, uncermon Jonrds -
Unpl. vs. zontrol x short vs. 1 2,042 2.666 N. sig.
lon - words 7
mpl, ve., 2ontrl words X male 1 31 <1 . sy,
vs. Tfemale
Error 316 766
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TABLE VII SUMMARY OF THE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE NUMBRER
OF PRE~RECOGNITION HYPOTH =SES
0 COLLEGE STUDENTS

Mean

Source of Varlance d. f. Square F P
Total 629
Categories of hypotheses 3 13,064 9.845 v. sig.
Unpleasant vs. control worde 1 522 <1 N. sig.

Series with unpl. word strongly 1 6,816 5.138 .05-,01
disliked by peer group vs.

series with unpl. word mildly

disliked
Interactions
Unpl. vs. control x categories 3 2,390 1.801 N, sig.
of hypotheses
Unpl. vs, control x stron-ly 1 3,225 2.130 1, sir.

disliked vs. mildly dilsliked

Error 620 1,327
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TAELE VIII

WITH THE COLLIGE AND HCSPITAL SALPLES

————

i T

———

A COMPARISON SUMMAFY O ANALYSES OF VARIANCE

Hospital College
Source of Variance F p P p
Number of exposures to the
point of recognition:
Unpleasant vs. control words <1 N. sig. <1 N. sig.
Series with unpleasant word <1 N. sige. 3.000 N, sig.
strongly disliked by peer
grcup vs. series with
unpl. word mildly disliked
Series with unpleesant word 5.281 ,.05-,01 2.366 N. sig.
stroncly tatoo vs. series
with unpl. word mildly
taboo
Order of presentation (first 5,312 ,L,05-.01 <1 K. sic.
series vs. second series) }
Series with unpl. word least < 1 N. sifr. <1l N, sig,
liked ves. series with
unpl. worc¢ next least liked
Common ve. uncommon worda 13.543 V. sic. 7.201 V. sig.
Short vs. long words 20.670 V. sig. 3.294 N. sic.
Fale vs. female £.816 V. si¢.
Interactions:
Unpleasant vs. control x 1.772 N. sig. 5.189 .05-,01
strongly disliked vs,
mildly disliked
Unpleasant vs. control x < 1l Ne slgee 2.003 N. sig.
strcngly taboo vs.
mildly teboo
Unpleasant vs. control x < 1 N. sir. N. sige.

order of presentation

3
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TARLE VIII continued

Source of Variance rospltal College
F D F P
Unpleasant vs. control x <1 N. sig. <]} Ne sir,

least liked ve. next
least liked

Tnpleasant vs. control x 2.1C1 N,
common vs. uncormon

14;)
[U'Y
m
L ]
‘N
[ 3
(@)
—
(@e]
[ ]
o
"
]
[ ]
(@
—

Unpleasant vs. cocntrol x <1 e sl
short vs. longc

AV,
L
o
O\
-
o
L ]
2]
[N
be'
L]

npleasant vs. control x <1 Ive sir.
male vs, female

Number of pre-reccgrition
hyrotheses:

Catecories of hypotheses 5.706 V. sig. 9.8L5 V. sig.

Unpleasant vs, control <1 Ne sirs. <l he de.
words

Series with unpl. word 2.576 N. sic. 5.13%  ,05-,01
strongly cislikecd by
peer group vs. series
with unpl. word mildly
disliked

Interactions:

Unpl. vs. control x 56,828 V. =i, 1.
categories of pre-
recor. hyocthecses

0
O
H
M
[ )
n
s
e
[ ]

Unpl. vs. contrcl x 1.09 L. =i 2.L30  u. sis.
strensly disliked vs,
mildly disliked
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TABLE IX INTERACTION OF UNPLEASANT VS. CONTROL x
CATEGORIES OF PATIENTS!
PRE-RECOGNITION HYPOTHESES

Mean Log. of Number of Pre-recornition Hypotheses

Categories Unpleasant Control Total
Structurally 30,9 34.7 3.0
similar
Structurally 23.1 16.1 17.4
unlike
Nonsense 37.01 32.6 33.7
Part 31./ 37 .4 36.4
Totals 31.4 33.48

The dif ferences here between the unpleasant and contrcl
words lie with respect to the structurally unlike group. HNo
simple relationship between SS, SU, N, amxi P categories with
respect to the unplcasant and control words is suggested.

The revers-zl of the tendency in the structurally unlike ard
nonsense groups as compared with that exhitited by the struct-
urally similar and part groups is the tasis for the

interaction significance.
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TABLE X INTERACTION OF UNPLEASANT VS. CONTROL x
STRONGLY DISLIKED VE. MILDLY I1SLIKED
WITH STUDENTS

Mean Log. of Number of Exposures to Point of Recognition

Categories Strengly Disliked '"11d1ly Disliked Total

Unpleasant 92.0 112.5 98.5
Control 95.5 97 .7 96.4
Total 95,0 100.7

The significance of thlis interaction can be traced to
the unpleasant words. In relationship to the ccntrol words,
thhe unple asant words demonstrate opposing tendencies in
respect to theilr classification as strcngly disliked by a
peer croup or as mildly disliked. This difference 1s not

demonstrated by the controls.
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TABLE XI INTERACTION OF UNPLEASANT VS. CONTROL x
COMNMON VS. UNCOMMON,
WITH STUDENTS

Mean Log. of Number of Exposures to Point of Reccgnition

Categories Unpleasant Control Total
Common 76.5 91.6 88.5
Uncommon 103,9 97.5 98.8

Total 98.5 96.4

This interaction 1s significant because wnhile the
students did not react to the control common and uncommon
words differently, they did react differently to the un-
pleasant comrmon and uncommon v rds respectlively, as shown
in the table. Further, it may be seen that it 1s not the
uncommon words which are perceived in different fashion.
The sienificant differences in duration threshold between

unpleasant and control words lie in the common words only.




DISCUSSION OF TRE RESULTS
The Iliypotheses

Since the resuvlts of' the study cean perhaps be moct
meaningfully examined in relation to the hypotheses orig-
inally advanced, a reconsideration of these seeams

appropriate.

The primary hypothesis: perceptual defense. This

hypothesis was used as the focal polint of the experimental
design. It predicted that the duration thresholds (the
number of exposures required for word recognition) for
words of 1dlosyncraticelly unpleasant connotation would be
si~nificantly higher than those for words of neutral
connotation, matched with the unpleasant words in number

of letters and frequency.

The secondary hypothesls. This hypothesis precicted

that there would be slgnificant differences between the
frequencies of structurally similar, structurally unlike,
nonsense, and part responses ellclited by the unpleasant

words and those elicited by the neutral words.

Subsidiary hypotheses. Five subsidiary hypotheses were

as follows, with the differences medicted in terms of the
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relationships between the unpleasant words and their control

words matched in word length and frequency:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

lords selected as stroncly disliked on the tasics
of composite welghted scores in terms of peer group
ratings woulcd have greater duration thresholds
than those selected as mildly cdisliked on the
basis of the same criteria.

There would te significant differences between

the duration thresholds for unpleasant words
selected as strongly socially taboo on the basis
of prediction ratings by clinical psychologists,
and those for unpleasant words selected as mildly
or not teaboo, the thresholds belng greater with
the former.

Unpleasant words rated as least liked by individ-
ual subjects woula have greater duration threshclds
for them than woulcd unpleasant words rated as next
least 1l1lked.

There would be significant differences between the
durat ion thresholds for uncommon unpleasant words
and those for common unpleasant words, with the
former beinc higher. On the basis of this hypoth-
esls, it was predicted that the differences in
threshold between unpleasant and contrcl words

would be greater with the uncommon than with the
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common words.

(5) There would be significent dif ferences between
the duration threcsholds for long unpleasant
words and those for short unpleasant words,with
the former being higher. The predictlion made
here was that the differences in threshold
tetween umnleasant and control words would be

greater with long than with short words.
Interpretations and Conclusilons

Perceptual defense. The primary hypothesls involvingc

the concept of perceptual defense was not supported by the
experimental results from elther the hospital or collasge
sample. In each case, the differences obtained between
thresholds to unpleasant and to control words were statls-
tically insignificant. Thls 1s interpreted as indicating
that neither sample of subjects responded differently to
the total sroup of idlosyncratically unpleasant words than
they did to the ostensibly neutral words, in temms of the
number of exposures requlred for corrsct word identificat ion.
These findingrs taken by themselves lend support to the
contention of Howes and Solomon (5) that the influence of

afrfective determinants on cduration thresiolds is minimal.

Catejories of pre-recosnition hypotheses. With respect

to the secondary hypothesis involving differences in the
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frequencies of the four categorles of pre-recognition
responses, the hypothesis was supported by the responses
of the hosoiltal group, but was not supported by those of
the college students. This may be concluded through ref-
erence Lo the interaction obtainec between word
unpleasantness and categories of responses (Table VIII,
Results). The frequencies of responses fallin~ into the
four categories were slgnificantly different for both
groups, but only in the hospital sample dld differentiat-
ing tihiese categorles in terms of unpleasant and neutral
werds prodiuce any significant chanzes in the freguenciss.
In this case, as may be seen in Table IX, there were
significantly more structurally unlike hypothe ses in
resvonse to the unpleasant words than to the neutral words.
In adrition, the reversal of trends responsible for the
significant interaction term can be attributed to the
greater number of structurally unllike and nonsense responses
produced &fter exposure of the unpleasant words, and the
greater number of structurally similar and part responses
produced after the neutral words had been exposed.

The fact that the hypotaesis was upheld for one sample
but not for the other suggests that attributes peculiar to
the samples or to the words chosen for each were involved.
This demands tnet care must be used in generalizing from the

results obtainec. lowever, the fact remains that within
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the hospital ~roy, in spite of insignificant deviations 1in
terris of daration thresholds, there apparently were diff-
erences in the way in which unpleasant words were perceived
prior to the actual recognition from the way In which the
neutrsl words were perceived. Thic in turn intimates that
the individuals manifesting such behavior weré particularly
sensitive Lo tne connotations of the words selected by theun
as especially disliked, as if set to avoid verbal corrob-
oration of subliminal pre-recognition hypotheses carrying
such unpleasant meanings. One may thus sugsest as did
Mcoinnies 1n explanation of similer results (ll), that the
relative profusion of unlike and nonsense responses to the
critical words compared to those eliclited by Nneutral words
may represent a type of defensive reaction or blockinr.

A further comment in this connection is stimulated by
the fact that tiie differeﬁces in category freQuencies, when
these arc¢ c¢xanined in interaction with unpleasant as opposed
to control words, were simificant in the hosplital group,
while there were no siznificant differences In the total
numbers of pre-recognition hypotheses to unpleasant as com-
pared to control words. This implies that in f'ew cases was
there any Lol a1l blocking of responses in reaction to the
unpleasant words, but rather, a substitution of nonsense or
structurelly unlike resoonses for a portion of the part and

structurally similar responses made to the neutral words.
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This 1n turn suggests the possibility that had McGinnies
and Sherman (15) categorized thelr pre-recognition responsec
as dild Mc3iinnies in his earlier experiment (1), they might
have Tfound differences in respect to the hypotheses gzenerated
by taboo as opposed to neutral words, differences not evident
from the mere comparison of proportions of hypotheses made

to the two classes of stimilus words.

Peer group dislike. The first subsidiary hypothesis,
that words desisnated as strongly disliked on the basis of
peer pgrcup ratinzgs would have higher thresholds than words
classiffed a¢ mlldly disliked, appears not only not to be
substantinted by the results secured with the college
students, but to be contradicted bty these data. The inter-
action terr computed between word unpleasantness and the
degree of peer sroup disliking (Table VI) shows differences
significant at between the .05 and .01 levels of confidences,
in the directlon opposite to that predicted, when the
unpleasant words are considered apart fram tieir controls.

The more detalled presentation of the results in Tatle X
reveals that the strongly disliked words were correctly
perceive’ sooil=r than those selected as mildly disliked.

This may in part have been a function of the frequency of
the words so designated. Nevertheless, the thresholds of the
stronply dicliked words and their matched controls combined,

compared with tiose »f ti« .171dly disliked words with thelr
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conlrols, were not significantly different. The thresholds
fecr the unpleasant and controls words were likewise not
siz ificantly different. The fact that slignificant rever-
sal 3 of trend were demonstrated by the strongly disliked
wor 's, in respect to thresholds for unpleasant and control
wor lg, Ay compared to the mildly disliked words, seems to
indlcate that the strongly disliked words were really
vercelved differently from those mildly disliked. However,
it {8 noi. 'he fomer which aovpear to te the center of the
deviation, Uit 1t 1s the mildly disliked words. These
ceviated prominently, not only from the stronrly disliked
words, wut also from thelr own controls and those of the
sti1cacrly disliked words as well,

Thie msay involve iclosyncratic connotations of the
mi®dly disliked words which were not involved in the ratings
~y the pser group, or the latter may simply not have been
; ellable Iindlcatlon of actual intensity of disliking. At
enr rate, the results suggest that the concept of perceptual
ce 'ense may have application to responses to certain un-
plincant stinmull made by certain individuals., It 1is
¢i”ficult to explain away the fact that, in spite of careful
coatrols Cor variations which mizht otherwise have been
atzrivuted to discrepencles 1n lenecth and frequency bLetween
tha crliticel and control words, there remained differences

ctatistically significant between the mildly disliked words
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and their matched contreols,

Marthiernore, the differences obtained cannot be ex-
platned by reference to the accentuation of an effect which
in itself was sufficlently potent to provoke significant
threshold differences. In the case of the mildly disliked
wordes, 1t was apopoarently only in interaction that the two
variables involved were sufficiently powerful to procduce
eignilicant effects with a portlion of the stimull, ard only
with those adminlistered to one of the two samples. This in
turn, however, sugrcests that the effect 1s by no means such
a ceneral cne as that of word frequency; with both samples,
threshol? differences presumably due to the effects of
frequ«ncy were very significant.

Mc3innies! earller experiment using socially taboo words
was criticized by LHoves and Solomon (5) on the grounds that

no controls for differences in word frequency were employed,
. and that the signllicance of the results might be more
par=imonicuasly attributed to these frequency dif ferences than
to any effects of tabooness per se. The later experiment by
Fedinnies ané Mliernan (15) éid employ controls for frequency,
yet results i nificant at the .01 level were reported,
differentiatins hbetween thre siiolds for words following taboo
words and tose following neutral words., In view of this and
of the ecareful equation of frequencies of the unpleasant and

control words used Iin ithe present experiment, 1t seems
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somewhat premature to dismiss the concept of perceptual
defensre entirely, yet there certainly appear to be grounds
for dcubting the generality of its application. There
seems little basis, however, for according to it the

importance credited to word frequency as a determinant of

duration tiresiolds.

The socially taboo. The second subsidiary hypothesis

involved the prediction that words of stronc soclally taboo
character woilld st "malate higher duration thresholds than
would tlose of relatively mild taboo nature. This hypothesls
was not uphelc by the data securec wlth either of the
samples, with insignificant interaction terms obtained
between worcd unpleasantness and degree of taboo in each case.
It 1s of some interest in this connection to compare
the socially taboo words employed by McGinniles in his ex-
perimaent (1) and in that conducted by him and Sherman (15),
wlth some of those deslenated as strongly taboo in this
study. In the experiment by McGinnies alone, the socially
taboo words were as follows: raped, belly, whore, kotex,
peniz, fM1th, and bitch. In the second experiment cited
above, the "cllowinc of the taboo words were employed:
bitch, venis, raped, and whore.
The words desirnated as stronrly taboo in the present
study, it may be recalled, were classified on the basis of

clinical psychologlists' predictions of how people in general
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would react to them. The ten words with the highe st welghted
composite ratings of "tabooness" are presented here in
descending order of thelr numerical scores: whore, bitch,
ass, vastard, ejaculate, nigger, prostitute, syphilis, rape,
and vomit. The ovarlapping of the three selections of
taboo words 1s evident. On the basls of the data collected
from botir the college and hospltal samples, no significant
differences were noted in the thresholds of unpleasant as
compared to control words, as a function of tabooness. It
is suguvested that while socially taboo wards may serve as
adequate critic«l stimull in experiments such as those of
lfcdinnles'!, thelr effectiveness may stem framn other qual-
{ties than their character as socially taboo words per se.

The difficulties experilenced by this and other inves-
tigators in sscuring significant evidence for perceptual
defence iIn respect to duration thresnolds suggests that
McGinnies' reaults may be due to the effects of a number
of unidentirfied variables consistently confounded with the
critical variable in his experimental nrocedure. Among
these mav he uncontrolled factors in the experimental field
affectine subjects! "set" toward the test procecure or
toward suwblliainsl pre-recoonition responses to critical
words, especlcelly those after the initial subliminal reaction
to the first critical word. It may be recalled that a

definite set was instilled iIn members of bhoth experimental
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samples used In thia ztudy. The hospital subjJects were
either referred directly for psychological evaluation or were
introduced to the experiment as "control subjects for a
research project in connection with skin disorders." To
the college sub jects, the tachlstoscopic presentati on was
introduced as a "vision test." In both instances, it seems
plausitle that the words used as stimull were percelved
within the framework of the introduction used, but in
neither case were there evidences for perceptual defense
for the unpleasant words as a whole or for those designated
as strecngly taboo,

Under the conditions of testing employed by MceGinnies,
no definite set appears to have been given the college
subjects. If subliminal resnonses to McGinnies' stimuli
did occur as e =i, zesty, then such responses would involve
early dleccrinmination of the critical socially taboo words
as such, and even the initial sublimlinal reaction could
have instilled a set to percelve the critical word being
re-exposed snd the critical words to follow, in such a
manner 8s to avold corroborating the subliminal di scrim-
instion at a verbal level. Equally probable is the

possibility that a specific set was unwittinely gilven to

his subLjects,

Incivicual dislike. The third subsidlary hypothesis

was concerned with the question of whether or not ¢l fferences
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in the unpleasantness of words rated numerically as least
liked and next least liked by the individual subjects would
be sufficiently pronounced and steble in this attribute to
influence significant threshold differences. The prediction,
that the least liked words would be perceivec less rapidly,
was not upheld with elther group. The test of this hypothesls
was confounded in the college sroup with the effect of possible
differences due to order of presentation, since all of the
least likecé words were exposed in the first test series shown
to these subjects. LHowever, since no differences were found
in the college group, as anticipated, i1t may be assumed that
there were no differences attributatbtle to either of the

variables confocunded.,.

Word frequency. The fcurth subsicdiary hypothesls was

thrat there would be a significant difference in duration
threshiolds for uncommon unpleasant words as compared with
common unnleasant vworacs, with the former recognizec less
raplicly. UDifferences between uncommon and common words,
unpleasant and controls together, were significant in both
samples, thus apvoarently justifyin: the importance accorded
to word frequency differences and thelr contrcl in tlre
experimental design. These findings were similar to those
emphasized by Solomon and Ijowes (5, 26).

It was thus conceivable that these data might possibly

have reflected only the effects cof cdifferences in word
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familiarity, and in such case, interaction terms with
word unpleasantness would have been insignificant. However,
when the unpleasant and control words were treated sep-
arately by means of the interaction computation, significant
differences in threshold to common and uncommon words were
also revealed tetween the unpleasant and contrcl categories
with the students but not with the patients. Reference to
Table XI demonstrates that the interaction was significant
because the students did react dfferently to the unpleasant
words, common and uncommon, but not to the controls., Nore-
over, it was the common wvords which departed most sirnif-
icantly from the controls, belnm recornized more raopidly
than the uncommon words. These same common unvleacsant words
were also recornized more rapnidly than the cormon control
worés. Thus, the hypothesis itself seems to be supported by
the deta from the college sample but not from the patients.
The preciction based on the hypothesis, antlicipating greater
differences in threshold tretween unpleasant and control words
for the uncommon rather than the common words, was, of course,
not verified.

Once agaln, the difference between the samples with
respect to the significance of the results obtained here
surgests reservations in the application of the conclusions
to other groups. It 1= possitle that one reascn for the
observed difference between the samples may be attributed

to probatle discrepancies in intelli,ence, vocabulary, and
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reading skills of the two groups. One might rationslize
the discrepancy by postulating theat with the patients, all
of the unpleasant words were relatively equally unfamiliar
in terms of reading material, while this was not the case
with college students accustomed to study and to reading as
a recreation.

Tne fact that the discrepancy between the common un-
pleasant words and thelr controls was significant suggests
a number of poscsitle alternative explenations. The first
is that there were <senuine tendencies for certalin common
unpleasant words to influence perceptual processes sublim-
inally, alterin~- the thresioldas normally manifested to
neutral words. That 1s, that certein of the subjects were
hypersensitive to the connotatlons of the critical words
chosen Ly them as least liked and next least liked, and
these indivicduals reacted to such words more rapidly or
"vigilantly," either becsuse of consistent idiosyncratic
response tendencies toward such words or because of speciflc
salience of the particular words.

A second possibility is that either the common un-
pleasant words were often encountered in sources not included
in the Thorndike-Lorce list; e.g., used in casual conversa-
tion tetween members of the sanie sex or read from restroom
walls, so that the matching of these words with thelir

controls was based on false premises; or, more likely, that
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generalization in terms of famillarity with the words
occurs through transfer from spoken vocabulary skills to
those employed in reading.

A third possibility 1s that the common unpleasant
words appear so often in print and over the air that,
partly because of thelr repetition and partly because of
thelr emotional salience, certain subjects develop a set to
perceilve these words when they are presented through any
sense modality. Consequently these words tend to be more
often employed in relatively accurate pre-recocnition
hypothe ses, verbalized or not, to relatively ambiguous
stimuli. Were thils the case, pre-recornition hypotheses
reported might be expected to show a larger number of
structurally similar and part rescponses and a smaller number
of nonsense and structurally unlike responses, than those
observed with less famllliar or sallent unpleasant words.

This rationalization recelves some degree of indlirect
support from the fact that with the patients, where the
common unpleasant words were not perceivec at sicnificantly
different thresrolds from the common controls (al though
common and uncommon words as a whcle were differentially
perceived), there were more structurally unlike and nonsense
responses and fewer similar and part resnonses to the un-
nleasant worcds. Ti:ls was not the cace with the students

whose pre-recosnition hynotheses were not different for



-12l -

unpleasant as compared to contrcl words, but who perceived
the unpleasant common words significantly more rapidly than
the control common words. The avallable data permit only
speculation as to the actual explanation.

Due conslideration shoulc be given to the very signif-
icant differences in both groups of subk jects with respect
to thresholds for common as compared to uncommon words.
The differences were beyond the .01l level in troth instances,
whereas differences attrirutable to affective fectors, here
word unpleasantness, were observed only with the students,
and the significance was between the .05 and .01 levels.
This suggests that the variable of frequency is a more
potent and Tenerally effective agent in duration thresholds
than 1is word unpleasantness, and perhaps than other affectlve
determinants as well, What seems to have occurred in the
present study was thiat the effect of word frequency, power-
ful in itself, was pesrticularly accentuated with 1dlosyncrat-
1cally unpleasant words, to a signiflcant extent with a
significant proportion of the college subjects. In these
instances and apparently only in these instances, were the
unpleasant words rniore rapidly perceivecd than their matched
neutral controls. The fact that this effect occurred only
in conjunction with the common words renders the concept of
virilance somewhat beclouded by the possible connection with

aspects of frequency and set involved in the three alternative

explanations previously presented by the writer.
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Word length. The fifth subsidiary hypothesis predicted

that duration thresholds for lon;; unpleasant words would be
significantly higher than those for short unpleasant words,
in relation to thelr respective matched controls. With the
effects of differences in word length and frequency thus
controlled, this hypothesls received no support fram the
data recorded for either of the two samples; apparently
differences in word length do not have significant effect
unon the extent to which word unnleasantness influences
duration thresheclds.

with the patients, verv sicniflicant cifferences were
observed in the threshiolds for short words, both unpleasant
and neutral, as compared to long words of btoth affective
groupings, with the short words percelved more rapldly.
lowever, when unpleasant and neutral words were examined
separately in respect to length and thelir thresholds comn-
nared in lnteraction, the resulting non-zirnificant term
orovides no support for the contention that word unpleasantn-ss
has a differential effect for short as compared to longer
words. That is, the relationship between longs and short
wo rds was not significantly different with unpleasant words
than with control words.

Yot only were there no sisnificant differences ohtained
for long unpleasant words as compared to s.ort unpleasant
wo rds with the college sanple, but none vere obtained fron

comparisons of all of the lon words with the short words
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uscd, or the long control words with the short control
words. Thus, with both samples, differences in the length
of those words usea as stimuli, varying from three to ten
letters in the college group, se=med to be a relatively
negliglible factor in the effect of word unpleasantness on
duration threcholds. Conversely, the effect of dil fferences
in word unpleasantness, unpleasant words opposed to the
neutral control words, seemed to be of no significance in
the effect of word lengti on duration thresholds.

The likely explanation for the differences observed
in respect to the effects of word lengtih on the thresholds
for all the words combined, when exsosed to the hosnital
subjects as compared to the college group, is perhaps
appropriate here. The mean logarithmically transformed
thresholds of the hospltal subjects for the short and long
words were 73.5 and 95.7 respectively, while those for the
college students were 9, .3 and 99.9. It is the differences
between the short and long words observed in each sample
and the sisnificances of these differences which are important
nere, and not the differences vetween the means of the two
gsornles per se, In respect to the latter, however, while
the differences between the samples may appear of consequence,
they can largely be explalned with reference to the frequency
of the words chosen in the two sarples gc the least liked
and next least llked words, since this also aeterumined the

frsquenciles of the matched control worcs. It may be remembered
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that the threshold cifferences tetween common and uncommon
wards were highly si;nificant for both samples. Vnen the
mean Thorndike-Lorge frequency ratings are computed for
short and lens words in toth groups,1 and these are com-
pared wilth the means of the thresholds, they appear as
shown 1n Table XII, presented on the following vpace.

Note that within each sanplz there is an lInverse
relationstip tetwesn masnitude of thresholc and that of
frequency reting. As expected, the common words, those

with the higher mean frequency rstings were seen at lower

frequency ratings.

The writer attributes the relatively slisht and in all
likelihood insizgnificant difference between the thresheclds
of the long words for the hospital sarnple and the short
worcs of the collese group (wiich are in direct rather than
inverse relatiocnship to the frequency differences) to the

ffect of uncontrolled discrepancies between the two samnples.
Since the experiment was not desiined to incluce inter-

sar"ule comparlsons except as incicdental aspects of possible

—a ——

1Thorndike-Lorge non-nuwmnerical ratings of A and AA
were ziven the minimun numerical veluss of the ranges they
reore sent. Thus, A, represerting wcrds appearing between
99 and 50 times in 1,000,000, was assigned a value of 50,
while AA, representin: words occurring 100 or more times
per million, was asslzned the value of 100,
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TAPLZ XITI COMPARISON OF MEAN DURATION THRESHOLDS AND MEAN
THORNIIKE-LORGE FREQU ZNCY RATINGS FOR
3:iI0RT AND LONG WORDS

Sample Hospltal College

Category Short Long Short Long
Mean logz. threshold 78.52 95.68  9l.3L 99.92
I'esn "orndike-Lorge 36,53 12.00 6.73 L.79

frequency

———— —t—— e . - —— P —
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interest, no attempt was made to match for a number of
variables which could account for these discrepancies. It
was felt that the most effective method of controlling such
complex variables as those of physiological efficiency,
visual acuity, and allied factors, was to use each subject
as his own "matched control," assuming that the variations
affecting the experimental results would be relatively
constant for all stimuli administered to each subject. The
most likely factor accounting for the thresnold differences
not attribvutable to frequency here, would avpear to be that
o are difference with its concomitant retardation of
pnysiolo~rical response processes - the patients were in
general somewhat older than the students, and i1t seems quite
likely that tihelr reactions were relatively slow.

With reference to the differences between thresholds
for long and short words, differences significant for the
patients but not for the students, it 1s sy rested then
that the higher thresholds observed for longer words with
the patients reflected differences in frequency essentially,
rether than differences in length. Reference azaln to
Table XII indicates that the short words perceived at =a
mean curation threshold of 73.52 by the patients had a mean
frequency rating of 35.53, whereas the longer words per-
ceived at a significantly hi~her mean thresholcd, that of

95.68, had a mean frequency ratins of only 12.00. Thus,
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in the process of selection of the least snd next least

liked words, and/or in the complling of the peer group

word 1li st, the patients appear to have chosen short words
which were very comnon, but long words which were considerably
le s frequently encountered. With the students, on the other
hand, there were comparatively small differences in the
frequency ratings of the long and short words which they
selected as least and next least liked words, toth teing
csomewhat less common then the patients!' lons words, and
markedly less common than the patients! short words. Iere
witlh the students, vwhere no prominent dilfferences existed
between the mean frequencies of lons and si.ort words, no
sienificant threshold differences were found. Thus, it

would seem that when the effects of cifferences in

frequency are taken into account, the effects of differences
in lencgth upon duration thresholds for cuntrol and unpleasant
words combined are minlmal with both groups of subjects. It
is suggcested that with the tacnicstoscoplic procedure employed
in the study, once the threshold has been reached, long words
are recognized aporoximately as rapidly as are short words.
This may te a function of the distance between the eve and
the tachicstoscope exposure back, as a result of wnich
presumably both long and short words of the length employed

may be perceived with a sin-le fixation, within the limlts

of the subject's eye span.
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Additional Conclusions and Comments

Order of presentation., It was of particular interest

with the hospltal group to investigate whether or not the
identification of the first unpleasant word had an
appreclable effect on the duration threshold of the second
unpleasant word. This comparison was made, and while

di ferences significant at between the .05 amd .01 levels
of confidence were obtained vhen the series of five words
oresented first were compared with the serles presented
second, this scems to have been larcely a function of
differences in freguency, uncontrolled in tiilis grouping.
when the duratlon thresholds of each series were different-
{ated in terms of unpleasant and control words, thus in-
volvlin: controls over the factors of frequency and word
length, no sigcnificant differences were revealed. Thils
seemed to indicate that there was no appreciable carry-over
from the identification of the flrst unplea sant word to the
reco.nition of the second, with respect to the duration
tnreshold of the latter. As already indicated, no signif-
f{cant differences had been obtained with the college group,
in which this variable had been confounded with that of

the degree of the sulject's clslike for his choices of

unpleasant stimulus words.

Ssex differences. MNc3innies (1) was criticized by

Howes and Solomen (5) for usling a female ascistant in his



-132-

expcriment which made use of sexually loaded words with
subjocts of both sexes, Thls was construed as possibly
affectin;, the interpretation of hls otservations, tending
to confuse the effect of an inhiblition of verbal repart
with what had been considered as actual perceptual block-
inz. Since the present study also included wor ds
frequently interpreted with sexual connotations, and since
aoproxinately half of the members of the college sample
were womenn and thus misht conceivably feesl some constraint
in reportin- their perceptions to a male experimenter, it
was of interest to ex»lore the nosscibillity tnat this might
have affected the experimental results.

vhile very siy;nificant differences were obtained for
tlre duration thresholds of the ten words recorded for the
female as comparec to the male subjects in the college
group, the point of importance is that when these results
were examined in recard to differences observed between the
unpleasant and control words, no simificant interaction was
revealed. Thus, the apparent differences notec between
the men and women in respect to the thresholds seems to have
been a function of the varlables uncontrolled in comparing
the cduration thresholds of various individuals for different
words but controllec in the interaction, the variables of

frequency and word length, especially the fomer.
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Comparison of Results with those of Related Studies

Some implications of the results obtalned in this study
and their connections to conclusions drawn from certain other
experiments have already been mentionecd. 1t may, however, be
relevant to extend this discuscion to studles less intimately
related, pointing out significant similarities and differences.
Tefore doing so, however, certain peculiarities in the tech-

nigque used in this study should be made explicit.

Comparisons with thics study. The propriety of aking

cirect comparisons of results and ccnclusions cravn {rom

this study to others which are related is open to conslderable
question. In the first place, the criticsl stimull used were
somewhat different in nature; they consisted of icdlosyncrat-
ically unpleasant words rather tnhan words assumed to te
csocielly tatoo, words symbolic of personal vsalues, condi-
tioneé nonsense syllables, or auditory stimuli of sentence
length. In the second place, the measure of duretion thres-
hold was re-defined for use in the procecure employed,

Thiré, the fact that the subjects were strcngly urged to

make pre-reco-nitlon hynotheses may have nroducec or accent-
uated differences which woulcd not have been obvious, had

this not been done. The experiment by Elake and Vanderplas
(1) would sug-est that this mizht be the cace. Fourth, the
use of a non=cocllege group nmal:es certaln ccmparisons with

the typical sz 1ple of sophomore pesycholesy stucents used as
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subjects in many of the related studies somewhat inappropriate.

Related stucdles. The results recorted by Lazarus,

Eriksen, and Fonda (7), in common with the findings of the
present study, seem to point toward the definlite possibility
of obtaining either raised or lowered perceptual thresholds
as results of the emotional connotetions of stimuli of
specifled charescter. Vith college students in the present
study, raised thresholds were observecd for words classified
as milédly disliked by peer groups, while lowered thresholcs
were noted for common unpleasant words., Lazarus, Triksen
and Fonda, dealing with aucitoery perception, found two basic
end individually censistent reactions to threatening stimuli:
(1) high perceptual accuracy and reacy verbalizatlon; and
(2) 1low perceptusl accuracy and minimized verbalization and
blockinr. MNce3innies (1l}) and MeGinnies and Sherman (15)
found predominantly ralsed threst.olds to thelr critical
words, while Postman and Solomon (21) and Postman and
Leytham (20) seem to have concludeé from thelr results that
lowered thresholds may occur with stimuli of either reward-
ing or punisiiing connotation.

The sigznificant threshold differences found in our
college sarple with the common unpleasant words as compared
to the uncommon unpleasant words 1is scmewhat difficult to
reconcile with conclusicns dravn from certein other inves-

tigations. It may be that the use of nonsense syllables
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by Lazarus and McCleary (8, 12) was one factor 1n their
failure to find significant differences 1ln the accuracy of
perception of shock-associated nonsense syllables as com-
pared to those not so conditioned. As indlcated, the
significant threshold differences in the present experiment
occurred with the common unpleasant words, and 1t seems
quite possible that the nonsense syllables were never
learned to the point achileved 1In the use of common words,
In addition, the exact nature of the effect of the condi-
tioning procedure used by them as an analogue to reality
situations is not fully understood, and thus the analcgue
itself, ingenious as it was, is open to some questicon.

Also, in apparent contracdiction to the writer's find-
ings, Solomon and Howes (26) in their experiment using
Allport-=Vernon velue ranks noted that i1t was the infrequent
words, not the common words, which exniblited the greater
effect of value ranks, the criteria of the intensity of
motivational connotation with their stimuli. Postman arnd
Schneider (22), too, observed the same tendency in another
study using the Allport-Vernon velues. 1t may be that the

key to the discrepancies lies in differences 1n the types

of ostensibly motivational stimuli used.
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Sunnary

In summary, then, the following findings were noted

in respect to this experiment whlch employed a sample of

general hospltal patlents and a sample of collece students:

(1)

(2)

(3)

Unpleasant words which had been desi-nated as
mildly disliked on the tasils of peer grcup ratings
were percelved at significantly hicher durstion
tnresriolds by college stucdente than were neutral
"control™ words matchec with them in terms of
number of letters and frequency. o significant
¢ifferences were obtained with the hospital
patients with respect to this variable. No
differences were observec with eitner sample in
recard to the thresliolds compared for unpleasant
worde declgnated as streongly cisliked and their
matched control words.

Common words, unpleasant anc ccntrol, were per-
ceived at very significantly lower cduration thres-
holds than viere uncommon words, in toth samples.
Common unpleasant worcs were percelved by college
students at sie¢nificsently lower thresholds than
were matched common control words. Uncormon un-
pleasant words were not perceived differcntly from
thelr controls. ith the patients, common un-
pleasant words were perceived no differently -in

relation to their matched common control worcs
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(5)
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than were uncommon unpleasant words in relation
to thelr matched uncommon control words; in
neither case were there significant dif ferences
between unpleasant and control words.

Short words were percelved at verv significantly
lower duration thresholds by the patients than
were long words. VWith the students, the diff-
erences were in the same direction tut were not
significant.

There were sirnificant differences 1in the
frequenclies of pre-reco:inition hypotheses within
the categories defined as structurally similar,
structurally unlike, nonsense, anc part responses
made by hospital patlents toc unpleasant as com-
pared to control words. No such differences were
found to te significant with the pre-recognition

responses of the college students.

No significant differences in duration thresholcs were

noted in either sample with respect to the followin::

(1)
(2)

(3)

(4)

word unpleasantness;

the degree to vhich unpleasant words were ratecd
socially taboo;

the order in which the unpleasant word was precented
(in the first five-word series or the second);

The degree to which the unpleasznt word nac been
rated as least liked by the subject (least liked

vs. next least liked);
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(5) the influence of word length upon the effect of
Wwrd unpleasantness; and

(6) sex of the subject (college group alone).

In regard to the frequencles of pre-recocnition
hypotheses falline into the four categorlies previously
cited, no significant differences were noted for either
sample when responses to unplessant and neutral matched
vords were comparec for seriec of words in which the un-
pleasant words hac been incdlcated as stronrly disliked by
a peer group as opposed to series in which the unpleasant

words had been indlcated as milcly cislikec.
General Conclusions

It 1is concluded on the basis of the results obtained
in this experiment, that the concept of perceptual defense
is not supported by the response to unpleasant words as
such. No evidence for this concept was found when the
duration thresholde for unpleasant words were compered with
tnoce observed for words of osterisibly neutral affective
connotation metched with the unpleassnt words in number of
letters and frequency. Railsed duration thresholds were
observed with collere students, but only with certain un-
pleasant words, here classified as mllcdly disliked in temms
of peer group ratings. On the other hand, lowered thres-

holds were observed with colle;se cstuaents for common
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unpleasant words. On the basls of these results, thne
conclusion 1s drawn that perceptual defense amd perceptual
vigilance may perheps operate for certain individuals or
groups of 1ndividuals, In response to certaln types of un-
pleasant words, but the evlicence seems at best Inconclusive
for postulating these two concepts iIn rcference to general
modes of reaction to unpleasant visual stimulil.

Lower perceptual thresholds were observed for common
words than for uncommon words with roth samples, and with
the pstients, lower thresholdc were also recorcecd for short
words than for lons; words. UTLlifferences in respect tc these
variables, word frequency and longth, appearecd hlghly
sigsnificant, but computation of the mean frequency ratings
cf the long and short words indicatec that in all likelihood
the differences attributed to word lengih were largely a
function of frequency. The actual effect of word length upon
duration thresholdés for the words enployed in the study
appcered minimal,

It 1is elso concluded that with certain incividuals or
croups of incdividuals, diffcrences in pre-reco;mition hy-
potheses to unpleasant as comparec to pleasant words co
occur, with the most prominent differences attritutaltle to
tt.e greater number of structurally unlike hypotheses occurr-

ins to unpleasant words. In view of the fact thet such
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differences were observed only with one of the two samples
employed, the hospital patients, the evidence for assuming

ti.is to be a general moce of reactlon to unpleasant visual

stimull 1ie considered inconclusive.
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In requesting you to fill out this questionnaire as carefully and henestly
ssible, we are asking your cooperation in gathering matcrial tc be used

in a psychological experiment., we wish to study certain things which most
e like and othcrs which they dislike, and we hope to learn more about how
rcact to thesc fcelings. Take as much time as you feel is necessary. asll
rs will, of course, bec held strictly confidcntial,

HGR waRD

I« thcre any lines of work which you admire greatly?

hat occupation wculd you admirc most?

e there any kinds of work which you woulad aislike?

Jiat line of work would you dislike most of all?

are you fond of animals? which animal would you likc

rost us a pet?

arc there any animals which you dislike or which bothcer you?

which animal bothers you mest?

Do you find any inscects disagrecable or repulsive?

what inscet do you find most disagrccablce’

are there any words in the English language which you find particularly

plcasant? Name thrcco: ’

what three words arc the most unpleasunt ones you can think of¥

’ ’ .

If you were being -chascd with something that could be uscd as a wcapen against

you, what vwcapon would frighten you most?

what way of dying would scem most terrifying to you?

are there any kinds of people whom you dislike?

what kind of person do you dislike most?

what kind of person do you like best? _

Have any cxpuericnces in your life been particularly pleasing?

what cxpcricnce was the most pleasing?




Havc you had any expericnces which were particularly irritating to youf?

What was it that was thc most irritating?

Have you cver gone through any partieularly frightcning expericnees? __

e vwhut was it that frightened you most of all?

Do you remember cver having becn extremely cmbarrasscd?

+hat was it that causcd your ¢mbarrassmcnt?

have you ever becen scverely ashamed of ycursclf?

what was it that was responsible for this?

Has the poscibility of having any illness or disease cver been disturbing

to you?

Of what illncss or discasc havc you been

most frightencd?

Docs any illness or diseasc condition &ppear particularly disagrecable or

rcpulsive to you? __

#hich illnuss or discase condition appcars

most disagrecable?

«hen you think of all the things in the world that could possibly happen

to you:

(a) what do you think would make you thc most angry?

(b) what would make you the happicst?

(¢) what would make you the most frightencd?

(d) what would makc¢ you the most unhappy?




SENTENCE COMPLETION TEST (Adams)
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8, A WIFE

!9, THE HAPPIEST TIME

30. THE ONLY TROUBLE

31. MY GREATEST HOPE

32. | HATE

33, | AM VERY

34, MOST DOCTORS

35. THE WAR

36. A MOTHER- IN-LAW

37. THE FUTURE

38. THE STRANGEST THING

39. MY MIND

40, | FAILED

41, MY EDUCATION

42. THE BEST JOB

43. |'M AFRAID

44, | CANNOT UNDERSTAND WHAT MAKES ME

45, THE WORST THING

46 . MOST GIRLS

A7. MY FAMILY NEVER

48. MY MOST IMPORTANT DECISION WAS
-

49, MY GREATEST WORRY IS

50. | OBJECT

51. A FATHER. IN-LAW

52. TODAY, |

53. MY SCHOOL WORK

54, | BECOME EMBARASSED

55. | GET ANGRY WHEN

56. MY J0B

-
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casawnt things.

people tulk to onc wnother, they ao so with werds which ruy nean plewsant

When o poerson talks to u doctor or o psychologist, he £§lk~'r

t his D . . . Lo N ‘
tth; 'irgplgms ~nd uscs woras which of'tin mean unpleasunt things. We are i
. i ' v. ) ' ) . . - , 1 PR ili=-
ed i Inding morce about hew poople reect to the unplessant words which tr v
s ~ ’ Wt

LA e alXe

are unpleasant,

f’uGhN

b Cn

L UKR
polub:Thauds
RN
e JGNANT
shuiedUs
IRBURCTNY R
faaie Vb
GaliGho Ik
ThiC1TLE
FatwnlilUn
NUPT 1Al
rPULSE

T LT

PR ISCONEL
S1N
JELANCHOLY
tEThiaT
JJkai
5C0nCH

dakn

e

T LRDC
ialL
SREILTCON
Pl fids
SKE i
lu.IS}J.L\.
TuniUnk
Pn'i l\.\)l\ lZL
SCULEFL1OK
vk TORD
RT3
h»@‘dlu;.‘li
QClkail.
FEENITENT LanY
lhalil
PESS I L5
SCUTTLE
LHE UlenT Lok
Y

NIW N«
il
\‘UnCh

FALN

TEST
RCKLESSH
NOUSL
SHivIMY
MaNGLE
CCTOFUS
PR L

Mosakt
1HhASH
PaNIC
5iCk

NUDL
rEPhOACH
TIiMID
PrEJUDICL
SILLY
haUL
IESENT
OBSCE N
SCaAVLNGER
NENACE
TONDB
PaniaSITE
SiLISTLI.
. ILDEW
ProlF ITikat
SKINF
1ISERY
TUTTEL.
FalUNCh
SCUUNDRLL
rEVOLT ING
PrCTHUDE
oCrkiuClt
FERJURY
ThalPLE
rEST
SELUCE
nI1balD
PSYCHIATI 10T
SLash
11uT
FUTR1D

THEFT
nECOIL
NURM&AL
SHi IVEL
aNInG
OBST ANATE
hEPi IlvaND
hnbH
THiLATEN
PaNSY
ol1CKILSO
U ISaNCE
1L FPTILE
T1TTEn
PhEY
SIhELRD
I\ILEAGEJ\
ESTnICT
OBNOX1CUS
SCY
LENTAL
TORMENT
PaSSION
SINUS
MILITakY
PLONISCUCUS
SKULK
NG,
ThhG10
PaUPEn
SCOURGE

W OI\IL
rEVOLUT ION
FrOVOhLL
b.C-l‘J‘_zin
rERSECUTE
Thal
FESTILEMNCE
SEIZL
1.1DICULE
FSYCHULUGY

- 5LaT

nlSh
rUSSY

In Lrahrlto do soé we need to find words which o greot many recple
Flease read through this list «nd p g i Lot
o ung / F read 2h ‘. rut = check in front of
uc?? {?1ch you find ycu definitely daislike. The woru mey be unplecsunt bsf
%‘o Wwowy it locks, the wey it scunds, or what it roprosents ¢
yurub.whlch_yuu de not know or fully understand, )
ider tiel wnd your name is ot required.

Do nct mark

Ycur opiniocns will be held

Tt IEF
hELULWSE
NOTUR10UG
hiaNIPULLTLE
OBShEE 100N
HWuPRiSal
LaaSSalid
Thh.OB
PananLYZE
SIDLE
NULB
FEPUGN&NT
TOuD
FRICK
S1MPLE
MEDAL
rETalIaTE
OBLSITY
SCulD
MERCILE SO
TCihhaDO
P.SS1VE
5155Y
I‘J.Il't.E
Pi.OFPaGaNDa
SKULL
TURKLNT
PaTHLTIC
SCORN
WhITHE
PEVENGL
PnCsT 1TU
S>CUWL

PJ;‘H N
Tiallln
FERVELT
SCUP"&

1BV ULVER
ri.Oi L
CLanDLh
1.iGID
IR
Pk



Culi
Cii
1LY
AGL
LLTY
1Lalk
H

'NT
LON

L

RES
YVOUS

WFLal LUN

JLP

~ADJUSTAVLNT
IhN

G
JUKL
wi T aady
e
LIGNANT
i uJU:J‘

[ LGall
lra
JGhe N
+U1TLL
Jeali:CUn
JIrTial
JULSE
J1ieT
1 ISONEh

LN

s LuNCHOLY
TheaT
(xTH

SeinCH

&
o

i RDC
1L
REILTCN
" ald
"KE H]Lh
YA
Cubh1UnE
FINBROIN VA

5CULE LOK
ok TCreD
LV GUE
Fnloinalhb
o0 du s
FENITENT LanY
TraliP

FRo3 I 1S
SCUTTLR

P STRR VIO A I N
Y

(WIS N o

LGl
%iJJ;Cix

OaNLlanllm
MURLCEL
PCUCH
SCaB
PLaTTLIE
NakED
1aT
TAVERN
whASEL
OBLE
1aV1SH
NLURCT IC
TENTLCLE
>CalY
NalaDY
PAIN
TEST
hCKLESH
NOUSE
SHiVIMP
NaNGLE
CCTORUS
PR L
fsadt
1HhaSH
PuNIC
S1CK
NUDL
rk PhwuanCh
TIMID
PrEJUDICL
S1LLY
hMaUL
TEOENT
OBSCE NE
SCAVLNGER
NENaCE
TONB
ParaSITE
SIKRISTEL
LI1LDEW
PRk I'fkR
SKIwP
LISkRY
TUITL L.
FPLUNCH
SCUUNDRL L
rEVOLT LNG
OCrklClt
FERJURY
ThaMFLE
FEST
SELUCK
nIbalD

PSYCHIATILOT

ELaSh
(10T
FUTHID

LA A L v
MUBRKY
POUNCE
SCuFrOLD
PRE&CH
NaSTY
haTTLE
TawDnY
WEEP
OrFENSIVE
aW
NIGGahD
TERhIbll
SCAND&L
P\J\LAI\. Ih
AaLLOK
THEFT
nECOLL
NORMaL
SHitIVEL
s NIaC
ObST A NATE
nEPi lhalND
9.3
THik aTEN
PaNSY
olCRNLSES
U ISaNCE
W FTILL
TITTh
PrnivY
SIhEER
MEAGEN
1WESTu 1CT
OBNOXI1CUS
SC&EF
MENTLL
TORMENT
FaSs ION
SINUS
MILITalY
PLOLLISCUOUS
SKULK
linNGiu
ThaGIC
PaUPER
SCOURWGE
v Oond.
nEVOLUT ICON
FrOVURL
SCidw
rERSECUTE
Thalb
FEST ILENCL
SEIZL
niIDICULL
FSYCHULOGY

- SLaT

niShk
FUSSY

MUSS
POUT
SCalD
PrEGNaNT
NaUSLa
AUCQUS
TEDIOUS
»wBLT
@&Fal
NEBEL
~IGGER
TE Y
SCahlk
s LICL
PuLSY

T IEF
hEMCLSE
NOTUn1GUS
SHRUUD
halhIPULLLE
ObbESS 10
Wkbnisal
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Thh.OB
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SIDLE
NUL.B
hEPUGNANT
TO&D
FHICK
S1LPLE
MEDAL
TRl 1nTh
OBESITY
SCulD
Mer CILE Do
TCiaDO
FiuS51VE
S5185Y
LIk
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SKULL
Turhb NT
FaTHLTIC
SCOLI
#h1THE
hEVE NG
ProsT1Tuin
oCULL
FauN
Tiallin
rEhVELT
SCUM

WbV oLVE
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¥
ICIT
wITY
3t 1S
JEST
,LCASS
ut' T
TenI0haTION
kb
IPE
ALLCT
F.ihoNaLl
CKIL
Salll
NaTIC
SaFPCINTMENT
JITRi.
ol wCh
1Y
BBLE
ISI'J\L
1.58Y
wiHOUS
XrCOUT LON
00T
OUS1bi.
VOLUT ION
ISTOL
L1STnkboS
ONOFOLY
el
10 INaTh
li\.DLi\.
OwDY
a1 FSY
ICEE
SHAMEIRSS
inbaDFUL
.ORBID
~aGE
DL UNK
FLUG
sJisCULATE
OUST
SHIFTLESS
DL!:J»F
LUSH
nUluk
1.OULDY
r&NKLE
IquD
rUISCON
SHGUT
«U1D
;r-d IIH
sUTHLESS
onllVa

DhahIk
IMBECILL
CaLLOUS
LIFEIESS
DEBT
INDECENT
CaSKLT
ChaTE
DETLEST
LIQUIDATE
GhOSS
DIAPER
INJULY
DIE
LIZ&ARD
FaAMINE
DISTASTE
LONELY
DISGUST
FallLUhE
.OCK
I\JsC IJ'LL
DISOBEY
ShaCh
QQZE
EXCrti LUN
LOUD
nOTTEN
BVIL
FITH
DISTnULST
MOROTONOUS
SHaMbBLLS
DOSL
OhGaN
WUEBISH
ENVY
LUNP
SHARK
Dhlk sl
FOnGUE
aGGED
DULL
FLUMF
EGOT ISk
OUTCAST
SHIKK
DYNAMITE
LUSTY
WUPTULE
MOURN
Ak
DAl
FOLICL
SHraPREL
<UL ER
MUCK
SuCa IF ICE
OUThaGh

Livhhin
IMPaIl
CaNNIB4AL
LILY
DESTRUCT IVLE
INFELCT ION
CaTHanTIC
GhELDY
DEVIL
LISP
GRUDGE
DIAFPHRAGM
INJUSTICE
DINGY
FaTaLl
DIKTY
LOATHE
DISEaSE
FALSE
MISTRESS
WwUlIT
raCKET
D1SOnDER
SH&aLOW
OFEnhaT ION

EXCOllUNICATE

LOUSY
1WOUGH
BVACULTE
FITY
DiVirCL
LONSTER
SHaik
DianGON
OnLaNIC
hUDE
EhOT IONAL
LUNATIC
SH&ATTEL
DhilahY
MORT sk
halD
DUMB
FLUNDER
EFFENINATE
OUT L&vl
SHUCK
DYSENTE Y
LYkH
nuT
MOUSE
naSCal
waDNL SO
rOLLUTE
SHluw
QUAVER
LUCCUS
SaD

AA2 AIEA N AL

IMPOTENT
CaT

LIMB
DETECT 1VE
INFERICan
CHEAT

Gn IEF
D1aGNCS1S
LIVER
GHRUESCOME
DICTAnTE
INSECT
DIFHTHI Lsa
FATTY
DISaGrbiinbil
LOCUST
DISC1li LINk
FAKE

MOAN

naBEI
DISHONL, ST
SEXUAL
QINTKENT
EXThAVAGANT
LOON

LOOCK
EXAGGEIATE
PIhaTE -
DISTORT
MONGHEL
SHAKY

DOG
OPPRESS
1.OUT INE
ESEFIONAGE
LOuT
SHaNTY
Dhalias
MORhaSS
haDICAL
DROVIN
rLaAGUE
EMBuhbhaSS
OnGY

SHER IFF
DUNG

LUnCH

1WUIN
OhTGAGE
LYNCH
IVL&LGGOT
FONPOUS
SHIWIEK
QUalhEL
WD

onG

OYSTEs



& B Wowms ==

Cubw.b
DLGOMPOSE
FERTILIZE
GUILT
INSULT
ASSASS INATE
DbChk IT
FinhD

GuU1
INTEHFBRE
CEhaTaBlE
#TROCITY
CUNCEIT

L Grw ITY
24,uGHTY
SaunlIT
ensP InaCY
o IGN
J.unK

Lo Uhalh
HL:J\.T I.:I‘.: bS
BouasT

Bl ND
+UNK

ANIFE
CClhPsh
FRaNTIC
bITTEn
DEPLAVE
HLIND

C}Lnb
FRIGID
BLaNE
ROrawls.
OCnlrrlis
LASNE

JE: ISION
rUsS

aacH
CrCiD
HULT

BCVB

Law
CUCKUO
HYSTERICAL
DESr ISE
BiIBE
ILIEGIT IMATE
UnlnGE
LAWYEL,
GalUDY
BULGE

oot OSY
DahkK
GLUTTON
BUT1TOCKS

CHOKE
DECAY
FAULT
GUILLOTINE
GURGIE
INTERCOURSE
COLLISION
DEFEAT
FIGHT

HAG
INTESTINE
APOLOGIZE
COMMAND
FLABBY
ITCH

DEF IANCE
HARLOT
AWKWARD
BARBaK1C
CONTAMINATE
FORGERY
JILT
DELkY
HELL
BEGGah
DisMON
KIDNAF
CONTEMPT IBLE
FORMAL
BELLY
DENOUNCE
DEPHESSED
HISS
ChaSH
FHOZEN
SFITE
HOSTILE
CRITICISM
LARCENY
DESERTEL
GANGSTER
ChOaK
HUMILIATE
BLIND
LalkD
ChUCIFY
HUSSY
DESOLATE
BOWEL
ID1OT
CU:r.SE
DaliN

LazY

GEnN

EULL
LEWD
DE&D
GOUDY
BULZARD

CLINIC
DECLASE
FEAR
GUILTY
INSIST .
ARKROGANT
COLON
OEFECT
FILTHY
HAIRY
INTIMIDATE
ASYLUN
COMMUNIST
FPLATTEK
JACKASS
DEF ICIENCY
HaRSH
BaBOON
CONDENN
FORCE
JEALOUS
DEFRaUD
DELINQUENT
HERETIC
EBEICH
DENIZEN
KIDNEY
CUNTROL
FOUL
BIGOT
DENY

HICK
CORKUPT
FuuUD
BLACKMAIL
HOG
CradY
LaBOR
DEFLIVE
FUNERaL
GalE
ChOCK
HUMFE
BLOOD

LaSCIVIOUS
ChULE

HYENA
DESFaln
BhaG
IGNGnsNI
CYNICsL
DANGE:
LEECH
GHOST
BURN
LIak
GlZoanD
GOSLIF
CaCKLE

CLLNA
DECE IVE
FEEBLE
GULCH
INSOLENT
ASS
COMBAT
DEFENSELESS
FIRE
HANG
IHK
ATHE IST
COMPULSURY
FIESH
JAGGED
DEF ILE
HATE
BALD
COWFESS
FORLCLCSE
JEEK
DEGENERaTE
BaASTAKD
DELUSION
JOWL
KILL
CONVULSION
FhalME
BILIOUS
DEFLORABLE
HIDEOUS
COiiahD
FrIGHT
BLADDER
HONK
CRININAL
LAGGARD
IErbkLICT
FUNGUS -
GALBAGE
CiOTCH
HUNGE L.
BOAST
LaSH
ChUEL
HYrOChISY
DESHEATE
Bl\.hT
ILIEGaL
DaGGln
LaWwllhSS
GaSP
BinUTAL
LEER
DaNK
GLOOKY
BUTT




o 1¥ ISH
ITUaL
A
biUM
1aSH
HiNTOM
LaVERY
'1LE
yLING
aP
{IPE
‘hiCKERY
SPURT
+1CKED

[UbrrtCULUSIS

ST INGY
JNE..LianCED
>LLUGGISH
TtYPHGID
SUaNDER
UiF W IENDLY
STrUd
WHEEZE
STUPID

UNK IND
SLUSH
UNSTABLE
SMACK
USUKRP

SME AR
VERMIN
SQUEAL
VILLAIN
SUBMIT
VIRGIN
SUCCOR
SIVAU T
VULGAR
SUCK
ShaltL
wialLLCw
STaLE
SULK
SNOOP
whSTE
S0UB
SURGERY
STERILIZE
SUSPICION
SvwaDDLE
STINGY
SOUK

owk LTER
STCUP

ST UM
SThaGGLE
SPINSTER
TAINT

SENSUAL
ROACH
PULP
SEVERE

TREACHERQUS

PHYSIC
SLaY
PILL
SLINK
WONMB
THEMOK
SPLINTER
WINCE
ThIFE
STRICKEN
UDDER
SLOUCH
WHORE
TUMCR
SPUTTER
UNBEAhABLE

TYhuNT
STUD
WENCH
SQUASH
UNJUST
SQUAT
UNT 1DY
SQUAWK
VEIN
SQUEAK
VICIOUS
SUBMAKRINE
VIOLATE
SMOTHE i
VIRTUOUS

SMUDGE
STsaB
VULTURE
SNAKE
STAHIN
vwiANTON
SUICILE
SNOB
STHhVE
SNUB
SOCIALIST
STNCH
SUnLENDEK
SORDID
STING
SwaGGE R
SOUSE
STOOL
SwINDLE
SPELM
SWOLLEN
SPIT
TaNThUM

Ll aLAN L

OB
PUCKE
SEWEL
TREASON
PIiZ24
SLEET
PIMPLE
SLIPPERLY
WOLF
TRENCH
SPOIL
WILT
THOUBLE
STRrICT
UGLY
SLOVENLY
wHIPPING
TwisT
SgULBBLE
UNDEKRTAKEL

TYPHUS
STUFFY

WEAK
SLUM
UNSAVORY
STUPOK

URINE
STUTTER
VENGEFUL

SUBDUE
VICTIM
ShIhK
VIOLENCE
SQUIKM
VOI1D
SQUIRT
SUCCOMB
SNaIL
STHGNANT

SUFFOCATE
WAhNING

SNICKEK
STakhK

WARP
STEaL
STEALTHY
SOCKET
SOGGY
STIFLE
SORE
SWEAR
STCOLEN
SPaSM
SWINE
SFPIDER
SYPHILIS
SThaNGE
TahNISH

CAIANL bd AV S

KODENT
PEWTEh
SLAUGHTEK
TREMBLE
PIG
SLICE
PINCH
SLOPPY
WITCH
TRESPASS
SPUSN
wILDLY
THUSS
STHIKE
ULCEhR
SLUG
WHINL
TwITCH
SQUALOR
UNEASY
STRUGGLE
WHELP
STUN

UNGRATEFUL
SLUMP

UNSCRUPULCOUS

SLY

URN

ShiaSH
VENOM
SMELL
VICTUAL
SQUEANMISH
VIPEh
SUCKER

SUCCULENT
VOMIT

STuGGEL
SUFFEhR
WADDLE
SNELR
STANMEL
SULLEN
WaSP
SUPEL.ICK
SUPPHLESS
SODIEN
STICKY
SwWaB
SOKROwW
STINK
SWEAT
SPATTER
STh4aDDIE
SPINE
SThaIN
SThaNGLE
STRETCHERL



look over the following words and select the five words which you
Mark a 1L in front of the ward you like least of all,

ke least.

2 in front of the word you like next least, a 3 in front of the
yrd you like third least, and so on untll you have indicated

e flve words you like lecast in the order of their unpleasantness
or youe ilake your choices from all the words listed below, those
/ped on the list as well as those mimeographed. Ignore any word
iich you do not recognize or which 1s unfamIliar to youe.

JVERTY OGRE
LNGRENE «ELANCHOLY
IGGLED NaSTY
ROSTITUTE OBESITY
IoiD GUT
t.LSTA ;RD BB.;&T
ILL BRUTA
nCiCH ILLICIT
YPCCIIISY LICE
«hCA5S GRIPE
NSl DISGRaCE
PILZPSY DRUNK
LEGUD R.PE
HILPNEL DE,LTH
kM IZaL DESTRUCTIVE
LERDY DEVIL
;TULGE FuTals
.CUSY LUN.LTIC
IS, GREEADBLE DISHCONLST
LYNCH SHRIEK
2laV-RY YinP
USURP 10INT
SILLKE SPIT
CLULI SYPHILIS

RAV..GE
TORTURE
PUTRID
NIGGCR
CORPSE
H..G
BELLY
HUSSY
Lin.2Y
CRAZY
JAOB
POISON
SHOOT
ROTTEN
INJURY
DIS.LSTER
DIRTY
POLLUTE
ORGY
SELTFISH
SLI.E
SPITE
TRE..SON
VOIIIT

LALIGMNANT
SICK
LaANGE
4 GONY
LEPROSY
FLABBY
CROAK
IDICT
ARROG,LNT
nSS
EXECUTION
INDECENT
HA0CK
CuSKET
DIE
EVIL
DIVORCE
CHEAT
DUNG
TR..SH
TRICKERY
WHORE
SLOVENLY
STINK



Avpendix §
(Reproduction of a Checked List)

Indicate the eight words you like least from this 1list
by putting a check In ront of each one you select:

R4V ARD « BI DUER VACATION ATTRACTIVE
o CHUBBY HELPWUL ADIMIRE SPORTS
I'CCT RALL  o” FE.LZR INTEFESTING PRIZE
CC. 5 DLRATE GAYE ” GOGGLE A USING
SL.ILL-JL HUOROUS SINCHERY, o~ VELOETY
GLMIEUS o2 TA~LISH APPROVAL ~NTFRTAI NING
APPL.VL PoACKH CORUIAL 1L-LICIOUS
o SULS2CT CUUTILA E3LICAT

(The underlinings have been eaplorec liere to indicate which
of the words were the control wcrds).



Last neme

Doe

Please reed these instructions carefully:
Look over the following words and select the five words you like
ljeast, Mark the number;, 1, in front of the one word you like least

of all the words,

next least,

Next, merk @ 2 in front o
Now merk & 3 in front of the word you like third least,

Sex (M'or F)

Tirov __goug

e one word you like-

and so on until you have indicated the five words you like leest, in

order of their unpleasantness for you,

You mey find them unpleesant

because of their appeerence, their sound, whet they represent or
remind you of, or-for any number of these or other reasons, When
you have finished, you should hsve five, and only five words merked,

each with a different number,

will be supplied you later in the course,

AGONY
GASH
"BELLY
FILTHY
ADULTERY
POVERTY
MALIGNANT
SCORPION
MANGLE
SHRIVEL
NAUSEA
WRITHE
INCEST
INSANE
RABBLE
EPILEPSY
MAIM
0CZE
RUPTURE
CANNTBAL
DIRTY
SHAME,
DYSENTERY
GRUESOME
DUNG
TRASH
TUBERCULOSIS
TYPHOID
VERMIN
SNOCP
WENCH
SPIT
TYPIUS
SYTHILIS
SLOPFY
VENOM
WALTOW
TRIPE
GAUDY
HAG
TOILET
PANIC
EJACULATE

F'IEND
LEPROSY
HUSSY
I
ASS
MUTILATE
MANURE
MMURDER
MAUL
MANTAC

¢ NMIGGER

PERVERT
CARCASS
TANATIC
DISMAL
MORBID
DEARTE
EXCRETTON
RAPE
TNFECTION
LOATHE
LUNATIC
POLLUTE
FATTY
MAGGOT
SLAVERY
STRINGY
"HEEZE
SMUT
ROACH
SUICIDE
PUNY
SLUM
PUNK
WITCH
SUCKER
SNOB
UGLY
BUTTOCK S
BILIOUS
MESS
NASTY
RUTHLESS

GUT
ABORTION
BOWEL
BELCH
CROTCH
OGRE
GANGRENE
SCAB
PUTRID
OENOXIOUS
MASSACRE
SCM
DETERIORATION
DISGRACE
SHABBY
RUMP
CASKET
ROTTEN
OUEER
CATHARTIC
DISEASE
DREARY
MUCOUS
1.oUT
PURGATORY
SLIME
SLUGGISH
STUPID
VULGAR
SLINK
STENCH
SEWER
URINE
RODENT
WHINE

- VOMIT

SOUAT
STAGMANT
CROAK
SALOON
WRETCHED
DEBRIS
SALIVA

falie 2l s St 2 4

An explenetion for this procedure

TROCITY
FLABBY
LEWD
LEECH
BRAT
TERROR
TORTURE
SCALY
NIGGARD
PUSSY
SISS
LICF
GRIPE
FAIRY
ROWDY
MOULDY
MOCK
MORGUE
DEATH C
GRFEDY
LOUSY
EFFEMINATE
CHEAT
“RGY
SEI.FISH
WICKED
WHIMPER
USURFP
SUCK
WHORE
SOUGE
SLOVFNLY
SMIRK
PIG
WHELP
PEW
SLOUCH
ULCER
HELL
ODOROUS
nULCK
DISTRESS ‘

FAILURE
T TUOTTR




Tast Name y Firet Name

Please 4o not fll1 this slip out unless you took part in tho tachistoscopic
"rision experirent" in which you identified 17 words for Mr, Sterne in Room 18
of tre Psychology Buillding on South Campus, and also had previously ratei the
1ist_of unpleasant words, with tre numbers from 1 to 5. If you did take part

in both parts of the experiment, please ansver yes or no to the following Jues—
tions as honestly ani carefully as possibdle,

-

T. Ma you know that the vision experiment was connected with the ratines, before
vou saw any of the words In the tachistoscope? 1f not,

2, 713 you have any 1dea that the two might be connectel before you saw the words
in the tachistoscore? If not,

3., 773 you realize that the two were ccnnected after seelng the first stimulus
(unpleazsant) word? If not,

4, Tid ycu realize that the two were ccnnected after seeing Yoth stimulus weris?

Ccm-entgl

REIMOVE THIG FAGI AYD VAV FLTK TN YOUR IVSTI UCTCR, IF YOU EAVE AMOWERID Tho.
QUESTINIS,



It heas beun suggest. a that most individuals learn early in life that cer-
tain woras carry Wwith then a “sccially tabco" counctatien. When those words
are used by a cl.ild, this use penerally results in chastisement by parents, with
the consequent cstablishment of & cenditiensd reaction te the verbal syrbol.
This pattern of conditienca emctional response may be considered to be crne of
anxiety or fear arcuscd by symbols havirg sexual, excretery, or cthoerwase un-
plewsant or “imrorzl" connotuticns. (heGinnies, Elliott, "hicticnality «ud fer-
coptusl Defensc", Esychclopicul hevicw, 56, 1949, p.244.)

Plezge rute the fellcwing werdas in tci‘mr— of the (xtent te which caeh werd
seems "sociully tuboo! by putting @ check in the appropriate space uftor it.
Word { Highly Moderately olightly wot
; tabee tebeo tabos luboe

—— — U I S P
Fatt |

= __:__Y_ U e
airy

e e s e e -T o - - e e I R
wueer

- ._'\_ S e — ——— ~—t — ﬂL—— - —— e e b e -
Wlgheoll

Dearic
_—-__1- \-w
Dung o
Onze T T T T
Effcminate "‘{ - i '
A _I- SO I P _._.__v--._....., .

S R A -
—

T omt T N R B
hss { T~ ) B -

O bdlly o
wyphilic T

U oTime . T - o I
RENT S o T T
e e s Eme rem——— e — - St ——— —— ——— - - - - eeem oo -
sulceh
aut T o I
o e —_— S S
stench {
“Nausea | TTTTTTTT T T i
e SC.Z'«_ e e : e e t__,_ J— R [ .
UV | e

Tripc ' :
© Slavery '}—— 1

S e -

L\‘;_z}':_sy f; h _ ' T N

Suieide P ' '

. | N
7 Putrid o | |
T RewRlc T T L . :t:— Y
Usurp T | - ]
T heggot 1 T
R e e e e e e
.- o e - —— e ———— ,__..1,__.‘.,___._ - ——— e

Shurder ! !

........ e - —] - S D
Gingre v T i




Word { Highly Noderately Slightly Net
tebco taboe taboo Tcboe
Mungle I
‘Ljaculate
e S‘Ej‘)’mn .- _— .l RIS B B s TR tp— -‘Tr» ¥ e e e o et ——— e ,}..4.-._ e e —— .
vomit -

e e e ]

_L._. P Se iem B - b e e e - -+ ———

Ty e . P e T T e
kilinus
Lyrnch T
e e e e e e e e e e e c—— [ .-—--—w_..-.-_,_.-M-.__WL.,...,.... — ..
Divorce f
U U S S I S
Eitch
e e — —— — . .- A - o ———— e~ e el e e+ e
o oned | : L o

Tub.reculousis

B Z R e S e e

- ”“:P:_ S b —_— _

L eam | e
whorc {

e e oo e [ S %— —_ e
Frostitutc T |

s e i S SR MR S TS e — e
TS & i

- - PR— 1 . e - e ——— ——
hate e __-__m___'___l | o
Shrapnel o ’
Discster
B s et -
Lice o L
7 Slum .
~_wf):uth ! L _
»OTEUC v I -
T Tact ten M o

Lisproec

Cortord

Dic
(:rnibal

TTiIind I

" Dishencs¥® T T

444
|
|

IS T A
o Foeverty B
s TTwIeution T !

Tcison
— i
Distgrecable 1

{

i
A e e s et e e L - . -




