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ABSTRACT

Hypnotic susceptibility has been shown to be a stable and

reliable trait, but little success has been experienced in finding

*

personality correlates of hypnotizability. Although the significance a

of interpersonal trust in all aspects of life has been recognized,

it is oﬁiy recently that attempts };ave been made to study trust.

The pﬁrpose of this study was to determine if a relationship

. existed between hypnotig susceptibility an.d interpersonal trust.
The Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale, Form A and

the Interpersonal Trust Scale were administered to 80 volunteer

subjects, comprised of equal numbers of male graduates,

female graduates, male undergraduates, and female undergraduates.

Correlation coéfficients caiculate& for the total sample and for
each group indicated that no relationship existed b}etwe'en the
two scales. \ |
Results of analyses of variance of the two scales indicated
that there were no significant differences in the mean scofes
obtained by the four groups on the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility
Scale, Form A, but graduates obtained significantly higher *
s‘core:s‘than ux;dergraduatésn on the Interpersonal Trust Scale.

Possible explanatio,nss for the significant finding were h‘:ypothesihzedj

and discussed.




Results obtained in this study were compared to results
obtained by past researchers. “onclusions and implications for

future resear:h were discussed.
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-CHAPTER 1

: - INTRODUCTION

<

Introduction to the Study )

Hyprixo’tic'ausc‘epﬁbilit'}'r hag been shown to be a stable andv
reliable trait, but‘littl_e success ha's-b"éen exberiéncea in finding
. personality c‘orrelaté'_s of imypndtizability..' Alt.hough th;‘ sigauificanée
of ix;xter‘personal trust in ail éspecfs of life has been. _recogrr;ized,
it_.is.oniy' 'réce_mtly tga;f at‘temptai'lllav‘e beeﬁ rﬁ?&_e tovhs.tudy 'txju‘st.
The purf)oée of‘ this«."stludy w'a.s to detérmin.e;‘if .a .re'latio'n-ship‘
'exi’sted between hypnotzc SUBCBptlblhty and mterpersonal trus.. -
The Stanford Hypnotic Suscepnbxhty Scale, Form A and
.’the Interpersonal Trust Scale were admmlstered to 80 volu.nteer _
subjects from the Uniyeraity of Alberta. Subjectfg,jwere comprised
of equal numbers of male graduates, female graduates, male
“unc‘lergraduates, and female undergraduates.

Correlation coefficlents were calculated 4£or the total sample
and for each subsample to determine if a relationship existed
between the tw.d slcale‘s. R.est}lts~ of both tests were analyzed to
 determine if diffeir'e‘m'c"'es exi‘gt;d in the mean scores of the four

groups.



Hypnosis in Historical Perspective

The following history of hypnosis was summarized from the

history outlined by Joseph Reyher 71968).

Hypnosis under varioius names has been known for as long as

Q

we have records. Induction of trances was initially associated with
the mythical and occult practices of shamans, medicine men, and
witch doctors: Franz Anton Mesmer (1734-1815) was‘the first
person to intr()\d:ée a method for inducing trance-like conditions in
people of the Western culture. He attributed the trance to animal
magpetism which he defined as '"that property of the organism which

makes it susceptible to the influence of heavenly bodies and the

reciprocal action of bodies around it, shown by its analogy with the

“magnet'' (Reyher, . 3). Mesmer applied a magnet to the
afflicted part of a. ‘- ' 5ody which was to provide.a = by
producing a harmony -nerves. Mesmer realized that other

ob‘jecté which had been touched by the magnet could progduce the
same effect, and concluded that the ""rhagnetic material' could be
transferred and that people differed m theirA capacity to absorb it.
His pup?ls and successors were célléd mesmerist$ and animal
kmagnetism became known as mesmerism.

Large nm;qbers of p;opl_e'sought freatment and Mesmer began

treating his patients in ngoups; ‘He constructed a large tub (baquet)



in which he placed bottles of iron filings, and iron rods f'c_>r patients
to hang onto or touch with the afflicted parts of their bodies. Mesmer
would enter the room and point a finger or rod at one of the patients
who would experience a number of sensations and possibly have a
convulsive attack. SdoQ other patients would follow suit, although

a few would remain unaffected. \

The French government established several commissions to
examine animal magnetism anci conclu-'zd that it did not exist, and
that the convulsions might be harmful because of the propagation of
the induced effect at public meetings. It was suggested by one of the
commissions that the contact stimulated sexual feelings in the
patient, and as a result was morally objectionablé. The final
conclusion was that the effects occurred only in the pafients who
expected them and were products of their imaginationsx‘?suggeStion).v. .
At thié point in history, psychology and psychoanalysis did not exist
as scientific disciplines--the emp‘hasis was on the physical and
biological gcie'n,ces—-and no reputéble scientist would consider the
topic worthy of further investigation. Mesmer was discredited and
died a pauper. |

Years later the Marguis de Puyse/gur (1751-1825), a former
student of Mesmer, discover.ed that the crises of the magnetizations

were unnecessary and that patients would become tranqui\l by merely

ey
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suggesting peace and relaxation. He also discovered the sleeping

[N
w

trance (somnambulism) during .Q'hich the patient.cou“*ld talk and be
éiven suggestions.‘ He erroneously concluded,/however, that
patients in a trance displayed heightened intelligence and possessed
telepathic'powers, and the{refore credited them with the ability to
diagnose their own and others' diseases as well as prescribe
treatment. His most significant contribution was the discovery
that the magnetic effects were prrodu"'c/ed in an interpersopal
situation and were dependent on the interaction between the
magnetist and the patient.

In 1841, Jarﬁes Braid'(1795—1860), a physiciarr and surgeon
who attended public demonstrations on mesmerism, was impressged
by the inability of the‘magnet;ized subject to open his eyes. He
conducted many infofmal experiments with his friends and arrived
at different conclu;ions of the magnetic phenomena. He entranced
subjects by having ;thenil look attentively ét a spot about a foot in
front of and somewhat above their eyes, and”concluded that the
fatique ¢ he levator muscles of the eyes produced cha.ngeé m the
nervous, c:irculatory, respiratory, aJ;d muscular éystems. He

introduced the term "neurohypnosis" (nervods sleep), which was

later shortened to hypnosis. In a later theory he attributed the
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hypnotic behavior to the effects of mentalconcentgration on one
dominant idea (monoideism). &

James Esdaile (1808-1859), a Scottish surgeon residing in
India, used mesmerism in his surgery. His patients had a 5%
mortality rate as compared to 50% for the nonmesmerized patients
of other surgeons. Although his success was officially recognized
by a committee of investigators, his methods were constantly
attacked in medical journals. The introduction of chloroform in
India contributed to a decline of interest in mesmerism as a means
of anaesthesia.

Hypnosis gained scientific respectability when Charcot, the
most distinguished neurologist of the 19th century, developed an
interest in it. Many distinguished medical people, including Sigmund
Frﬁed, came to observe and study with him. Charcot's claim that
hypnosis was a pathological condition, consisting of three stages to
be fo@d only in hysterical patients, drew him into conflict with the
Nancy Schooi, which held the view that hypnosis was not a pathological
cohdition, and that the phénomex;om described was merely due to
suggestion.

The Nancy School was not 1:ea11y a school o.f thought— but rather

the place where A.A, Liebeault (182-3-'1904) and his colleagues
) @



practiced medicine. Liebeault was a physician in rurai France, who
became interested in mesmerism and charged no fees to the peasants
who submitted to his treatment. He attracted the attention of Ber'nheim,
a famous physician, when he suc\c,essfully treated a case of sciatica
of six year's duration ‘whick had been treated in vain by Bernheim.
Bernheim came to observe and later bécame Liebeault's friend and
colleague. After Bérnheim?s arrjval the Nancy School became
famous, attracting physicians from numerous countrias to study the
therapeutic usev of hypnosis.

Freud has had a tremendous impact on the fate of hypnosis.
He studied hypnosis under Charcot and later went to Nancy to observe
and consult with Liebeault and Bernheim in order to improve his
fechnique. Joseph Breuer (1842-1925), Freud's friend and colleag'ue,
advised him of a patient (Anna O) who, under hypnosis, \.;vould describe
painful .rriemories t}‘1at apparently had caﬁsed her illness. Aftef she
had ventilated the u;1;ier1ying emotioné her symptoms disappeared.
Using this ”cathartic“metho‘d” Freud concludeci that pa.inful

impressions could be repressed and exist in the unconscious,

thereby causing pathology. Freud had learned from Bernheim that

with persistent effort the operator could restore memory for a
posthypnotic amnesia.: He later went on to discover that the repressed

material could be recovered if the patient was encouraged to speak

J



out every mental impreésién while in a réclining position, whiéh led
to free association and psychoanalysis. Freud dropped hypndsis
because of the prejudice againgt it, because he felt that hypnosis
depended too much on the stébility\ of the inteljpersonal relationship,
and because many patients were not hypnotizable. Hypnosis once
again fell into disrepute when Freud rejected it in favor of free

association, a method which he invented.

Why Study Hypnotic Susceptibility?

When hypnosis is viewed in a historical perspectivé, it can be
seen that hypnosis as a techn{que for therapy has been both accepted
and rejected many times by professional therapists. The increase |
in the patients' suggestibility and the removal of repression of
certain aspects of personality in the waking state are the chief
values of hypnosis in therapy today. The use of hypnosis in medicine
is genérally limited to the induction of relaxation and anaesthesia.

As Freud discovered, not all patients are hypnotizable. '
However, it has been found that hypnotic susceptibility is a stable
and reliable personality trait.

It may well be that hy_pno'tic'susceptibilit.y is .
‘a specialized characteristic that will also fail
to tell us much about personality though there
are good reasons why it should be promising.
Among these are that it (1) is an interpersonal

process reflecting features of dominant-
submissive behavior, that are of wide interest,

&



(2) involves the free play of fantasy in a'manner
that suggests relevance to personality flexibility,
autonomy from the environment, and possible
relationship to creativity, and (3) bears impor-
tantly on the voluntary-involuntary distinction
that is important in relation to initiative,
leadership and bplanfulness. THére is no
assurance that these relationships will be found,
but it is a rich enough field to be worth tilling.
(Hilgard, E.R., 1965b, p. 286)

In éddition, Josephine Hilgard (1970, p. 7) has suggested that
hy.pnosis,; as an interpersonal relationship to and comfort with
authority, might well be related to the problems of self-image and
relationships with others.

The possible benefits of hypnosis in thérapy and medicine,
*ngether with the possibility of gaining greater insights into the
uncer:iznding of personality, combine to.make the topic of hﬁnotic

susceptibilic;” ~me worthy of further investigation.

Importance of

The worr 2$ been an important one in our vocabulary
for years. "W ane “‘osophers, poets, statesmen or theologians
ha?e written = out . - .atic. ship tc his fellow man, to nature, or
to animals, :he ph-rov .« * and be‘rayal, faith and suspicion, ‘
JJesponsibility and irres; . :-»iiity, nave ve-n discussed”r (Deutsqh,.

1958, p. 265). Everyor= kncw: .oout *rust and discusses the .

importance of trust, but few people have studied it.



If is interesting to note that one of the most important factors
in the complex social organizations of our present society is the
willin;:’:ness of individuals within the social unit to trust others. The
efficiency, the adjustment and even the survival of any social group
depends on the presence or absence of trust (Rotter, 1967, p. 651).

The belief that others can be relied upon is an important
variable in the development of adequvate family relationships, healthy
personalities and adequa.te social relationships. | The failure to trust
others, particularly those in authority such as parents, teachers,
and community leaders, has frequently been cited as an important
determinant of delinquency (Rotter, 1967).

Within the growing field of humanistic and non-directive
counseling, one basic assumption is that the relafionship the counselor
establishes with the client is a most significant factor. Such a
relationship dépends of the presence or absence of trust.

People have talked about trust, recognizing both its existance
and its importance, but it Ais‘ only recently that efforts have been mac

to investigate how it operates.

Nature of the Study
Julian Rotter (1967) has recently developed a new scale for the
measurement of interpersanal trust. In his research with this

scale he found the significant relationships with thetrust scale were
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self-ratings of trust and a negative relationship with dependency.

Although few consistent relationships have been found between
hypnotic susceptibiiity and personality variables, it has been
suggested (Hilgard, J.R., 1970) that distrust of other people‘was
likely to be a poor sign for hypnétizability, and that adequate
gratificatior; of dependency needs was associated with high
hypnotizability.

The purpose of this study was to determine if a relationship
existed Between the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale, Form A
and the Interpersonal Trust Scale. The findings of a relationship
bet’ween the trust scale and fhe hypnotic susceptibility scale would
allow the trust scale, whicﬁ is a relatively short paper-and-pencil
test, to be used to indicate to therapists which patients would be
more likely to be ’susceptible to hypnosis and therefore suitable
candidates for hypnotherapy. In addiﬁoﬁ, it would indicate that

trust is an important element in the relatiénship, and also indicate

the necessity for the therapist to develop a trust relationship.

Design of the Study

The present study examined the relationship between trust
-and hypnotic susceptibility for male graduate, female graduate,
male undergraduate, and female undergraduate imiversity students.

Scales measuring trust and hypnotic susceptibility were administeted
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to each subject on an individual basis and the results were correlated
for each group. Results of both tests were analyzed to determine if

differences existed between the mean scores obtained by the four

groups.

Overview of “he Study

In Chapter I the two variables of this study were introduced,
and the imp;)rtahce of fhe study was established. Chépter II |
provides a review of related literature inciuaing an overview of
research to understand diff.e‘rences in hypnotic responsiveness, an
overview of major areas of research in trust, an outline of the
development of hypnotic scales,ﬁ ‘and z;. review of the major methods
of measuring trust. Lastly, the major research relating trust to
hypnotic. susceptibility was reviewed. The ciesign and procedure of
the study are described in Chapter III. Chapter IV contains an

analysis of the data obtained, and Chapter V is a discussion of the

results, conclusions d- m, and implications for future research.



CHAPTER 1I

RELATED LITERATURE

Overview--The Hypnotizable Person

When Alice in Lewis Caroll's Through the
Looking Glass complains that Humpty Dumpty
is misusing a word, Humpty Dumpty rather
scornfully replies, "When I use a word, it _
means just what I choose it to mean - neither
more nor less.' He later ela'borates, "When
I make a word do a lot of work like that - I
always pay it extra.' One wonders what
meaning Humpty Dumpty would assign to
hypnotizability, and whetl.er after reviewing
the literature, he might pay it extra.
(Deckert & West, 1963, p. 205)

The\ problem of determining coﬂ_rr_elates of hypnotizability
began in the 1880's with fhe conflikct.be’vcv&een ,Charcét and the
Nancy School, when Charcot proposed that hypnosis was a
pathologicai condit'ion-»associated with hysteria, and the Nancy
School clalmed it was a normal phenomenon (Reyher, 1968; Shor,
Orne & O'Connell 1966) |

The deveIOpment of standardxzed scales ‘to measurie hypnotic
susﬁephbxhty, begmning in the 1930's prov1ded the psychornetnc

‘ tools for emp1r1cal studles to. fmd correlates of hypnot1zab111ty
(Shor, Orne & O'Connell 1966). Several mvest1gators (e g. ‘.
Hilgard E.R., 1965b 1967; Hxlgard J.R., 1970; Mq,lel & I-hlgard,

1964 Sarbin & Coe, 1972; Spanos & McPeake, 1675 Tart 1970;

12



White, 1941) have proposed that hypnotic susceptibility has at least
two components--an attitudinal-motivational component, band an
ability or skill component--in order to explain why a gooci hypn_ot_:ic
subject can choose not to be hypnotized, and a poor eubje_ct. has
difﬁcultf experiefxcing hypnosis despite ﬁigh motivation. However,
the search to find personility or situational correlates of hypnotjz—
ability primai‘ily has a hisfory, of disappointments.

Detailed reviews of the literaturé (Bafber, 1964; Deckert &
West, 1963; Hilgard, E.R., 1965a, 1975; Weitzenhoffer, 1953) are
‘availab'le : therefore, this overview is not intended to be exhaustive, _
but rather to outline the major areas of research.

Age

Probably children are more hypnotizable thé.n adulfs, but tlﬂe_aj.
trends are unclear‘ (Deckert & West, 1963; Hilgard, E.'R.v, 1965?;:‘:19'67).,- co
The major differences lie in chiidren‘s higher scores in axr.x,x_x’e.sia a.nd
i;ailucination items, and in_their resistence to keel;iﬂg th‘ei;e_a"y‘e's_.' ‘
closed (Hilgard, E.R., 1965b, 1967). | |

. 'Sever_al early inveétigat'ors agrégd that.‘ferhalieé:#xre more
sus;epﬁble than’»m‘alé_s '(‘Weitzenh_offéf, 1953). The 7re,sﬁ.1ts of the
l;tér studies tem.ig'd‘ t‘.odeny' t'h-e'éeAdifferv‘e‘x.xces,._t The recent litérafu.re>;

‘has supported thé conclusion that men and women are equally
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susceptible (Deckert & West 1963 H11gard E. R., 1965b 1967). « _—_

The current fmdmgs hold up r- *ardless of the sex of the hypnotist
- (Hilgard, E.R., 1965a).

Intelligence

Some evi;:lenoe (Weitzehhoffer,' 1‘9.53) was provided that hirpn\otiz-
ability correlated with inte-)lli:genc.e. E.R. 'Hilgaf‘d (19(;7) was unable
to find any ‘relationshipbgtwe‘en hypnot‘iza’).:)ility‘ and college entrance
scores. | | |

The‘qu.eation of hypnotizabiiity of Ame‘ntally deficient subjecte:: - -
is still unclear, but 'ivtv:.wou‘ld appear that the minimum intellectoai
level reoﬁired for hypnoéis corresponds to the verbal gbilities of an
; elemehtary sohool’child (Hifgard, E.R., 1'5b. 1%67).

Diagnosfib C_ategories )

-

Early mvestlgators clan’ned hystencs were far more hypnotxz—
able tha.n normals (Barber, 1964) This asgertion has4been' difficult

' to assess because of the probable changea over time in the defmxtmn

Y

) and dxagnosxs of hystena, but recent evidence supported the

-

_"concluszon that there 18 no relatwnslnp between hystena and -

-

hypnotxza!nhty (Barber, 1964)

( .

Evzdence has been found to support both the conclusmn that

"neurotxcmm is posihvely related to hypnohzabzhty, and that

. neurotmwm is negatively related to hypnot1zab111ty (Barber, 964;-
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Deckert & West, 1963; Hilgard, E.R., 1965b). The bulk of the
evidence has subported the conclusion that no relationship exists
(Barb.er, 1964; i)eckert & West, 1963; Hilgard, E.R., 1965b). |

No clearly de;nonstrated differences have been found in mean
suscevptibility scores of normals, neurotics, and psychotics, provided
the psychotics are in sufficient contact for hypnosis to be attempted

‘Hjlgard, E.R., 1965b, 1967).

Personality Inventories

Correlations of hypnotirzability wi-th personality traits,
regardies; of which pers‘or;'ality inirento‘r‘y has been used, awa'its
fqrthet consistent c.onfir‘r'na.tion (Déckert & West, 1963). Positi\.rg
correlations found by any one ‘i;zves‘tigagor }:xave‘ alrf;ost immediately
been :,deniec’r by the ne.xt’ iﬁvestiéator ’w_hc‘o‘atvtempted tor replicate them
(Baxtbe‘r, 1964; Deckert & West, 196 3; Hilgard, E.R., vl965a," 1967).
One .factor that has held up con'Si-stently-fo,r bot_h males and f‘e.rnales

A

is the Sum-True score (number of agreeir. responses) of the

'~ Minnesota Multiphasic Personalify Inventory, AsuggeSt'i.n'g an

acquieSCent,tendencyv related to hypnotizabilit‘y (Hilgard,' E.R., 1965b).
Current research wba"ch appears promising are the attempts to
relate Hypnoais to imagery, imaginative invoivemént's‘ (absorption

scile of Tellegen & Atkinson, 1974) and creativity (Hilgard, E.R.,

- 1975).
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Many plausible relationships between personality character-
istics and hypnofizabiiity have not been empirically confifmed
(Hilgard, E.R., 1975). Positive correla;tions are frequently found,
especially when a number of tests are used, but sometimes the
signs are reversed from one study to another (Hilgard, E.R., 1975).

Inventories of Hypndtic-Like Experiences

Laboratories at Harvard, Illlinois," Stanford, and Sydney have
almost simultaneously developed questionnaires relating past
experiences with current behavior in experimental hypnotic
situations (‘Deckertl& West, 1963). These inventories have yielded
fairly consistent, moderate correlafions with hypnotizability
(DeAckert‘ & West, 1963; Hilgard, E.R;, 1965a, 196'7j; hox;ever,
Barber (1964) was @able to find;consistent correlations using
inventories of hypnotic-like experﬂiences.' One of the technical
defects of these inventories is the nq.rnber of items kt?yed in the
"yes' direction (Hilgard, E.R., 19655, 1967).

=~ Response to Conditioning

Das (1965 has founci some evidence implying a relations};ip
b,g_tjween hypnotizability and conditionébilify. 'Hé proposed that to be
hypnotizable, Athe subject rx;lust be capabie of beiné ;:onditioned to’
verbal stimuli, and that individual d’ifferenc'.es' (may be larg'elf due to

S - .

differences in conditionability (Das, 1969). E&honston (1967)
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pointed out that most hypnotists make use of verbal conditioning
regardless of whether they are aware of it. More work is required ‘
in this area before conclusions can be drawn.

Physiological Correlates

The search to find physiological correlates of hypnotiza. ..ity
‘has not been successful, but work in this area has continued (Hilgard,
E.R., 19654a, 1975). E.R. Hilgard (1975) haé suggested that,.
- because the hypnotized person can range from being hyperalert to
being in a state of deep stupor, no specific physiological correlates

{
are likely to be found.

Some rés_earch has been done (Hilgard, E.R. , 1975) relating
laterality of function of the brain té hypnotic susceptibility, by

-udying subjects' eye movements to the left or the right when ask:ed

to solve mental problems. Results sup;;ort the interpretatio: .. aé
hypno;sis-is a right-hemisphere fu.nbction for tﬁose who are strong.lly
right-handed and a left-hemisphere function for those ~v;rho are \
strongly left-handed. |

Developmental Background and Interview Data

Data from clinical interviews (Hilgard, E.R., 1965a, 1965b,
R . ’ . {
1967; Hilgard, J.R., 1970) has provided evidence that there is no

(3

. typical personality that can be correlated with hypnotic suggestibility.

It has therefore been suggested that there are alternative paths into
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hypnosis and, because subjects come into hypnosis with widely
divergent backgrpunds, their personality traits cancel each other
out on standard pe\rsonality inventories. E,R. Hilgard (1965b) and
J.R, Hilgard (1970) have proposed a develc,; chental-interactive
approach to hypnotic éusceptibility that emphasizes both the history
ofv the individual which must include some déep involvement, and the
influen;::e of thé contempory features of the hypnotié transaction.

Situational Variables

Barber and his associates have conducted a series of studies
on the effects of varying instructions to the subject, and have concll;tded i
that some types of instructions without hypnotic ‘induction yield
essentially the samé results as standard inductions (Barber, 1964;
Hilgard, E.R., 1975). These studies have been criticizeci on the
grounds that Barber's instructions facilitated responsiveness to
sugge'sti;)n primarily through demand complia;nce, and placed more
p£essure on subjects to conform than did hypnotic /induction (Diamond,
1974; Hilgard; E.R. , 19'75). More work in this area is required
_ before concluswns can be drawn (Hzlgard E.R., 1975)

Mod1f1cat10n of Hypnot1zab1hty

Many clmically oriented investigators have suggested that
hypnotic susceptibility can be enhanced by proper fraining procedures

(e.g. Erickson, 1952; Weitzenhoffer, 1957); however, many
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experimental investigators characterize hypnotic susceptibility as
a relatively stable and reliable personality trait that is not likely to'
change (e.g. Hilgard, E.R., 196.‘;3, 1975).' Diamqnd (l9'f4) reviewed
the literature on modification of hmotizebility and found that
evidence is accumulating to show that information designed to
reduce mi’scon"(:eptions and negative attitudes toWard bhy'pn_osis, and
information instructing the subject what to do internally in order to
maximize hypnotic experiences, both facilitate fespont;iveness to
hypnosis and. changes tend to persist over time. In éumrharizing his
review, Diemohd concluded that dir_eo'::tv'in_structions plus Qp*erent'
conditioning procedures we‘re the mest effective means of rﬁo’difying
hypnotizability. '
In summary, the present wr1ter would echo the statements of |
Deckert and West (1963) |
~ In spite of the n'ia.ssive amount ef data and the
diligent effort of many workers, we would seem
to be in the midst of ambiguity, confusion, and
contradiction. Concluding statements are
difficult to make and at bestvare tentative (p. 215).
Perhaps the following st_ateme.r;t:s may b‘e 3ustiﬁed on the basis |
of the available evidence: |
Chﬂdren are probably more suscephble to hyprnos:.s than adults.
There may be subtle sex d1fferences in responsweness to }:p;rpnosm,

but-evidence supporta the conclusion that males and females are
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equally susceptible. No consistent differences are found in
susceptibility scores of normals, neu'rotics and psychotics. The
minimum intellectual level required for hypnosis corresponds to
the yerba.l abilities of an elementary scimol child. 'ihe felationship
of personality correlates, physiological correlates, situational
variables, and conditionabilitjr to hypnosis awaits further consistent
confirmation from other researchers. Inventories of hypnotic—.like
e#periences may correlate with hypnotizability. There r;lay be
alternative pathways into'hypnosis. Susceptibility to hyi)posis may

be enhanced by & “ect instructions and operant conditioning procedures.

Overview--Major Research of Trust

An integral part of each person's experience
involves dependency on others for fulfillment
of basic biological and social psychological
needs. The fact that the responses of those
others are unpredictable indicates the neéd to
understand interpersonal trust. (Ellison &
Firestone, 1974, p. 655) :

Morton Deutsch(1958), in introducing his research in trust,‘l
stated: ''So far as we knqw, the research summarized in this paper
.reﬁresents the first attempt to invéstigate the phenomena of t’rﬁst"_ |
| (p. 265). Although the significance of fhis variable is i'ecognized,
little work has beex; done in the area of trust. |

Deutsch (1958) initiated the use of two-person non-zero-sum

games to study ti-u;t. . The essential feature of the game is that



21

there is no possibility for the individuai to act rationally m the

game unless the conditions for mutual trust exist. He conducted
experiments to determine if the‘gam’e would elecit the phenomena

of trust and suspicion, and to study cenditions which might affect
the individual's willingness to trust or not. Deutsch concluded

that it is possible to study the phenomena of trust in tﬁe laboratory.
-Results of these eiperiments indicated a strong relationship between
trust and trustworthiness.. The use ef commuﬁication increased the
level of coop.eratmn among players, which ‘Deutsch att;'1buted to the
estabhshment of trust,

In a review of the literature on experimental games involving
trust Vmacke (1969) has outlined the task, s1tuat1ona1 and
personahty~va_r1ab1es mvelved in th‘e studies. Few relationships
between personé.lity variables and trusting behavior have been
found Among the exceptions are the studies of Deutsch (1960) and
Wﬂghtsmm~ (71966). Both studies found relat1onsh1ps between trust -
and trustworthmess. Deutsch (1960) found a relatxonsh1p between
game behavior and scores on avtest scale measuring authoritarianism.
Subjects with low scox;es tended to be trusting and trustv;rorthy in
their game choices. anhtsman (1966) found subjects who made

trusting choxces to have a profile of altruxsm, trustworthiness, and

an mdependent view of human nature.
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Loomis\(1959) found that subjects who perceived trust would
act trustworthily, and éubje’cts who did not perceive trust were
defensive. In addition, he found communication at any level
produc‘ed a high degree of perceive;I trust in both senders and
receivers of thg comrnunicatidn's. |

Although a number of experimeﬁts (e. g. Deutsch, 1958;
)Loor_nis, 1959) have found that communication appears to increase
cooperat—ion, ' Vinacke (1969) cautioned that communication can be
used for various purposes (e.g. to cdgvey instructions, to deceive
subject), and th#‘c the effects of instructions, strategy and personality
variables need to Be weighed carefully before the full effects of
communica.tibon can be assessed (p. 303).

Mellinger (1956) conducted a étudy in a large government
organization to explo.re the proposition fhat an'individ\;al ‘i's likely.‘
to distort his own attituaes in'con_uﬁm;icé.ﬁng them fo people he.
'distrusts. His fin_dings sug"gest?d that simply comnquﬁicaﬁng abo:ut_
"an issue may be —gufﬁciént to increase é.c;:ufacy in pe‘féeivingf
existing ;grgemént, but not “s‘t‘lffi_civer‘xt fo‘incre‘ase accu'ré,cy 1n
perceiving éxistiné diéagreement,»“ Cdmrr;uni'cati-on. was ‘a'.ssociated _
» .with high 'a.ccu%ra;clyiénly Qhen vtheic‘:omi'n\'x‘nica‘.to‘r trustgd thgl;-,ecipient
of the vfnessag‘é. Two, additional faAc'-tor‘s j:wer’e nc:;_ted which may };a’vé ‘.

‘influenced the extent to \;vhich distrust imposed a barrier to accurate
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communication; the r‘e'lative statgs of the two persons, and the
nature of the issue.

Giffin (1967) reviewed thé studies of source credibility to
determ‘ine their cbntribt;tion to a theory of interpersonal trust in
the communication process. His major findings were that inter-
persoﬁal tfust in communication was based on the listener's
perceptions of a speaker's expertness, reliability, intentions,
activeness, persongl‘attfactiveness, and the majority opinion of
the listengr'é associates. ‘Giffin_ cited supporting evidence for the
relétionship i)etw'eén eavch‘of ﬁhese factvors and intéi-personal trust
m 'comrnunicatior;. However, he cautioned that éufficiently
‘convincir;g evideh'cé was not yet a,vailé.ble, and each relationship
.v should be regarded as hypothetical ra’thér th‘a.n certain (p. 1»0'7).

Gibb (196_4’, in his work .ori c;réating 5 climate fqr tr:)ust |
formation in T-groups, in&icgted th_af trust is a necessary condition
tt')‘exllable thé free-‘fl:oi‘w of féeli:xgs and perceptions, the formation
of goa.ls, and the orgé.ni‘;e.é.tiofx of ’céhtrol or implementation of
inﬂuence mecﬁamsms in group developrnént. . He later proposed
that trust a.nd trustworthmess were related in a self-‘fulﬁllmg
manner (Cnbb & Chbb 1'971). He .proposed th_afc if one perSonv
: changed his ti'u;t, _tl‘ie‘othe‘r person ,w‘c.':uld. ‘chﬂange iﬁs behavior to

- fulfill the trﬁust'expectanciy.
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A field study of nine groups from three organizations was
- conducted by Kegan and Rubenstein (1973) to study the relationship
between trust, effectiveness and organizational development. They
found that trust of the focal groups tended to be associated
self—actualizati;)n, and that an. organizational development p:
focused on occupational roles was able to increavseltrust of the
focal group and self-actualization. They also sﬁggested than an
organizational development program‘ that focused on intérgroup
relations could "mcrease trust of the foca‘l groups. In relating trust
’to effectiveness, they found mixed results, and concluded that it
was possiblg that the organizations used in the study had conflicts
between the norms of self-reliance and obedien;e. In conclusion,
they suggested that futx.;re research on organizatiopal trust should |
concen.trate on determining the conditions under which the relétionship ‘
between trﬁst and effectiveness holds.

| Variatipns of the J’ourard Self-Disciosure Que.stionnaire
(Joura?d & Lasakow, 1958) have been used by researchers to study
the relatidnship betwéen trust and 'self-disclosuré. | Examples of
recent research in this area include the stﬁdies’ of Ellison and

CEE , .

Firestone (1974), Johnson and Noonah (‘1973) and Williams (1974).

’ Ellison and Firestone (1974) investigated development of -

interpersonal trust toward a potential disclosure target. Results
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of the study suggested that tl;e development 'of interpersonal trust
was facilitated by an interpersonal style that was passive rather
than assertive and interruptive, inferpretively indirect and
reflective, and that lets ‘the other ‘person set the direction and
pace of the interaction (p. 660). However, therg was an interaction
effect between the style of thé interviewer and the self-esteem of
the subjects which indicated that a reflective style may bé
comparatively more effective in developing trﬁst in low-self-
esteemn subjects. In relating self-disclosure to locus of control,
Ellison and Firestone found that subjects high in internal loéus
of control were more wﬂling to disclose than those who gvére not.

The majority of the research on trust has dealt with situation '
differences rather than with individual differences. (Rotter, 1971).
Rotte‘r (1967) has recefxtly constructed a scale designed to meas'ur_e
individual differences on the trust variable. He proposed that
individual differe.nces are largely a result of'earlief condition
differences and are significa.nf for'investi‘gation‘s of beh#vior
(thter, 197:1). The major reseafch us'i‘né Rotter'sr Int'e.rpersona.l
Trust Scale has been outlined later in this chapter.

In gummary, the major resea;ch on trust has indicated that
trgst is significéntly rélated to trustworthiness in game behavior.

Commun'icatiqn may be a significant factor in increasing trusting
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behavior; however, some evidence has indicated that a person will
distort his attitudes when corn‘municating with persons he distrusts.
Trust is considered to be an important factor in group development,
and in willingness of persons to disclose information about them-

selves. Research is currently undérway to determine individual

differences in the dev‘elopir_xént of trust.

Instruments

. Hypn';tic Susceptibility Scales

For scientific purposes it is not sufficient rherely to state
""the subject was hypnotized.l” In ord‘er' to develop .a standard set
of meanings fo:r hypnosis, it was necessary for scientists and .
practitioners to standardize their procedure.s and their criteria
for hypnosis (Sarbiﬁ & Coe, ’1972, p. 173). Early investigators
were likely to define hypnésis in terms of discreté categories but,
over the yevars>,' hypnotic responsiveness has come to be defined
as the degree _o"f.response along a.pc‘ontinuous scale (Sarbin & Coe,

1972, p. 174).

.'Early scales

| Nineteenth century hypnotisfs all gaire a good deal of importance
to spontaneous amnesia as a critenoxll of deep hypriosis, with other
stages described according to classes of events rather than specific

tests (Hilgard, E.R., 1965b, p. 74). Braid defined true hypnosis
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according to complete amnesia for all events dcc_:urr'mg while in the
trance (Hilgard, E.R., 1965b). Charcot and Gilles de la Tourette
defined three kinds of hypnotic stages; catalepsy (waxy flexibility
of t};e limbs); lethargy (subject passive and unresponsive), and
somnambulism (subject highly responsive to verbal suégestion and
having no will of his own) (Hilgard, E.R., 1965b; Sarbin & Coe,
1972). At about the same time, -Liébeault developed a 6 point
écale and Bernheim a 9 point scale, both emphasizing spontaneous

| amnesia as char'acteristic 6f( deeper trances. With the éppearancg

of these scales it became meaningful to speak of the distribution of

susceptibility according to the depth of hypnosis (Hilgard, ‘E.R.,

T —

1965b; .‘Sar.bin & Coe, 1972). Some weaknésses of the 19th centur'y‘
scales we;'e that induction procedures were not sta.ndar'di;ed, and |
a certain amount of folklore was always present (e. g.‘ suggestion
could mean verbal commands to one hypnotist and nonverbal

suggestions through manipulation to anothe_r)'(Hil-gard, E.R., 1965b;.
: 1

Early quantitative scales
b
Le use of

In 1930, M. M. White published a scale that ma
responses to specific gugg?stions as a means of s‘coring (Hilgard,
E.R., 1965b). Davis and Husband (1931) developed a 5 point scale‘
where eac‘:h-point was assigned to a group of hypnotic items (clas;

of suggestion) rather than to specific items. Neither standardization -*
_ \ .
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- techni,dues of induct‘ion nor Vad‘e‘qu‘ate apecification‘s‘ for standérds of
scoriné urere' given (Sarbin & Coe., 1972).. Barry, MacKinnon and
Murray (,1931) proposed a scale, - compnsed of five suggestions of
inhibition of response plus posthypnotxc amnesia, ‘wh1ch was scored
according to the nurnber of resp'onae's carr1ed out (Hilgard E.R.,
1965b;.Sa.rbin & Coe, 1972‘). Hull (1933) freqrently used the speed of
eye closure as a measure of hypnotxc suscept b111ty:" In 1938
Friedlander a_nd Sarbm combined Hull's emphasis on eye closure.
.the negarive suggestion tesrs and enrnesia,item from Barry,
MacKinnon and Murray, and the posthypnotic hallucination item
from the Davis‘-;‘Husba.nd scale. ‘In‘ addition, a standardized
| iuduction‘ procedure to_ be adrninistered rerbatim, and standardized
scoring criteria were prepared (Sarbin & Coe, 1972). A scale ’
P :
similar to the Friedlander-Sarbin scale was developed by Eysenck
and Furneaux in 1945, and variations of the Davis-Husband type of
scale were developed by LeCron 'and Bordeaux in 1947 and by
Watkins in 1949 (Hilgard, E. R., 1965b). Some major weaknesses
rof_ the“early qua.n_txtative scales were the skewed distributions |
resulting from t_heir use, lack o alternate forms, a.n‘d'somewhat
inedequate norms (Hilgerd, E. R., 1965‘b'). )

Current hypnohc scales

A number of hypnot:.c qusceptlbxhty scales have been developed |

.



under the direction of Ernest R. Hilgard at the Stanford Laboratory

_of Hypnosis Research. Each scale has somewhat different

characteriahcs and was developed for specific purposes (Sarbm &

N ¢

Coe, 1972 p. 181).

‘Wéitzenhoffer and Hilgard undertook a major revision and
expansion of the Friedlander-Sarbin type scales. The Stanford
Hypndtic Sﬁs'ceptibility Scales, Forms A and B (Weitzenhoffer &
.Hilgard. 1959), thé first to be published, are comprised of similar
'-mductmna and many of the same items as the Frxedlander Sarbm
scales, with the addition of a few easier items and a simplified

scoring basis, Easier and more difficult items are intkrspersed

‘throughout the scale. The two scales are essentialiy eqqivaleht,
permitting before-and-after type studies (Hilgard, E.R., 1965b).
The Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scales Form C

. 'y .
(Weitzenhoffer & Hilgard, 1962) contains a similar induction

procedure to Forms A and B, which is optional and not scored. The

twelve additional'item's are arranged in ascending order of difficulty

»

so that shorten’ed forms of administrat‘éon are possible. Form C

...‘

a
contains more 1tcms of the cogn1tive type (hallucmatwns, dreams,

age rcgressxon) than Forms A and B (Hxlgard E.R,, 1965b)

~-

was’ designcd to follow Form A in selectmg sub_]ects for more

+»

adva.nced study (Sa.rbin & Coe 1972)
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The Stanford Profile Scales-j of Hypnotic,Susceptibility, Forrﬁs
I and IT (Weitzenhoffer & Hilgard, 1963) are advanced scales of
above-average di'fficulty for unselected subjects. Forms I and I1I
are equal difficulty“scéles wi‘th a wide variety of content and are
designed to lead to a probfile of hypnotic abilities in order to
.examine individual differences in hypnotic responsiveness in more
detail (Hilgard, E.R., 1965b; Sarbin & Coe, 1972).

| - The Harvard Gi‘ou‘p Scale of Hypneotic SusCept'iIF)ility‘(Shor &

Orne, 1962) wasvderived fi'orr}_ the Stanford Hyphc;itic éusceptibility
Scale, Form A with some of the items modified for group
administratidn. The/major differenfce is that'followir:g adnﬂinistration,
s\'z‘.bjectvs a;jév ins'cructg_‘d-’fto'score their own responses m terms of how
5 theyfvould expect an outside observer to have rated each response.

' L-éndoh ,(19l62) desigﬁed the Children's Hypnotic Scale with two
age éitego;ies; ages 5-0 to 12-11 and ages 1.3-0 to 16-11. The
test is c_'dniprised of two parts: Part I i; comparable to the Stanford
Hypmoti‘c Susceptibiligy S;ale, F&rm A with adap"t‘ations‘_for ea’se of
use wit;,h'children; Part II contrainsAitéms found in’ F_"orm ‘C of the

. s , ; o 3

vStanfor;d Hypnotic Sﬁsceptibiiity Scale or in Forz.n.s IT'and II of the
Stanford Px:_ofile Scalés of Hypnotic ‘Suscept,ibiht;r (H";lgard,' E.R.,
1965b). This scale rﬁakes use of the h)‘r'pnotisf'.s' ql;a\lifative ‘

¥

. observations as well as the quantitative scores in the scoring
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procedures (Sarbin & ,Coe», 1972).

The Barber Suggestibility Scale (Barber, 1969; Barber &
Vst . >

Glass, 1962) is a scale of eigh’t‘ suggestions intended to test
hypnotic-like behavior without priér induction of hypno'sis. ‘In
| addition,A it can also be used following inductioqs. The scale can
Se administered with experimental manipulations of antecedent
variables (e.~g. motivation instructiohs, relaxation suggestions)
(Barber, 1969). Methods of scoring using both objective and
subjective criteria are presented (Barber, 1969).
A diégnostic scale has been published by Orne and O'Connell
(1967) that is scored using both the ‘hypnotist's qualitative impressions
and the vsubject's obsexh'ved respdnses. Freedom of item content is
allowed as is hypnotic teffhniques best suited to the subject. Rating
is similar t§ thé Dav.is-Huvsband scales, where a plus or minus
 is assigned to each of five categories. A score at one level
i.nciicates the éubject will pfobably be able to perform 'at all of the
higher .evels (Sérbin & Coe, '1972).
\“~An Eye-'Réll 'i‘est for Hypndtizability has been proposed by
\@iegel (l§72) as a qﬁick, clinical way to ascertain hypnotizability
in about fi\;e- seconds. In cor_n_péring the Eye;Roll Test for
A "Hyphoti'zabﬂity‘ thh the Stanfﬁlrd Hypnotic Susceptibility Scé.lé, -
Form A, Slv:ritra's (1974) found the two scaI;s to be uhcorrelated.

.
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He concluded that the low correlation suggesté that the Eye-Roil
. Test for Hypnotizability is not measuring the same construct as
the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale, F;rm A and, therefore,
the Eye-Roll Test seems to lack congruent and convergent validity
(Switras, 1974, p. 55).

The Barber Suggestibility Scale and the Stanford Hypnotic
Susceptibility Scale, Form A were admipisteréd to 80 high school
students, half with imagination instru:tions and half with hypnotic
induction ins‘tructions", in order to‘a‘s‘Sess their predictive ability
on the Stanford Proﬁlé Scale of Hypnotic Susceptibility, Form I
{Ruch, Morgan‘& Hilgard, 19;13). Correlations with the Profile
Scale follovs}ing ié)duction were higher on both scz;lles tha;x in the
.ima_gi.nation instructions copdition.T Although 'both tests yielded
similar re.sults, the subjective correction makes a greate1; difference
for the Barb.er Suggestibility Scale than for the Sta.nfbrd scale, and
‘tl;e authors recommended ﬂ;e use of the subjecﬁve c;)rreﬁtion
especially when the Barber scale is used.

Thg adaptation of the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale,
forfn A for group testing in the Harvard Group Scale of Hypnotic
Susceptibility, together with ’tﬁe u.se of many of its items m the
| Children's Scale 'of Hypnotit égggestibi_lity, make it a convenient

anchorage point by which to describe experimental samples
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(Hilgard, E.R., 1965b, p. 228). The use of the Stanford Hypnotic
Susceptibility Scale', Form A as a measure with which to correlate
later tests of hypnotic susceptibility (Ruchzbmrgan & Hilgard, 19‘73;'
Switras, 1974; Weitzenhoffer & Hilgard, 1962, 1967) provides some
confidence as to its validity, just a.s, after a time, the Stanford-
Binet has been used to test the validity of other intelligence teets

(Hilgard, E.R., 1965b).

‘_Overview--Methods Used to Measure Trust

Although th_‘e significance of the trus.t variable has been
recognized, most existing personelity inventeries do not provide
a ready measure of trust, and there are few trust scales available
(Roberts and Tellegen, 1973).

Deutseh (1958)- initiated the practice of utilizing a two-person
non-zero-sum game (a variation of the prisoner's Adilem:ma game)
as a; design for researching the trust v_a.:*able. Cther i.nve‘stigators
(reviewed by Giffin,’ 1967) have studied source credibility in
. researchmg mterpersona.l trust in the communlcatxon process.
,Most of the research using these designs have dealt with condition
. chfferences and experimental mam.pulatmns rather than with
individual dxfferences (Rotter, 1971) |

Rosénberg (1956) éonstructed a Falth-m People Scale to

inveqtigate the relatm’nship between peoples' attitudes toward
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human nature and their poiitical ideology.. The scale was a
Guttman scale which consisted of five items testing respondents’
global attitude toward human nature.

The Jourard Self-Disclosure Questionnaire, developed by
Jourard aﬂd Lasakow (1958); was comprised of 60 items classified
in groups of ten questions within each of six categories of information
ab(out the self. The subjgct is agked the extent he has disclosed
information Aabouf himself to a variety of target persons (e.g. father,
mother). Degree of self-disclosure ilas been used by a number of
researchers as a measure of trust.

In 1969, Ernhart and Loevinger constructed a measuré of
trust which ﬁas not been explored very extensively (Roberts and i
Tellegen, 1973).

As, O'Hara and Munge;- (1962) constx;uéted a 60 item scale
of subjective experieﬁces presumably related to hypnotizability, -
which coritained seven items relating to basic trust and interpersonal
relations. This scale was modified by Leé-Teng (196;5) al‘nd, in the
rmod‘ification,, the ca;tegorf relating to trust was diopped.

Barber (1960) and Roberts and Tellégen (1973) have constructed

scales to use in their research on hypnotic guscep’tibility. Barber's

‘ a , | |
scale was developed to measure "baaic trust'' as defined by Erik -

'Erikson; Robérts and Tellegen designed a 38-adjective Trust Rating
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Scale for females.

Rotter (1967) de%reloped an Interpersonal Trust Scale to
measure the generalizéd expectancy that the statements of others
could be relied upon. In his research, he fqimd scores on the.
Interpersonal Trust Scale correlated signifibcahtly with‘ sélf—ratings
of trust. Both the scale and the éelf-ratings of trust correlated wﬂ:h
sociometric trustworthiness. A negative felationship was found
between thé scale and dependency, and no rela.tipnship was found

between the scale and gullibility.

Research Using the Inferperéonal Truét Scalé‘.

Hamsher, Gelier and Rotter (1968). fou;'x»d that subjects with
consistent attitudes vof disbelief in the Warren Cominission Report ,
had signifi\ca.ntly lower scores on the Interpersonal T_rust Scale.

- Gilbert (1967) studied sui:jects willinghesé to di_sclose pgfsonal
and uncomplimentary information about themselves a.nd found such -
wi;llingness ‘significantly related fo‘Interpersonjal Trust S;aie scores.
However, MacDonald, Kessei and Fuller (1970) foﬁnci n‘o”?elationship
between willingness foﬁr self-disclosure using the J’dnrard sc#le a;d .
~Ipterpéfaona1 Trust Scé,le .acorés; In addition, they fo;n;ld no-
\relationship between the Interpersonal 'frust’ Scale s_cbres and a
modified p;'isoner's dilhemma‘.game. In studiés_vvéf‘enc-ounter';groppé,

Aronson (1970) and Stein (1970) found the Interperébnél Trust Scale
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diq not rela.te to judges' ratinés of subjects' openness in the

situation. The Interpersonal Trust Scale is measuring the expectancy

| thatk the communications of others can be believed rather than a .

willingness or desire to disclose personal information about oneself
(Rotter, 1971).

Other research indicated the Interpersonal Trust Scale scores
were significantly related to locus of control, and unrelat‘ed to‘
college entrance scores (Rotter, 1971). Youngekst‘children were
found to be less trusting than only, oldest, or middle cﬁildren
(Geller, 1966; Rotter, 1967), Score§ on the Inferpersonal Trust
Scale were related to subjects' perceptibns of ,theif parents' behavior
during childhood (Into, 1969), and some relationships were found

between students' and their parents' stores on the Interpersonal

Trust Scale (Katz & Rotter, 1968).'

Changes in Trust o; vCollege Students |

In a longitudinal study over the penod from 1964 to 1969,
Hochreich and Rotter (1970) found a significant deérease in
Interpersonal Trust S;:a}le scores among freshmen ;:ollege students.
In analyzing the results of the study, they found a gradual and
. ;dhsistent drop in trust over the .period.‘ The larger dfop appeared
to be present m' n_ati;)nal poliﬁcs,v ability to keep pace with the

world, and trustworthiness of the communication media.

3



37

Kaplan (1973).subjected the responses of 97 coliege students
.on the Interpersonal Trust Scale to a factor analys;s. He found the
scale measured three majo; components: (1) trust toward institutions,
(2) perceived s'mcerity of others, é.nd (3) need tb be cautious of .
others. .He suggested that the data from Hoc;hr'eich and ‘Rotte.r
showed that étudents had becomevle:ss trusting of institutions, but
~had not c.hanged significantly on the other measures.
In a study of s.pe’cially admitted disadvé.ritaged students, Leon

ke

(1974) administered the Interpersonal Trﬁst Scale at the beginning
of the first sen';ester' and at the end .of the secor‘x»di semesteriof
.college to a group of special enfrance studerfts and to a control
group. There were no significant differences in theimean scores
of the two groups on either édrni'nis'tration of thé test, no‘r were
there significant diff_erences‘ in the overall change of scores
between the two administrations. However, he did find significént
diffe_rel'tces in Interpe;gon‘al Trust Scale score c}iatnges when
related to grade point averages. The diaadva.n;:aged group showed |
a weak, but si@ific@t, relationship in the direction of‘ lower trust
scorés associated with higher grade point averagés. The control

students with higher grade point averages tended to show higher

trust when the academic year ended.
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Major Research Relating Trust to Hypnotic Susceptibility

Because little work has been done generally in the area of
trust, the relationship of trust to hypnotic susceptibility has only
been pe‘ripherally explored (Roberts & Tellegen, 1973).

Accordbing to the motivational theory of R. W, White (1941),
people who trust the hypnotist are more likely to become hypnotized
than those who do not. This theory appears reasonable in view of
the nature of the hypnotic relationship, ’where the h‘ypnotist‘initi;
what happens and the subject responds. Weitzex}hoffer (1957) has
described the hypnotic relationship as a '""rather special and intimate
inter-relationship between subject and hypnotist”‘(p. 427). Gill
and Brenman (1959) copside:ed hypnotism as a transference

3

relationship and referred to the subject's willingness to give up

the fegﬁng of one's own will power. Hypnosis requests a willingness
on the part of the sﬁbject to be receptive to suggestiqns,l to be a
parfiéipaht rather than an observer, and to accepf the possibility

of being. influenced by whatever may come without having to have full
knowledge and coptrol beforéhand (As, O'Hara & Munger, 1962).
Because .the subject is askea to suspend reality-testing for a time
and follow the sﬁggesﬁons_ of thé-hypnotist, it is reasonable to

hypothesize that his motivation to concur is influenced by his trust

in the hypnotist.
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~ On the other hand, Erickson (‘Beahrs, 1971), who has
primariif used indirect techniques in hypnosis, has proposed that
tﬁe goal of hypnosis in therapy is to develop a warm, trusting
relationship. Once this relationship has developed with the -therapi‘st,
it can then i)e generalized to other ¥'e1ationships, and the patient
has made progress. From this viewpoint, trust in the hypnotist
is the goal of hypnosis rather than a ne&;.essary condition.

One would expect trust in the hypnotist to partially be determined
_ by the prestige ascribed to the hypnotist. Studies to determine the
relationship of the prestige of the hypnotist to hypnotic susceptibility
conflict. For example, Small é.nd Kramer (1969) found significant
differences in subjects tésted-by high- ’or‘low-prestige hypnotists;
Vacchiano and Strauss (1973)' found significant differences for high
dogma.fic subjects but not for low dogrﬁatic subjects; and Matheus
(1973) fouhd'préstige did not affect hypnotic responsiveness.

Barber. (1960) constructed a scale to measure ”basié trust
toward oneself and others' and, on a pilot study of 20 subjects found
tha.t_sdmnainbulistic subjects showed a higher degreé of basic t‘rust
than resistent subjectg. However, in a later stud'y using a larger
sample‘(Barber & Glass, 1962), nonsignifican: cc rrelations were
found between the basic trust items and scores on the Barber

-Suggestibility Scale.
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Tart (1970) studied the effects on hypnotizability of subjects’
participation in a nine month program for enhancing personal growth.
He concluded that the significant increases found in hypnotizability
after nine months in a situation of interperspnal trust; indicated
that the capacity to develop al\tered states of consciousness was a
normal capacify which was generally inhibited in the Western culture.

Shapiro and Diamond (1972) conducted a further study on the
effects of encounter group experience, and found similar increases
in hypnotizability following the experience. They disagreed with
Tart's conclusions, and instead attributed the results to increased
interpe_rsonal trust. |

After intensive interviewin‘g of hypnotic subjects, Josephine
Hilgard (1970) suggested that distrust of other people wa likely to
»be a poor sign for hypnotizability a.nd that adequate gratificati(m of
dependency needs was associated with high hypnotizability. Howéver,
hermajor hypothésis was that the highly ﬁyﬁnotizab,le person came
to the experiment with a rich background experience of d‘eep |
involvement in at lgast one of the imaginative-feeling areas such
as reading, a.ctin‘g, or listening to music, which i.ntera.cted with
the current situation to fagilitate hypnotizability. Earlier attempts
at the Sf’a.nfo?d laboratories to relate trust in interper'sonal éituations

to hypnotizability were not successful (Hilgard, E.R., 1965b).
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Roberts and Tellegén (1973) constructed a 38-adjective Trust
Rating Scale for females which could be used for both self;ratings
and peer ratings of trust. He tested the hypothesis that hypnotic
susceptibility in females was related to traits associated with trust
by exa.mining thegrelationship between ratings on this scale and scores
on a modified version of the Harvard Group Scale of Hypnotic
Susceptibility, Form A on a sample of four subgroups totalling 102
subjects. They found significant correlations between self-‘ratings
of trust and hypnotic susceptibility, but no relationship between
éroup ratings ‘of trugt and hypnoticbsusceptibility. They concluded
tl;at those who saw themselves as trusting were more susceptibie
to hypnogis than those bwho did not see thehmelves as trusting, but
the way in which subjects were viewed by their peers was not
related to susceptibility (p. 294). ‘They indicated that further
research was needed to determine exactly what was beﬁxg ’measured
by the Trusthating Scale.

~ In summary, the nature of the hypnotic rglationship is such
. that one would expect People who trust the hypnotist to be more
likely to become hypnoﬁzed"than- tho.se who do not. Erickson's
view_differs- in that he has proposed tha.tlthe hypnotic situation
should provide a trusting relationship for the patient. Results of

studies to determine the relationship of the prestige of the hypnotist
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to hypnotizability con.flict.r Encounter group experences have
résulted in increased hfpnotic suacéptibility scores which may be

a result of increased interpersvuna.l.trust. Barber and Glass (1962)
é.nd the Stanford laboratories (Hilgard, E.R., 1965b) were
unsuccessful in relating trust to hypnotic 'susCeptibility. Barber‘.
(1960) and Robert'é and"'l‘ellegen‘ (1973) found significant relationships
betﬁreen trust and hypnotizability. Like’othér personality corfelates
‘of hypnotizability, the relationship of interpersonal trust to hypnotic

susceptibility awaits further consistent confirmation from future

researchers.



CHAPTER 111.

DESIGN AND PROCEDURES

Tl__'xe Samgle

Subjec:ts were obtamed by approaching Educatmngl Psychology
clasaes in the Faculty of Educatmn at thc University o£ Alberta,
‘ Edmonton, Alberta, to ask for volunteera to serve as sub;ects in
. 'research involvmg hypnosis. The 80 aubjectsa consisted to 20
.male graduates, 20 female graduates, 20 male undergraduates,
b a;nd 20 female undergraduates. - o
The wnter then contacted each volunteer by tel‘ephone. and
appointments were made to. admm1ster the Stanford Hypnotm

| Susceptlbihty Scale, Form A and the Interper sonal Trust Scale

on an indvn.dual basia.

The m'sfments

The Stanford Hypnotlc Susceptxbﬂxty Sca.le, Form A

: The paycho:metnc development and refinement of hypnotu:
' rese#rch scales has been la.rgely due to the contnbutions from the
Stan{ord Laboratory of Hypnosis Reaearch (Satlbm & Coe, 1972.
‘_ P 180 - 181) Among the adva.ntages of uaizng Form Aof the
- "Stanford Hypmotu: Suaceptxbxlity Scale. are the ease of adminxstrahon , ,

‘tha lack of a. need for specxal equipment and the nonthreatenmg
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nature of the scale for bot:h subject and hypnotist (Hilgard, ‘E.R‘,.;
1965b). It is an all purpose sf:a.le that can safely be placed’in the
hands of beginners, while at the same time it is one that proves
~useful to more advanced workers‘(Hilgard, E.R., 1965b, p. 213).

The Stanford I—i?pnotic Susceptibil_ity Scale, Form A consists“
of one waking suggestion, eye closure .with'i’.nduc_:tion-, and ten
additional items asking the subject to respond to suggestilc/m‘s.. Items
are scored on a pass-faii basis, with passing in ihis case meaning
rgspdnding m the manner of a hypnotized person. Each pass ié
scored as one point thereby providing a shcale r;nging from 0 fo 12.

The scales have shown satisfactory reliability. Test-retest-
reliabilities ﬁsing alternate forms (Forms A and B) of the Stanford
Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale and different hypnotists the second
time on .he original standardization sample of lv24 subjects was
5_-= .83 (Weitzenhoffer & Hilgard, 1959, p. 54). Another éample
" of 96 c‘ases yielded a retest réliability.' ‘of_1_'_ = .90, The test-retest
reliability of individual items was also qui;cé satisfactory (Hilgard,
E.R., 1965b, p. 216). |

E.R. Hilgard (1965b) proposed ,ti'xat'theu subjectivg reports of

subjects and the highei‘ percentage of items passed by subjects

P

following inductions over the percentage of itgrris passed in the S

waking state, indicated face validity that the Stanford Hypnotic
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Susceptibility Scale does measure what has come io be acknowledged
as hypnosis (p. 216 - 217). Other evidence for validity of the scale
scores comes from their correlations with other hypnotic scales
having very differen£ content. Form A scores cofrelated r=.72
to Form C sc . es for the 203 subjects used in the standardization

| of Form C (Wéitzenhéffer & Hilgard, 1962, p. 42). Despite the
fact that Forﬁ A primarily contains items requesting some loss of
motor control,‘ and the Stanford Profile Scales of Hypnotic
Susceptibility, Formas I é.nd II contain no items that are clearly
of the fnotor,type.,' Form.A correlated r = .53 with Form I anc?‘vr» =.50

w1th Form II, indicating a common factor throughout tests of hypnotic

¥y

susceptibility (Weitzenhoffer & Hilgard, 1967, p. 79).

The Interpersonal Trust 'Scale‘

The Interpersonal Trust Scale is a brief pencil-and-paper
teét 'cdntaining ZS'-truét i‘tems.;‘and 15 filler items intended to
© par lly'disgﬁivse the .purp’ose of the‘ test. It is presented in a
* -ormat where 1 rep"r’ersents strong agreeinent and 5
t sents 8t~ .g ‘sagreement. Twelve of the items indicate
trust for agreeing ur u i3 iterr;s i.nélica.te trust for disagreeing
The :est was designed to sample the trust ‘variable in a wide
variety of social sit.ua.tio.ns‘involving a number of diffgrent‘social
agents, 80 that a subject would be callgd uéon to express his trust

oy

>
A
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of parents, teachers, physicians, classmates, friends, etc.
(Hochreiéh & Rotter, 1970; Rotter, 1967‘). The slcale was constructed
‘as an additive scale m whi;h a high score would show trust for a
great variety of social agents (Rotter, 1967).

Internal consistency based on split-half reliability; corrected

. by the Spearman-Brown formula was fouﬁd to be: males, r = .77;"
females, r = .75; f‘,‘otal, r =.76 (Rotter, 1967). Because the scale
was additive, sambling a variety of different social situations
rather than a measure of intensity of a narrow range of behavior,
Rotter consider¢ ~ these internal consistencies to be reasonablsr
high. In the present sfudy, the writer calculated split-half (odd-even)
coefficients for males, feghales, ai;d th'e total sample. With the
Spearman-Brown correction, the céefficient;s were: males, r =.82;
females, r = .84; total, r =.83.

/,—/ Test-retest reliabilities on a sample of 24 subjects retested
at seven months and on another sample 6f 42 subjects retested at
thrée months were .56 and . 68 respectively {p <.01) (Rotter, 1967).
The writer used the Interpersonal Trust Scale despite these low
test-retest reliabilities due to the fact it was the most valid and

_ reliable test that could bevfound fo measure trust.

Rotter (1967) attempted to determine vaiidity by a sociometric

study of two fraternities and two sororities. Results indicated "

C e
Fac

L g
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significant positive correlations between the Interperfaonaly'rruat )
Scale and so;:iometric_ trus\t, sociometric trustworthiness, a;nd
self-ratings of trust, and a negative correlation between the trust
scale and dep'endency.J No r‘elatic;nship was .ound between the
Interpersonal Trust Scale and ‘gullibility. Rotter interpreted the
results a? revealing good construct and discri&xinant validity for
the Interpersonal Trust Scale as against observed behavior in
groups who have had a long ,f:ime t§ observe each other.

Hamsher, Geller and Rotter (1968) found significant correlations
between subjects' Interpersonal Trust Scale scores and their trust
or suspiciousness of the Warren Commission, thus supporting the

scale's construct validity.

Definitions

ngais

The n\;ﬂgerous definitions of hypnosis by » .z ety of theorists
have created some disagreerpent.as to what is hypnosis. Some
theorists (Weitzenhoffer, Shor, Hi].gard) approach hypnosis as a
unique behavior and construct theories to explain it, while o&ers
' (Pavlov, Gill ¥Brenman, Sarbin) attempt to understand hypnosis
iﬂ theoretical frameworks that have been used to explain other
behavior as well (Sarbiri & Coe, 1972).

In view of the variety of orientations on the subject of hypnosis, .
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hypnosis can best be defined as a special type of influence
communication (Sarbin & Coe, 1972). It is generally accepted

that the hypnotic "trance’ has something to do with the relationship
between the hyimotist and subject; that hypnosis involves a focusing
of attention by the subject; and that the relationship between the
hypnotist and subject is such that the ﬁypxmotist initiates what
happens in the situa;tion. When more specific statements than the

above are made about hypnosis, debate and dissension arise (Haley,

1965, p. 269).

Hypnotic Susceptibility

Hypnotic susceptibility is the 'individuai's capacity to respond
to suggestion (Weitzenhoffer?l 1957).> It can be defined as the ability “‘\
to become hypnotized, to have the ;:Xperiences characteristic of the
hypnotized person, and to e;chibit the kinds of behavior associatedl
with hypnosis (Hilgard, E.R., 1965b). For assessment puz;poges,
hypnotic susceptibility has been defined'as the depth of h@osis
achieved By the subject under standard conditions of induction
(Hilgard, E.R., 1965b, p. 67).

The operational definition of hypnotic susceptibility for the

‘purpose of this study was the composite score obtained by the

subject on Form A of the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale.
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" Trust

Trust is the generalizeci expectancy that the oral or written
statements of another can be relied upon (Rotter, 1967). When
viewed from a socie.l learning theory, choice behavior in specific
situations depends upon the expectancy that a given behavior will
lead to a lparﬁcular o;ztcome or- reinforcement in that situation and
the prefe‘rence value of that reinforcement for the individual in that
situation (Rotter, 1967, p. 653).

The operational definition of trust for the purpose of this
- study was the composite score obtained by the subject on the

Interpersonal Trust Scale.

Administration of the Scales

~ The scales were administered between February 19 and
April 21, 1976 in the,Cm_mselixig Centre at the University of Alberta,
by five expei'imentef's, in_cluding the author. 'I;he author tested 63
of the 80 subjects (78. 75%). |
| Although no ill_effectsv were expected, professional psychologists
were ave.ilable at all ;tirnea a.nd all of the experimenters had previously
attended a minimum of one WOrkshop in hypnosis and all experimenters
s
‘had completed graduate level practzcum courses in counseling.

'The Stanford Hypnotic Suscepnbihty Scale, Fonn A was

administered to ea.ch subject usmg the sta.ndardxzed procedures and



sugg?sted physical arrangements as éutlined in the manual '
'(Weitzenhoffer & Hilgard, .1959). Each subject was then asked

to complete the attitude questionx;aire,(Interpersona.l Trust Scale)
’befbre leaving the testing session. Time was allofted for any
questiOns-ox; cémmenté fhe subjects may have had about the
experience. -In order to guard against any possible misinterpreta-
tions, and to be alert to any ill effects attributed to the experience,
subjects were advised how to contact the author if any questions

kY
arose about their hypnotic experience.

Hypotheses

Because previous studies have not pointed out any clear
direction that could be expected in this study, all hypotheses have

been stated in the null form. The hypotheses of this study are:

Hypothesis 1 -- There is no relahméhip between the scores
obtained by subjects on the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale,
Form A axidjthe~ scores obtained on the ‘Interpersonal Trust Scale.

Hypothesi’s 2 -- There is no rela.tionship betw'e'en the scores

obtained by (a) males .(b) females; (c) graduates and (d) under-
graduates”“‘ the StwY ypnotic Suscept1b1hty Scale, Form A
'and the scores obtained on thé Interpersonal Trust Scale.

Hypothesis 3 -- There are no siéniﬁca.nt differences between

the mean scores obtained for male graduates, female graduates,

50
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male undergraduates, and female undergraduates on the Stanford

Hypnotic Sus.ce;')tibility Scale, Form A. ’

Hypothesis 4 -- There are no significant differences between -
the mean scores obtained for male graduates, female graduates,
male undergraduates, and female unciergraduates on the Interpersonal

Trust Scale.

Analysis of Data

Correl;tion cogificients Ifor_ the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility
Scale, Form A and the Interpersonal Trust Scale; using Pearson
Product MOfnent Correlation, were calculated .fbr the total sample,
males, females, graduates, and und.ergraduates. i-tests were
used to determine whether a relationship existed between\the scores
obtained oﬁ the Stanford Hypnoti Susceptibility Scale, Form A and
ithe s.cﬂores‘dbtained on the hterpersonal Trust Scale for each group
(Hypotheses 1 and 2).

Two -way;analyées of variance, using a .05 level of significance,
were used to determine whether sigﬁiiicaﬁt d‘ifferences. existed
be;ween the mean sCoz_'e.s obf.ain'ed_by male..graduates, femaie
graduates, male ﬁhdeigr_aduates, and femaie undergraduates on
the Stanféra Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale, Form A and on th‘e

Interpersonal Trust Scale (Hypotheses 3 and 4).
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Limitations of the Study

1. A volunteer sample was used, making this study
subject to\‘,.-thé limitaﬁo.ns of volunteer’research (Deckert & West,
1963, p. 221; Rosenthal &‘ Rosnow, 19'?5).

2. The use of more than one experimenter in administration
of the 'scales may account for some individual differences in the
administration of and the scoring vof responses on the Stanff;rd
Hypnotic Suscep‘tibility Scale, Form A. An attempt was made to

control for this factor by the author instructing each experimenter

on the use of the scales. All questionable responses were scored

\ by the auther.

3. . The procedure for selection of subjects did not control .
for i)rior experien_ce with, or exposﬁre to hypnosis.

4.  One lixni{tation of the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility
Scale, | Form A is f.he la;ck of gufficient items of the "cognitive "
type to produce’ cor;elations with pencil-and-paper_tests of
hypriotic-like experiences.

5. Reliabilities of the Interpersonal Trust Scale were

Lawr; howev_er,, it was the most valid and reliable scale that could

-be found to measure trust.



CHAPTER 1V

RESULTS

The results are reported following the traditional format,
which includes restatement: of the hypothesres, the pertinent
statistics, and the appropriate conclusions. The level of

significance adopted to test the four hypotheses was p <. 05.

The first two hypotheses were stated in the null form as

follows:

Hypothesis 1 -~ There is no relationship between the scores

obtained by subjects on the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale,
Form A and the scores obtained on the Interpersonal Trust Scale.

- Hypothesis 2 -- There is no relationship between the scores

obtained by (a) rxiales; (b) females; (c) graduates; and (d) under-
graduates on the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale, Form A
and the scores obtained on the Interpersonal Trust Scale.
Pearsonian correlation coefficients were calculated, and
tests of significance using the distribution of _t_\vere applied.

The results are reported in Table 1.



Number Degrees

TABLE 1

of
Cases
Total - all subjects 80
Males - 40
Females | 40
Graduates - 40
Undergfaduates 40
Note. t (78) =2.000, p<.05;

of
Fre-

78

38

38

38

38

t (38) = 2.021, p<.05.

om

A . COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN

Correlation

-. 048

-.048

-. 069

. 022

bt ) 182

Coefficients

hi 3

54

._‘ '7 i

}¢ SUSCEPTIBILITY SCALE, FORM A
‘/ . v .
TERPERSONAL TRUST SCALE

t-value

- .422

- .295

- .428

. 134

-1. 144

[4



The obtained values were not statistically significant at
the . 05 level. Therefore, neither of the two null hypotlhese-s
were rejected. It is interesting to note that the direction of
the sign of the correlation coeffig:ients did not remain consta;xt;
therefore, no frer;d was indicated in relating the‘two scales.

Conclusion -- In this study, a significant relationship
between the scores obtained on the Stanford Hypnotic
Spscept'ib\ility Scale, Form A and the scores obtained on the
Ihterperso:nai Trust Scale was.not found, either for the total

sample or for any of the subsamples of male, female, graduate,

or undergraduate students. '

Hypothesis 3 -- There are no significant differences

| between the mean scores obtainea fo-r male g;—aduates, female
grad‘uates, male undergraduates, and female mdergraduates
on the Sfa.nford Hypnoﬁc Susceptibility Scale, Form A.

A summary of mean scores and standardidev»iations
obtained for each éroup on the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility
2 Scaie, Form A is displayed in Table 2. The results from a
two-way analysis of variance are reported in Table 3. |

P
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TABLE 2

MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

' STANFORD HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY SCALE, FORM A

=

‘Number Standard
of Cades Mean Score Deviation

Total - all subjects . 80 ¥ 6,750 - 3.164
Males o 40 7.175 3. 081
Females IR 40 6.325 3.189
Graduates v 40 7.025° 3.413
Undergraduates . 40 6.475 2.868
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TABLE 3

- TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

it

STANFORD HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY SCALE, FORM A

Degrees

Source of - .Sum of of - Variance ,
Variation = . Squares Freedom Estimate F-ratio
a (
Gra‘.duate/'. v :
Unde‘rgraduate 6.049 1 6.049 .599
Male/Female 14,449 1 ' 14.449 1.431
Interaction 12. 799 1 12.799 1.267
" Within Cella - 767. 701 76 ©10.101 °
Total .800.998 79
. \ o \\.”‘ N
Note. F (1,76) = 3,98, p ¢.05. )

e e
< g tns A oL



The obtained values were not significant at the . 05 level;
therefore, the null hypotheSis was not rejected.

Conclﬁsioﬁ ~- In this stu;ly, a signifiéant differencé
" between the mean scores obtained for males, females,
.graduates, and undergraduates on the Stanford Hypnotic

Susceptibility Scale, Form A was -ot : d.

Hypothesis 4 -~ There aren signi.\f’ica.nt d.ifferencgs
between the méan‘séor_es obtained fo. male graduates, 7
=male g.:.raduates, ma}e undergraduatgs, and female
undergraduates on thg Interpersonal Truvst Scale.

A su.mma;ry of mean scores a.nd standard deviations
obtained for each group on the Interpersonal Trust Scale.is :

displayed in Table 4. The results from a two-ﬁvay analysis

of variance are reported in Table 5.

58
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TABLE 4

3 " AT
f

.
»

M EAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

b
_ INTERPERSONAL TRUST SCALE
1
. “ Number Standard
of Cases » Mean Scor- Deviation
Total - all subjects 80 77.250 11. 088
Males . 40 78. 125 10. 668
Females | 40, 76.375 11.425
Graduates . 4. 81,200 10. 761
Undergraduates 40 . 73.300 9. 943



\

Source of -,j%
Variation a

Graduate/
Undergraduate

Aale/Female
’ .
Interaction

Within Cells

. ' \,‘a‘ 5
e 73:,
. , ‘é)ﬁt;sﬁ;
TABLE 5 I
TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
INTERPERSONAL TRUST SCALE
Degrees
Sum of of Variance
Squares Freedom Estimate E-ratie,
4
1248. 199 1 1248. 199 11.135 *
. . ,
2 , .
61.249 1. 61.249 - .546
« .
6. 049 1 T 6,049 . 054
8519. 750 76 112.10%
79

Total

'

9835.247

»

Note. E (1,76) =3.98, p <.05; F (1,76) = 7.01, p <.Ol.

o j
) :

* Significant at . 05 level.
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The value obtained for the interaction effect and for the
male/femé.le variable were not significant at the . 05 level, but

3
the F-ratio obtained for the graduate fundergraduate variable

indicated a significant difference between the mean scores -
obtained By gradua:tes and undergraduates on the Interpersonal
Trust Scale. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected, _
Conclusion -- In this study, a 'significant difference’ w#s
found between. fhe rfxean scores obtained by gré.duates and
undergraduateﬁ on the Interpersox}al Trust Scale. The mean
icores obtained by males and females were not s%éhificantly

differgnt, nor was the interaction effect of the male/female

and graduate/undergraduate variables significant.

In summary, a relé.tionship was not found between the scores
o‘bfain‘ed on the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale, Form A and
the scores obtained on the Interpersonal Trust Scale. .There were
no lignﬁicmt diffhcz_'enc'ea between the mean scores obtained for
maies, fgrnaieé grgduatea, ‘and undergragduates on the Stanford
Hyfnotic Susceptibility Scale, Form A. On the Intexpersonal Trust

. N » [ .
Scale there were no significant differences between the mean score

~

obtaine.dsfor_ma.lea and fernales,‘v but there was a sigﬁiﬁcaxﬁ:

difference between the mean scores obtained for graduates a- 4

L

L
e e . c : )
misrecfiiper. | 3o



Post Hoc Findings

Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale, Form A .

In a post hoc examination of the data;, the results obtained

on the St‘anfo‘rd Hypnotic Susc £ iiﬁ‘y Scale, Form A in the

- present study“;ére compared with the revised norms published
by E. R; Hilgard (1965b). A comparison of the percentages of
cases at each general level is displayed in Table 6.

It was interesting to note that in the present sample, 45%
of the cases were in the high and very high levels of hypnotic |
auacep':ﬂbility, as compared to 30% of tﬁe sample used-in the

' revised norms. Therefore, in the present sample, 15% more ,
of the cases were highly hypnotizable than were the cases in

the norming sample. Conversely, in the present sample,

. 19.5% less of the cases were in the low level of hypnotizability

62

X tha.n were the cases in the norming sample. It therefore appeare‘d -

o

th.at the scores obta.ined in the present study were dlffereut and

. K N
lemewhat hig?cr tha.n the scores obtamed in the norming study.

-t Qt -t“t maﬁaged to determme if there was a sigmfxca.nt

L

Ly
d:lffermce in the means of tht two aamples. Results are
O
~a W
reported in 'TabIe 7.

~ ' : VI
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"TABLE 6

COMPARISON OF RESULTS TO REVISED NORMS

‘STANFORD HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY SCALE, FORM A

General Raw Number Percentage PercenAtage of
Level - Scores of Cases of Cases Cases in
' Revised Norms
Very High 12 8 10)] . 4y
11 1 } ? } 1} 1 7 } 1
| | %8 |
High ‘10 6 % 8 5 -
9 12 27 15 34 7 19
8 9 11 7
;
Medium 7 8 10 9
6 7 26 9 33 9 28
5 11 14 10 J
Low 4 4 5 . 13
3 5 6 , 10 )
2 2 18 3 23 9 42
1 6 8 6
o 1 1 _ 4
a

5 80 - 101* 100

 Note. ~ Comparative data obtained from Hilgard, E.R., 1965b, p. 215.

* Column totals more than 100% due to rounding of figures.



" TABLE 7

T-TEST FOR SIGNIFICANCE BETWEEN MEANS

STANFORD HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBILITY SCALE, FORM A

Group Mean and - Degrees
0 of
Standard Deviation Freedom  't-value - Significance

Present Sample

X
- 8.D.

6. 750
3.164

(1]

611 2.95 B¢ .01 *

Norming Sample?

X
s.D.

5.62
. 3.27

4

® * Data obtained from Hilgard, E.R., 1965b, p. 215.

ow Significant at . 05 level.
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The valug obtained was significant at the . 05 level.

Conclusion -- The scores obtained on ttxe Stanford Hypnotic
Susceptibility Scale, Form A in this study were significantly
higher than the scores obtained on the Stanford Hypnotic
Sua‘ceptibility Scale by the aamp‘le used in the revised norms

(Hilgard, E,R., 1965b)..

Interpersonal Trust Scale

The results obtained on the Interpersonal Trust Scale by

undergraduate students in the present study were compared to

the results of the previous studies of Hochreich and Rotter (1970)

A
R
.

and Ledn (1974).

A summary of the mean scores and standard deviations -

of each sample is displayed in Table 8. Hochreich and Rotter

(1970) and Leon (1974) found a gradual consistent decrease in

I Y

‘the trust scores of undergraduate students between 1964 and -

j

1974, From lcanning the mean scores obtained from each

- sample, it nppeared tha.t the results of the present sample

L

- did not follow this trend.

T-tests were qind to determine if there were significant

g
v

differences between the ‘mean score of the present Sa:nplé and
the mean score of each of the samples used in the previous

studies. Results are reported in Table 9.
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TABLE 8
MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
UNDERGRADUATES OF VARIOUS UNIVERSITIES

INTERPERSONAL TRUST SCALE

Number Standard
of Cases Mean Score Deviation
1976 - Present Study » .
Males ‘ 20 -~ 74.460 9.069
Females 20 72.150 10.662
Combined 40 - 73.300 9.943
- 1974 - Rutgers University? .
Males and Females 36 64.57 9.40
1974 - Rutgers University? '
Males and Females 87 63.00 8.82
1969 - University of |
’ -+ Connecticut ‘ ‘
Males S 522 66.54 9.49
Females ’ 646 : 66.73 ~ . lo.00
Combined - 1168 66. 64 9.69
1964 - University of b
o Connecticut
‘Males 248 73.01 10. 23
Females - 299 71,91 9.95

Combined 547 72,41 10. 90

% Data obtained from Leon, 1974.

P pata obtained from Hochreich and Rotter, 1970.
. E 2 Lo
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TABLE 9
T-TESTS COMPARING PRESENT SAMPLE
MEANS WITH PRIOR STUDIES
INTERPERSONAL TRUST SCALE
Degrees

of .
Freedom t-value Significance

1974 - Rutgers University® 74 . 3.59 R <.001 *
1974 - Rutgers University® 125 5.63 P< ;001 *
1969 - University 'of

Connecticut® -~ 1206 4.15 p¢.001 *
1964 - University of '

Connecticut? © 585 .54 n. s.’

2 Data obtained from Lean, £974.

h Data obtained frbm Hochreich and Rotter, 1970.
. A N e ’ v ' '
* Significant at the .05 level.

rA
4

P
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The value obtained from comparing the mean score obtained
by the present sample to the mean score obtained by the 1964 sample
was not significwt at the . 05 level; however, the values obtained
from comparing the mean score of the present sample to the mean
scores of the 1969 sampie and the two 1974 samples indicated

"
significagt differences at the . 05 level.

Conclusion -- The mean score obt»in d on‘the Inter
Trust Seale%y undergraduates in this study was net sipqifiantly
different from the mean score obtain‘ed by ﬁndergraduates in the
1964 sa;:_nple (Hochreich & Rotter, 1970). The mean score obtained
by unde;graduates in this etudy wJas‘ sig’niifi“cantly higher than the
rriea.n scores obtained by undergfadhates in later studies, indicating |
that the results of this study did not follow the trend found by
Hochreich and Rotter (1970) e.nd Leon (1974) of gradual, eone'istent
decreases in ;:he trust sceres of undergraduates over time.

In summary, in this ‘study, the mean score obtained by
ntudents on the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptxbllity‘ Scale, Form A
was sig‘mﬁcantly hgher than the mean score obtained by the
lsample used in the revi's'ed norms. - On the Interpersonal Trust
Scale, the mean score obtamed by undergraduates was not
. ligniﬁcantly different from the"'mea.n‘s'hore obtained by \mder-
‘ graduates i.n }he 1964 sample, ‘but was s1gni£1cantly higher than the

Nz‘

" .m*etn scores obtaine@ by undergraduatea in later aampleu.
. ‘a8 - ] Sy B



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

Hypotheses
‘The data supported the null hypotheses 1 and ? th~+ there

was no relationship between the scores obtai- d on the Staniord
Hypxiotic Susceptibility Scale, Form A and ti ycores ¢btained
on the Interpersonal Trust gcale, either or rthe t’otal sample, or
for an' of the subsample; of males, fema.les,b graduatesg, or
undergraduates. Correlatmn coeff1c1ents clustered around zero,
with signs both in the positive and the negative d1re¢t10ns, which
indicated that a sigxuifidant correlation was unlikely even if larger
samples were used. These results are consistent with the research
of Barber and Glass (1962) and E.R. Hilgard (1965b) who were
unsuccessful in finding a relationship between trust and hypnotic
sgsce’ptibility, and contr_édidtory to the results of Roberts and
'L'Téuegen (1973) who found a significant correlation between éelf—
” ratings of trust and hypnotic ausceptibilif? for females.

| As noted in Chapter II, little success has bc!en> expgrien'cecf
in finding perscmal'ity cor'relates of hypnotic ausceptibility;-With
the possible excepticn of a relat:.onlhip between an acquiescent
tendency and hypnotiz&'bihty. In ex;mimng the Trust Rnting Scale

) u.ed by Roberts and Tellegen (1973), it was noted that 27 of the 38

69
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items (71%) were keyed in the "'yes'" direction, as ~rrnared to 12
of the 25 items (48%) on the lqterpereonal Tr Scale being keyed
in the yes direction. | It is suggested that the positive correlation
founcl by R'oberbté and Tellegen may, in part, be accounted for by

.

an acquiescent tendency.

The present writer would suggest that, while interpersonal

trust:may be a factor influencing hypn_otiza.bility‘, a consistent

 one-to-one linear relationship will not be found. She would

accept the position of Josephine Hilgard (1970) that distrust of

other people ie likely to be ‘a"poor sigrlx.fo'z; hypxabﬁiability, altlzough

multiple and perhaps alternate pathways are available into hypnosis.
| It was stated in Hypothesis 3 that there would be no sign1f1ca.nt

'differencee between the m’e’a.n scores obtamed for male graduates,

‘female graduates, male undergraduates, and female undergraduates .

on the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibxhty Scale, Form A. The data

-supported the null hypothesis. The results supported the recent .

research (Deckeri & west.'1963-' Hilgard, E.R., 1965b, 1967)

&
that malee a.nd females are equally susceptlble to hypnosis.

Hypnotizability me not found to be univereal but it would appear

| "_ that the capecxty to re'pond to euggestxon was equally chdftributed

{ ,among the eubsamples of this ntudy. o Y e

It wah etated in Hypotheeia 4 that there wo%e no rlgmficant
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differences between the mean scores obtained for male graduates,
female greduatee. male undergtaduates, end female undergraduates -
on the Interpersonal Truat Scale. The riull hypothesis was supported
| for the male/female variable. However, the results obtained. ,
indicated a siénificant'difference between the mean scores obtained
'by graduates and tm&ergraduates, with the scores ohtained by
graduates bemg s1gn1f1ca.nt1y higher than the scores obtamed by
undergraduates. The results were coneistent w1th the findmgs of
Leon (1974) that mterpersonal trust is an attltude whxch tends to |
cha.nge as students go through college. Leon related the cha,nges
found in trust scores to grade pomt averages, an_d founli‘?increased
truet eueciated with higher ' gr;de point averaie: for hic control
‘eej;;;i.ple. In‘th.ie et\idy,‘ there was h‘e way to ‘t.let\érmine.&fva
relationslup existed between truet scores en& grade pqtnt averages;
however, it is suggested that students who go c:n to graduate studms '
are emong thoae who have obtamed hlgher grade pomt Averages.

5
¥

* ‘ - T
Limitation in Intergrggatmn of . Resulte .

In the preeent etudy eubJects were obtained from’ Educational
. ' ',Psychology claeses. No data were obtained regarding the maJor
ereae ‘of etudiee for the undergraduate students; however, the ‘
mejority ot' the graduate nubJectl were couneeling rnajore. The

- 4

ponibility exiete that etudente who major in counaeling may be " '. " 'f_‘,
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Al
el

more trusting than the average student, and the higher scores
obta\ined by graduates may be{a result of a specialized sample,

and not generalizable to graduates in all faculties.

Post Hoc Findings s

The mean scores obtained on the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility

Scale, Form A by subjects in this studywer “tgr. “cantly higher ‘;

@ 2

‘than the mean scores obtained by the sample . n the revised

2

‘norms (H1lga.rd E.R., 1965b) However, Hilgard haqdicated

th).‘t the norms are based on a student populatmn in a sihgle

e, N

university, and that most other laboratones have reported mean

scores somewhat hxgher (p «215 216) In view of the facts that
a volunteer sample wa#’ used and ,L,hat other lahoratorres have
reported mean scores higher than the reﬁsed norms, the mean
scores obtained in the -resent study appeared to be in line with
other research usiné this scale. | | |
In comparing thelmean' scores obtained on the Interpersonal

| Trust Scale by \mdergraduates m this study to the mean scores
obtained by undergraduates in the p;evious studxes of Hochre:.ch
" and Rotter (1970) and Leon (1974),, it was found that the results
‘ obtained in this study compsped to the results obtamed By Hochrexch
and Rotter in their 1964 sample, but present scores were sigmﬁcagtly :

higher than scores obtained in Iater studier' The results of thls

E L e
. % . .

F ad



study did: gLl ow the trend found by Hochreich and Rotter and

' © :
by Leon of gradual, consistent decreases over. time in the trust

J

scérhn% undergraduate students.. Decreases in trust scores of

previous studies were found. largely 1n items pert;nining to national

_ politics, abiﬁt? to keep pace with’ th:%ogld and trustworthmess

of the coihmunication medxa (Hochrexch a.x&.Rotter’” 1970) The

o } &

ﬂ
previous studies were conducted iny\mencan mﬁversities, whereas

W

the present study was conducted at“a Canadia.n um.ver sxty. Results

of the present study mdxcated §he possibxlity that theidecrease of

f

~‘trust in mstitutions found in colleg:?)undergraduates may be an

g‘w‘“ LR

' Amer.ica.n phenomenon, not apphcafbﬂ to Canad1an studles. "

The alternate poss).bihty tha.t the higher trust scores in the

ta

- present sample’ were due _toth'e use of a volunteer sample was not -

-

- considered because results obtained by Leon's control sample in

1974, wh.ieh also consisted of voluntéer subjects, followed the - <
trend showing a decrease of trust scores. '

4 o

» N o : . ) "‘_ s

k Imj:liéa.tions-for Future'Re‘search ' ' : -

'I‘he da.ta obtained in this study mdicated tha.t there was no |

i signiﬁcant rela.tionship betwem the Stanford Hypnotxc busceptibility

', Scale, Form A a.nd th- Tnterpersona.l ‘i’rust Scale. However, results

!

of a factor anysis of: the Interpdrsonel Trﬁst Scale computed by

o ‘,Kaplan (1973) igdiemd three meJor components in the tru\st scale.

in" B




Future. reaeer'ch c‘ould be directed toﬁard determining if"%y of &
the individua} composents of the trust dimension (e.g. perceived

V
incerity of otherl) can he corre‘lted’ with hypnotic susceptibility.

Along the same. linea, thqvﬂenford Qroﬁle Scales of Hypnotic

_y

Suace tibilit , Forms"I and £ “. LY ' rofiles which would allow ‘
P Y L l; ,

-

the reeearcher to examine hypnotxc x;euﬁonsivmess in meqee detj@l.

5' ,_\ /

= It has,_.;iot yet been' determ;ﬂM i the mdividual componqntg of
‘Yx%otic suaceptibﬂ.ity are differentianj’t correlated witgztruet ‘

While teafﬁretest reliabxhues of the Stﬁa'?brd Hypnouc
¥ “"Jb* a * s ‘L 5
¢ 1
Sulceptibility Scale, FOrm Aphave shown hypd‘btxc eueceptibxhty‘

to be a steble a.nd reliable trait (Hilga.\gd E R., 1965b), test- rete-t

relia.bi eB of theqtrust ncale u%\ly low. - Résearch is needed

»
to_[ci_e@ if trust is a ltable a.nd rehable trait, and/or to develop

L)

a relie_ble inatrument for measuring %rust. e
R.elulta of this study indjfated a significant difference between

_ . R »
"‘the trust scores obtti.ned bmraduates and undergraduates however, ,

9 -

the gr._aduate_‘ sa.mp].e consieied pri:ne:;ly of_s_tu‘dents majoring in
couneeling;- It woold be inte;eating-.to '-"deter’mine if the r.esults',‘are'
gcnereliuble to graduate studdnts in-all fa.culties.
The: -coreo obtai.ned on the trust acale by undergraduate
ltudeuto did not follow the trend of decrealel in trunt scores as

- {‘fo\md in atudiel conducted in the United Stetea G}Ioclu'eich and

'j .
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ST

Rot :, 1970; Leon, 1974), indicating the poasibility of a difference
. B K
between American and Canadian students. It is suggested that

future research is needed to establish Canadian norms on the

)

~ trust dimension.

The majority of studies on both hypnotic susceptibility and

' trust have ueed college studente as subjects. Reeearch using

&

samplee from other populttions is. rdq&ed to determine the » .
generalizability of the reeults.

. On the bans of previous reeearch (Chapter II) and the reeults »
Y 2
the resent study, 1t is suggeeted that a coneietent relationshi
P p

[

’ vl.l.l not be found between trust and hypnotic eueceptxbihty. It would'

appeer that hypnouze consists of a set of proceuea in a flmd dynamic

+

phtionshap batween the hypnotiet and the eubject and the preeent
h

writer would recommend that it would be more fruitf\rl for future

Y

_ Qfo.lear’ere to look into the actual hypnotic processee rathe;; than to o

look for correlatel of hypnotizability. L “, : e T

»

S—
-

) B T o . . ‘ c T | | . . v‘. & “ B
. N o N ‘ . . f N ) , -
In lummary. the resultl of thie etudy did not indicate any S

. rlgnificmt releuonehip between the Stanford Hypnotic Suecoptibility

Scef‘e, Form A and the Interperaonal Tr\ut Scale. Analyeie of the  ,, /
. ) . . 27 ST s

- mem .coree obtlined on the Stenford Hypnotic Suuceptﬂmﬂty Scale. ' ;/”'/
B Form A indiceted that the capacityﬁ/be hypnotize&wn oquauy - 3 :

. ».:,i -k .: - . ’.‘ —l‘ l“v _‘ . .
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distributed ambng the subsamples of male graduates, female -

graduates, male undergrgduates, and female undergraduatea. .On
'y N

) Wterpereonal Trust Scale, there was no significant differences

AR

: "t
. ‘Relulte of this etucg vbere&t c,gnnietent with previoue reeearch

between the meen ‘scores .ofteined by males and females. However,
the mean score of groduatee\ was significantly higher than the mean
score of undergr‘aduatea, which eopported research that interpersonal

trust is an attitude which chﬁﬁee as sﬁdents go through college.

v -
W e
N N -

- T '01‘ S 1
which indicated a gradual coneia&‘eqt deCreaae over time m ﬂae‘*‘

e

trult scores of undergraduate etudente.- The preaent writer

attributed the difference to a Canadian samblevbeing compared to

| American eamples, and,,eugge‘sted that future research wa; needed-

to ‘establish Canadia.n nime an the trunt dimeneion. It was

rec mmended by the ‘writer that it would be more fruitful £or -

-~ . ‘)1.
ture reeearchera to loﬁk at the actual proceuee of hypnoeia

).

‘ 'rather than to look 'at coz;x-gt_i_g . i : . {

AN \_; Y 2 e T B R C -y = I . : .
: f.yv_r? gt T O R POy o T L . . . )
. T oL - e " . : <ok v ;

L



»

.
o

PIv

hl !h )
U ] ‘
" -
%
L
RS

Rl

BIBLIOGRAPHY

-,




S BIBLIOGRAPHY
e T
sy o8
”Aroneon, S.R. A co;nparieon of cognitive va. focused-activities
techniques in sensitivity. _group training. Unpublished doctoral
dillertation, University of Cpnnecticut 1970

- o
Al, A., O'Hara, T.W., & Munger, M.P The measurement of
.'subjective experiencee presumably related to hypnotic ’ ’
* susceptibility. .The Scm@avxan Jéurnal of. Psyci‘xology. 1962

g 3, 47- 64. L .

R PR ¥ - K Lo ,

Barber I‘w X. T‘hn necleeary and euffic:,ent conditions for hypnotic
behavior. The Axpencan J’ourx;al of Clu;ical Hypnoals 1960 i
3, 31-42. = - v

° K]
~ ‘ '
v N A3
<

_Barber, TeX. Hmoﬁzabxliw, euggeetibihty and fereonality: '
A critical review of reaurch ﬁndinge. Psycho logical Reports,
1964. 14, 299~ 320 Ty ‘ S,

,..Barber, T. X. - Hypnons A scientific aporogii:h.v New Yofk
"~ Van Nostrand Reinhold Compa.ny, 1869. :

Barber, T. X. & Glass, L.B. Significant factors in hypuotic
. behavior. Journal of Abnarmal and Socxal szcholog_w[_, 1962
- 64, 222- 228. ’ : - / W
‘Barry, H., MacKinnon, D.W., & Murray, .A. Studies on
personality trait and ite typologxcal rela iond. Huma.n‘ Biology, 193],

—~ ¢
. 4

13,1-360 - Y

C 'Belhrlﬁb J. O. Ehe hypnotic psychotherapy of Milton "H. Erickson.

X ‘1971, 14, 73-90.

= Das, J' P, The Pavlovi theory of hypnoeie' An evaluation. - In

' . Shor, R, E., & Orne, M.T. (Ede.) Thenature of hypnosis:
-+ Selected readinn :New York: Holt, Rineh;rt and Wmston, Inc.,
< 1965 255-26‘5. n T i ’ S

-

:’"Dee. J. P. Hmolie as a verbal. conditioned reﬂex, Verbal ‘
conditioning a.nd behavior. Oxford- Pergemon Preu, 1969., :
1°9'u3’ A R A A e




79

a&

-, _
Davis, L.W. & Husband, R.W. A study of hypnotic susceptibility
in relation to personality traits. Journal of Abnormal and

and Social Psychology, 1931, 26, 175-182,

Deckert, G.H., & West, L.J. The problem of hypnotizability: A
review. The Inte ntional-Jouvrnal of Clinical and Experimental

Hypnosis, 1963, }i, 205.235, '
. *

Deutsch, M. Trust and suspicion. Journal of Conflict Resolution ,
1958, 2, 265-279. & ]

Deutach, M. ‘Irust, trustworthiness and the F scale. Journal of

- Abnormal and SogMk Psychology, 1960, 61, 138-140. g

Diamond, M.J. M _ Awion of hypnoétizability: A review,
Psychological B} , 1974, 81, 180-198.

- Edmonston, W.E. Stimulus-response theory of Hypnoais. In
“Gordon} J.E. (Ed.), H'andbqok of clinical and experimental
hypnosis. New York: The Macmillan Company, 1‘967', 345-387.

Ellison, C,W., & Ftiestone, I.J. Development of interpersonal
trust as a function of self-esteem, target status, and target
style. 'Journal of Personality and. Social Psychology, 1974,
29, 655-663, e — ) N

Erickson, M.H. Deep hyﬁt;{os_i"s_ a.n&:_it__g induction. In L.M. LeCron
(Ed.), &gerimenta_l hypnosis. New York: Macmillan, 1952.

i e TR | :
Ernhart;”C.B., & Loevinger, J. Authoritarian family ideology:-
- A measure, its correlates, and its robustness. Multivariate

- Behayioral Research Monograph, 1969, 69, 5-82. o

. N : - S -
~ Eysenck, H.J., & Furneaux, W.D. Primary and secondary .
. suggestibility: An experimental and statistical study. Journal

~ of Experimental Psy chology, 1945, 35, #485-503; @~ ¥

F;iqdlinder, J.W., &S_arb,in. T.R. The d'epth of hyphosia. ' S
- Journal of Abnormal and Social Psykhology, 1938, 33, 353-375,

Goller, J’.D. ' Some efaénii"and- bitun‘tiénai:det‘e’ J ants in ,» /

' .’: \" . interpersonal.trust. f*gUnpnbliahe&'";igctgral dissertation,
-+ ‘University of Connecticubg1966. =~ . - . . . -
S R DA TR P S SV > o
A Y ’ ' ..



80

S

Gibb, J.R. Climate for trust fo‘mat_:ion. In Bradford, L.P.,
Gibb, J.R., & Benne, K.D. kedn..), T-group theory and
laboratory method. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.,

1964, 279-309. o
. N . ""w N
Gibb, J., & Gibb, L. The emergent group. (phanotape). *’@.
San Rafael: Big Sur Recordings, 1971. = v
Giffin, K. The contribution of studies of source credibility to a
theory of interpersonal trust in the communication process.
Psychological Bu&leti%. 1967, 68, 104-120. ‘

d

Gilbert, J. .t : i for chotherapeutic
tochnigue. Unpublished master's thesis, University of Connecticut,
1967, ' ;

Gill, M.M., & Brenman, M. Hypnosis and Prlated states. New York:
International Universities Press, Inc., 1959, : ’

.-A-lHaley, J. _ interactional explanation of hyphoaia. In Shor, R.E,,

& Orne, M.VT. (eds.), The nature of hypnosis: Selected readings.
hart and Winston, Inc., 1965.

New York: Holt, Rine

Hamsher, J.H., & Geller, I.‘D. . Interpei-sonai trust, internal-
external control, and the Warren Commission Repor Journal

of Perscnality and Social Psychology, 1968, 9, 210-2

Hilgard,"E. R, Hypnc;éis. Annual Review of Psychology, 'A1965,‘ 16,

157-180.  (a) , .
Hilgard, E. R; ‘Hypnotic susceptibility. New Ybi‘k:"'.H'arcourt, Brade,
‘ ® o - - ‘f

& World, Inc., 1965, (b , T
‘Hilgard, E.R. Individual differences in hyphot‘i‘zabi}ity. In T
Gordon, J.E. (ed.), Handbook of clinical and'e eritental =
hypnosis. New York: The Macmillan Company, 1967, 391-443.

Hugard, E.R. Hypuosis. Annual Review of Psychology, 1975,
,‘ " Hilgaad, J.R. ‘Personality and hya osis: ‘A study of ima inativel
-+ inDlvement. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1970.

!



'Jourll‘do S. M., & Laaagg_ “So

B "\‘ Pax;:hologxf, 1974, 30, ‘522.'523._ Ty
London. P.. Children's h otic susceptibili Vsca-le’.'Palo Aito: A

Loomis, J.L. Com,munfc#ii,_o@ the &eéeibpznéi{t.'d-f trust, and . ,

81

Hochreich, D.J., & Rottei, J.B. Have college students become
. less trusting? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

1970, 15, 211-214.

Hull, C. L. Hmosis and suggestibility: An 'experime,ntal approach. _
New York: D. Appleton-Century Company, Incorporated, 1933,

Into; E.C. Some possible childrearing antecedents of interpersonal
trust. Unpublished master's thesis, University of Connecticut,

1969,

Johnson, D.W., & Noonan, M.P., Effects of acceptance and recip-
rocation of self-disclosures on the development of trust. - Journal
of Counseling Psychol 1972, 411-416.

L
-
. '{"

-

gtoi's in self-discloaure.
otial Psychology, 1958, 56, 91298.

A

. - o . ) % .

Kaplan, R.M, Component‘s of trust: Note on use of Rotter"d scale.
‘Psychological Reports, 1973, 33, 13-14.

-

» Journal of Abnormal

Katz, H,A., & Rotter, J.B, Inferpersonal' trusf scores of colleg |
students and their parents. Child Development, 1969, 40, 6571661,

- Kegan, D.L,, & R'ubenstein, A.H.  Trust, e.ffecﬁvexies&, and .

rgmizational development: A..‘fiq'_lgstﬁd& R & D, Journal of .
pplied Behavioral Science, 1973, 9, 498-512. ‘ e
. . ¢ l\

LeCr'on, L., & Bordeaux, J. "Hypnotism'today. New York: .Grun'e
. and Stratton, ,1947, : » R :

Lee-Teng, E.” Trance-lu.aceptibilit}r, ‘indulctiah-auaéeptibility. and
~ acquiescence,as factors in hypnotic performance. Journal of.
" Abnormal Psﬁholm 1965, 70, 383-389. = .

’ t . - N

..Levon'. 'G.R. Personality changes in the jpetiinyi admitted disadvan-
' taged student 4fter one year in college. " Journal of Clinical

- “Consulting Paychologists Press, 1962.

cooperative behavior. . Human Relations; 1959, 12, 305-315. -



82

' MacDonald, A.P., Kessel, V.S,, & Fuller, J.B. Seéli-disclosure
and two kinds of trust. Unpublished manuscript, Rehabilitation
Research & Training Center, West Virginia University, 1970.

Matheus, J.M. Effects on s\iggestibility of experimenter prestige
under hypnotic induction, task motivated and waking imagination
‘conditions. The American Journal of Clinical Hypnosis, 1973,

15, 199-208.

N

Melei, J.P., & Hilgard, E.R. Attitude towagd hypnosis, self-
predictions, and hypnotic susceptibility.. {{he International
Journal of Clinical and Expenmental Hygngj, 1964, 12, '99—108.

‘u
.
g

Mellingér, G.D. Interpkrgomal trust as a;8ztér in comn'.ucatmn
o J’ournal of Abnormal an cial Psych‘olc@,g\ '

.,}(&,4‘

Orne, M.T., & o'Conne“il D.N. Diagnostic ra«iﬁ«ges of hypnotizabilitys
The International Journal of Climcal and Expenmental Hypnosm,
“1967 15 125-133. ’ :

Reyher, »J'. Hmons. Dubugueﬁ Wm. C. B"r'own CwamY : :
Publishers, 1968. - , o &
. . . ) N
J
Robertu, A. H. » & Tellegen, A. Ratings of utruat" and hypnohc '
lulceptibihty. The International Journal of Clinical a.nd

Experimental Hzﬁsis, 1973 21, 289- 297.

' Rounberg, M sta.nthropy and politma&eology. ; Americ;n
Sociological Review, 1956, 21, 690- 695 R ~

Rosenthal, R. . & Roanow, R. L. The volunteer subJect ‘New |
York John Wiley & Sons, 1975. U L '

a
-~

S

Rotter, J.B. A new scale for the measurement of interpersonal

trust. Journal of Personahty, 1967, §_§_, 651- 665. ’ T
R.otter. J’.B Generalized expecta.ncxes for interpersonal/trust.‘ .
American Pszchologist. -1971 26, 443 452. : T e

Ruch 1. C., Morga.n. A.H., & Hilgard, E.R. Behavioral predictions
from hypnotic responsiveness scores when obtained with and
_without prior induction procedures'. Journal‘ of Abnormal

Paychology, 1973, 82, 543-546.
. . : .Ai;’r‘ - ’». - - . s



\ . 83
Sarbin, T.R. ,, & Coe, W.C, Hypnosis: A social psychologiéal
analysis of ififluence communication. New York: Rinehart and i
\ »

Winston, Inc., 1972.

Shapiro, J'.'L. ’ & Diamond, M.F. Increases in hypnotizability as ~
~ a function of encounter group training. Journal of Abnormal

Psychology, 1972, 79, 112-115, .»

t

Shor, R.E., & Orne, E.C. Manual: Harvard group scale of
hypnotic susceptibility, form A. Palo Alto:” Cqnsulting
Psychologists Press, Inc., 1962. d e -

' \

Shor, R.E., Orne, M.T., & O'Cohnell, D.N. Psychological
correlates of plateau hypnotizability &j&__'a'. special volunteer -
sample. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol

. -3-;4" 80-95:’ , R ] - ‘ PR

M B - o i

@ e x

Small, M. M., & Kramer, E." Hypnotic susceptibility as '(f“unction‘ \
of the prestige of the hypnotist. The International Joulz\ of ‘
Experimental Hypnosis, 1969, 17, 251-256, : . |

Spanos, N.P., & McPeake, J.D. The interacgon of attitudes toward
hypnosis and involvement in everyday imaginative activities on ©
hypnotic suggestibility. The American Journal .of Clinical Hypnosis, -
1975, 17, 247-252... . N o

-

Spiegel, H. An eye-roll test for hypnotizability. The Ar\neric'an .

Journal of Clinical Hypnosia, 1972, 15, 25-28.

. 2 o ) . - . ’ :
Stein, D.K. Expectatjion and modeling in sensitivity groups.
.~ Unpublished doctoral dissertation; U :ggraity of Connecticut, "
1970, | '

| Switras, J ..'E.‘i “A‘\.ébinparison'of, the eye-roll test for ‘hypnotizability .
and the Stanford hypnotic susceptibility scale: form A. The a

merican Journal of Clinical Hypnosis, 1974, 17, 54-55. s
Tart, C. TV #hcreases in.hyp'po'ti,zab,_ik};ify resulting from a prolonged = w -

_program for “h‘ﬂcins.pérﬂqn&I gl‘éwth-;, Iourn'a-l of Abnormal, = = | - g
Psychology, 1970, 75, 260.266. o - = S N

",.-"‘.-“'I\‘hé‘lle.;tgn‘. A, .&Atkinlon, G. Opennels to absorbing and self- . = ) o

L ‘altering’ experiences ("'absorption"), a trait related to. hypnotic

R '.;‘v..l_\‘;,ice,ptibiliiy.ﬁ, T ournal o

£ bnormal Ps cholo

eptib: 1974, 83




[

.0%“

h' e

-

W‘hite, M\.M The physical and mental traits’ of indivxduals

Vacchiano, R.B., & Strauu, P.S. Dogmatiam, authority, and
hypnotic susceptibility. The American J’ournal of Clinical

mosis, 1975, 17, 185-189. o

Vinacke, W.E. Variahlp‘n experimental gamea Toward a field
theory. Puychol_&icgl}nlletm 1969 71, 293- 318

" %

Watklns, J' G. Hmotherapy of wa- neuroais A clipical
psycholog;lst's ha‘glbook. New* Ybrk Ronald Preas, 1949,

Wcitzenhoffer. A, M. I-!Jm}otum ~An object'lve atudg m suggeshbxhty.
New York Wiley, 1953, , v . ,

Y

Weltzenhoffer, -A. General techmques of hypnotxsm. Nvgvv _York’
¥and London Grune & Stratton, Inc., 1957. - - '

»

Y ;enhoffer, A, M. s & Hilgard E.R. Stagford hvpnotic susceptib1htv
/ scale, forms A and B, 1'-;;,10 Alto: Conaulting Paychologz@pts Press,

w o S “ : .
Weitzenhoffer, A, M., & Hilgard E.R. Sta.nford hvpnotzc susceptib1hty
scale, form C. Palo Alto Conaultmg Psychologista Press, Inc. R
1962, : ) .

s ‘ o s 4

ngtzenhoffer, AiM., & Hilgard) E.R. Revised Stanford prefile
" “scales of hypnotic susce tibility, forms I and II. Palo ARo:
Couuulﬁng Psy@mlogist; Press,, Inc. » 1967. SR

v

. susceptible to hypmouis. Journal of Abﬁormal and Soc1a1 3
Puxchofogx, 1930, g._g, 293-298. S

W'hite, R. W An a.nalysis of mohvahon in hypnosia. The Journal

. of General Psxcholggy_, 1941, 24, 145- 162.‘ o o

Wimams, B.M. Trust and. self diacloaure a.mong ‘black college

: -tudent\ Journal of Counselmg Psxchologx 1974. 21, 522.525,

\Wrightuman L. S. Per:onality :nd attitudiaql‘ correhtea of truutu_:g

\ .and truntworthy behaviors in a twa-peraoh game. J ournal of

‘\ Pernmlitx and Seciul PsYcholén, 1966, 4, 328-332.

"‘;_':




!
, |
.
L]
g
N
B ~vr 5 v
~ ’ '
.
| :
| i
A
oo :.w E « o0
APPENDIX A
. 4 _\
¥

INTERPE

RS

<

ONAL TRUST SC

ALE

=4




&f

PERSONAL DATA SHEET

86

Date:
Name:
Address: |
" Sex:
Age:
Yeax of Studies:. Graduate Undergradu:ate‘:

80666060666666006606606006606668

Thank you for your cooperation in partiéipating in -
this study. If you have questions or if 9ou wish an abstracti‘ of
the results when the study is coﬁw ted (expected completion
date - June or July 1976),:vplease leave a note in my mailbox
in the Education Psychology Office on the 6th Floor of

Education II.

Noreen Paananen
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GENERAL OPINION SURVEY.

This is a questionnaire to determipe the attitude «
of different i)eople on a variety of statements. .Pleasgvax, =
statements by giving as true a picture of your o‘wnAbeliefs. as
po@sible. Be sure to read each item carefully and show your beliefs

by marking the appropriate number on your answer sheet.

If you strongly agree with an item, fill in the space punibered

one. Mark the space numbered two if you mildly agreée with the

item. That is, mark number two if you think the item is generally

rd

more true than untrue : ~cording to your beliefs. Fill in the space

numbered three if you feel the item is about equ‘alf\y true as untrue.

\

Fill in the space numbered four if you mildly disagree with the item.

1 .

That is, mark number four if you feel the item is more untrue than

true. If you strongly disagree with an item, fill in the space numbered

fe.
1. Strongly agree . N
2. Mildly agree
3. ’Agr'ee and diségree equally
4, Mil&ly disagrée o
5. Strongly disagree

Pipaqe be sure to fill in the spaceg completely and to erase

completely any marks to be changed. Make no extra marks on the

answer sheet.
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| 1. Strongly gree 2. Mildly agree 3. Agree & disagree equally

4. Mildly disagree 5. Strongly disagree

1.

10.

11,

(

o

Most people would rather live in 32 climate that is mild
all year 'around than in one in which winters are cold.

Hypocrisy is on the increase in our society.

In dealing with strangers one is better off to be cautious
until they have provided eviderice that they are trust-
worthy.

This cq.untry has a dark future unless we can attract
better people into politics. ‘

Fear of social disgrace or punishment rather than
conscience prevents most people from breaking the
law.

Parents uaually can be relied upon to keep their
promises. '

The advice of'elc‘iex;s is often poor because the older
person doesn't recognize how times have changed. -

Using the Honor System of not having a teacher present:

during exams would probably result in increased .
cheating.

The United Natlons w111 never be an effective force in
keeping world peace.

Parenta?d teachers are 11ke1y to say what they beheve
themsel and not just what they think is good for the

child to hear.

Most people can be counted on to do what they say ..
they will do. :

As evidenced by recent books and movies morality
seems on- the downgrade in this country.
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1. Strongly agree 2. Mildly agree 3. Agree & disagree equally

4. Mildly disagree 5. ‘Strongly disagree ' ‘

13. The judiciary is a pl&ce where we can al: jet unbiased
treatment. :

: : .

"14. It is safe to believe that in spite of what people say,
most people are primarily interested in their own
welfare.

15. The future seems very promising.

16. Most ﬁeople would be horrified if they knew how much
news the public hears and sees is distorted.

17. ' Seeking advice from several people is more likely to
- confuse than it is to help one. —

18. 'Most elected public officials are really sincere in

B
' their campa1gn promises.
19. There is no simple way of decidmg who is telhng the
; truth.
20. This country has progressed to the point where we can

reduce the amount of competitiveness encouraged by
schools and parents. -

‘ ' 21. Even though we have reports in newspapers, radio and
television, it is hard to get objective accounts of

public events.

<

22. It is more important that people achieve happmess \

' than that they ach.l.eve greatvess.
~ 23. Most experts can be relied upon to tell the truth about
) the limits of their lcnowledge. . .
24, Most parents can be relied upon to carry out their

threats of punishment.
25. One should not attack the pohhcal behefs of other
people. :
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P N

1. Strongly agree 2. @yagree 3. Agree & disagree equally

4. Mildly disagree 5. Strongly disagree

26.
27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35,

36.

37.

38.

In these competitive times one has to be alert or
someone is likely to take, advantage of you.

Children need to be given more guidance by teachers
and parents than they now typically get. -

Most rumors usually have a strong element of truth.

Many major national sport contents are fixed in one
way or another.

.
A good leader molds the opinions of the group he is
leading rather than merely following the wishes of
the majority. :

Most idealists are sincere and usually practice what
they preach.

‘Most salesmen are honest in describing their products.

Education in thi; country is not re‘iily preparing young -
men and women to deal with the problems of the future.

Most students in school would not cheat even if they
were sure of getting away with it.

The hordes of students now going‘ to college are going
to find it more difficult to find good jobs when they

.graduate than did the college graduates of the past,

Most repairmen will not overcharge even if tﬁey think
you are ignorant of their specialty.

A large share of accident cléixns‘filed against inéura.nce’ ‘
companies are phon)'. '

~

One should not attack the religious‘ beliefs of other

e

- people. : :
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1. Strongly agree 2. Mildly a{gree 3. Agree & disagree equally

4., Mildly disagree 5. Strongly disagree

hr]

39. -Most people answer public opinion polls honestly.

40. If we really knew what was going on in”international
politics, the public would have more reason to be
frightened than they now seem to be.

1

Note: Filler items--Nos. 1, 7, 10, 12, 17, 19, 20, 21, 25, 27, 28,
| 130, 33, 35, 38.
Reverse items--Nos. 6, 11, 13, 15, 18, 23, 24, 31, 32, 34,

36, 39.
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SCORES OBTAINED BY ALL SUBJE(;TS
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| S‘TANFORD;{%)TIC SUSCEP’.I‘IBILI'I_‘Y SCALE, FéRM A
AND

AN

INTERPERSONAL TRUST SCALE
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SCORES OBTAINED BY ALL SUBJECTS ON
STANFORD HYPNOTIC SUSCEPTIBIT.ITY SCALE, FORM A

AND INTERPERSONAL TRUST SCALE

Graduate ’ Hypnotic Interpersonal

Subject Undergraduate Sex Susceptibility Trust

Scores Scores
1, G M 12 : -7 80
2 G M 9 82
3 UG M 9 76
4 :G M 2 77
5 G F 8 66
6 G F 5 ‘ 81
7 UG F 1 | 87
8 UG F 5 69.
9 G F 12 78
10 M 12 110
11 F 9 87

12 F 9 79 ¢

13 UG F 5 59

14 ‘UG F 9 59
15 G- - M 6 Y
16 UG F 8 . 75
17 G F 5 | 75



Graduate Hypnotic Interpersonal

Subject Undergraduate Sex Susceptibility Trust
' Scores Scores

18 . G F 1 () , 98
19 G F 9 76
20 UG M T 76
21 UG M 5 93
22 - <G F 8 76
23 UG F 6 70
24 - UG M 12 | 75
25 UG F 1 103
26 UG F 1 66
27 G M 5 " 104
28 F 6. 80
29 e M 12 - 68
30 UG F 7 76
31 | UG F 0 | 70
32 UG M 12 | 66
33 UG M 3 70
34 G M 5 82
35 UG M 7 72
36 /./,C' M io, 80
37 UG F 3 67



Subject

38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
- 54
55
56

57

Graduate
Undergraduate
uG
G
uG
uG

-
uG

UG

UG

X5

Sex

2 " X R XK EE K™ ™ " g g = =% % g = = =

n . K ,.::‘,{““"; 1}
. B N
Hypnotic /Intexpersonil
Susceptibility "\’ Frust
Scores_ " §cores
e A
.7 g
6 . 15
1 61
) y
3 , 77
9 57
12 N 73
y
5 73
6 74
9 - 88
9 88
5 S 4
R 99
\\ )
' 8. 74
4 73
10 56
7 . 96
9 B 72
3 16
8 ' 63
8 63
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Graduate ; Hypnotic Interpersonal
Subject - Undetgraduate Sex Susceptibility Trust
o ! Scores Scores '
58 G M 5 / Y
& UG M 9 67
60 .G M 2 81
61 UG | M 6 70
. _ >
62 G M 7 . <84
63 F 8 64
‘ [
64 4 F 12 100
65 - .. UG M 8 -60
66 UG M 7 86
67 G M 7 2
" 68 UG F ﬁ‘\ 7 86:
69 G F 4 177
70 UG F C 6 > 69
71 UG F 10 80
72 UG F 10 . 69
73 G M 4 74
74 UG M 10 15
L N / > —. "
75 UG M 11 79 .
76 . UG W 10 R
77 UG M 4 . 85

4
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Graduate Hypnotic Interpersonal
Subject Underjgraduate Sex Susceptibility Trust
: Scores Scores
78 uG T M 8 : 85
79 G F 8 _ 94
80 G F 5 81
.



