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Abstract

A total of 1200 subjects in 5ix damples completed a short battery of
personality gquestionnaires and the Harvard Group Scale of Hypnotic
Susceptibility, Porm A (HGEHS:A). Meapured hypnotic susceptibility
covrelated significantly with scoren oh Telleaen’s Abserption scale (mean
r = «27), but not with the Achievement and Autonomy acales of the PRF
{mean rs = .11 and 0%, respectively}, oxr with Snyder’s Belf-Monitoring
gerle {mean r = .0%]. Subject gender did not moderate the correlations
between personality and hypnosis; nor did achievement, autohomy, or self-
monittoring Reoores mederate tha correlation between abaorption and
hypnotigability. Overzll, women soored siightly higher than men on
HESHSeA. A further apalynis employing Pem's Sex-loles Inventory showed
only that the hyprnotizability scores of undifferentiabed men and wonen

were depressed relative to thelr androgynous cpunkerparts.
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Fergonality Correlates of dypnotic Susceptibility:

Heeds for Achievement and Autonomy, Self-Monitoring, and Masculinity~Femininity

One of the cardinal features of hypnesis is the presence of
guabgtantial individual gifferences in hypnotie susceptibility. Scores on
standardized work-samples of hypnotle experienses such as the Stanford
Hypnotic Busceptibility Scales tend to follow z normal distribution, so
that a representative sample of the populetion cantains few hypnobic
"virtuopos” and few who are entirely refractory te hypnosis (Bilgard,
1965)., Developmental studies reveal lawful growth of hypnotizability
during ¢hildhood {London & Coopor, 1969) Morgan & Wilgard, 1973), while
reliability studies indicate substantial gtability over both short and
long inteyvals duping young adulthood (Hilgard, 1985; Sorgan, Johnson, &
Hilgard, 1974}, Finally, it has proved d4ifficult to demonstrate a
meaningful enhancement of hypnotic susceptibility, provided that the
investigator establishes a proper bagseline level of perlormance (Gur,
Y8974r Perry, 1977}, This pattexn of findings strongly indicates that
hypnotic susceptibility iz o stable characteristic of the individual.

Following a pattern egiablighed for personality researech more than a
half century age, agpraciable effort has been devoted to ¢xamining the
relation hetwean measured hypnotic suaceptibility and other dispositional
features of the person. However, hypnotizability does not appear to he
correlated with the sorte of personality characteristice measured by such
standerd paper-and-pencil instruments 2s the California Pgychologloal
Inventory, Edwards Perazonal Preference Schedule, Guilford-Zimmerman

Temperament Survey, Leary's Interpersonal Check List, Maudsley Personality
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Inventory, Minnesobta Multiphasic Personality Inventory, and Sinteen
Personality Factor Duestionnalre (see reviews by Barber, 19647 Hilgard,
1965; Bhor, Qrne, & 0'Connell, 1984). The correlations typically cbtained
in these studies do not even approach the magnitude of the "poergonality
coafficient" of 30 Found by Misehel {(1%62) to be the representative
correlation between goores on & pergsonallty guestionnaire and actwal
bshavior.

One way to account for thege conmistent negative findings i% to hold
thrat hypnotizability is isolataed from the rest of the personality.
However, & caraful clinical-interview study of hypnotixzable and
insusceptible subjects by Hilgard (1979}, em well as a number of
guestionnaire studies {e.g., Shoy, Orae, & O'Comnell, 19627 TPellegen &
Akinson, 1W74), indicates that this is not the case. The strongest
Einding in all of this research iz that hypnotizable individuals have a
high capacity for invelvement in imaginative and abgorbing activities
cutside of hypnosis, and have a history of imaginative invelvomants
reaching far back inta childhood, Hilgard's (1278) astudy alse revealed
aspects of individual approaches to imaginative and absorbing experlences
which were suggestive of more geneyal patterng of motivation, interest,
and attitude differentlating the hypnotizable from the insuscoptible. For
example, amng students who particlipated in sthleticos or adventuresors
activities such ag mountain climbing, hypootizakility way assoviabed with
anjoyment ©f the activity for its own sake, rather than competitive
interest; among science majors and readers of selence Eletion,
hypnotizahility wos contraindicated by the adoption of strongly oritical

athitudes.
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Another possible oriticism of the pest research is that the
particylar methods adopted have not been adeguate to the task of
prediction, For esasple, many of the ingtroments employved in assessing
the prodictor variables may be sriticized from a purely psychometric
viewpeint 4 lacking in such ssgsential propertics as inteornal sonsistency
and construct validity {Jackson, 1971). HMoreover, most of the studies
have relied on simple bivariate correlations rather than more complex
prediction wodels employing multiple regression and moderator or
suppressor variables {(Wigsins, 1974).

This paper reéports some results of a continuing ewploration of the
personality correlates of hypnotiq supgepkibility. During roating
soreening for hyprnotlzability, subiscts have completed a short battery of
questionnaires tapping broad personality constouets specifically selseted
for thely dempnstrated or pogssible relevange to hypnosls. FPor example,
individual differences in abgorption and imaginative involvement
consiztently have besn shown to relate to hypnotizablility (Wilgard, 19793:
all sampley comploted Tellegen’s Absorption Scale {Tellegen & Atkinaon,
1974}, which typlically yvields significent correlations with
hypnotizabilicy. Cther personality auestionnaires were administersd only
to pubsets of the entive sample. Hilgard's {1979} studles suggest that
high achievement motivation might contradict the imaginative involvaments
associated with hypnotic responsivenssn; therefore some subgamslies
completed the Achievement scale of the Personality Research Form, Form AA
{PREF:AA; Jaokeon, 1967}, a "gtabte of the art® perzonality gquestionnaire
eoasessing high levels of internal congsistency and construct walldity.
From a sctial-psychological point of view, hypnosis is fundamentally an

interpersonal experience in which one individual responds to the
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suggestions of another: for this reason, these same subzanples also
gompleted the Adutencny eeale of PRF:AA.  Also Erom a sogial-psvchological
point of view, hypnotizabla individonls may be cepecially sensitive go
sontedtual ches conoeraing the experimenter's expectations {Sarbin & Coo,
1972); therefore ovther subgamples completed Snyder's Self-Monitoring Scale
{Snyder, 1980), assesssing sensitivity to cues in the social context.
Finally, rince the 1%th century there has been a continuing debate over
sex differences ln hypmotic susceptiblility {e.g., Waltzenhoffer &
Heiteserhoffer, 1957; fle'on, Pawlak, Mah, & Spannsg, 197%; Fellows, 19793;
accordingly, some subsamples completed Bem's Sex-Rolae Inventory {Bem,
1974}, a meapure of porsonality attributes associzted with sterectyped

concepts of masculinity and femininliv.

Method

Subjects

Sin separste samples comprising a total of 1304 male and Fewale
phtudents at Harvard University (Samples A and ) and the University of Hew
Hampehire (Sampies B, D, B, and F)] wilunteared ko parcicipate in
experiments involving the assessment of susceptibilicy to hyprosiz. The
Hazvard students were run in small groups and paid $3.90 for their
participation in & single sxperimental sesslon lasting 1-1/2 hours: the
Wew Hampshire shtadents were ron in larger aroups and recetived cradih
towards the research participation requivemsnt of their introductory

pEYehelogy Course.



Correlatey

Eroce dure

Fallowing completion of the guestiomnalres the subjects weceived a
version ©f the Harvard Group Scale of Hypnotic Susceptibility, Form A
(HESHE: A ZThor & Drne, 1983), administered by tape recowrding. The HGBHE:A
is a standardized procedure consisting of an inductlion of hypnosis
atconpanied by suggestions for 12 discrete representative hypnotics
gxporioncas. AL the end of the grocedure sabjects rate thedir respooses to
the itemsz of the scale according to objective behavioral criteria. Thase
retrogpactive ratings have been shown Lo correlate highly with thope made
by external observers (Bentler & Hilgard, 1263; O'Connell, 1P64; Shor &
rne, 1963). The HESHS:d was primarlly intended by its anthors for use ns
a preliminary scrsening device. Howewver, its correlation with the
Sktanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Seale, Form © isx about ¥ = .60 (Zentler &
Roberts, 19637 Cos, 1964;: Evans & Schueldler, 19663 Kihlstrom, anpublishad
dakal, ac that, with large numbers of subjects, HRGEHS:A seores oan gerve
a5 a satisfactory criterion for formal experiments.

The data for this study was collaected over a perioed of five years, 50
that different savples received somevhat different batteries of
gquestionnaires. In some samples the standard form of HGSHS:H wap modified
slightly for the purpeses of othar experiments; howsver, no modifications
wire inserted until after the usual test for posthypootic amnesia, the
Final item which enters into scoring the seale, was cavvied out., HNe

medif tcations were made to the gelf-peoring procedurs.
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Dezults

Table I presents the mean HESHE:A soores for sach of the seven
samples. ALl the gsamples ave comparable to published norms (o, 1964:

Sheehan & MoConkey, 1979; Shor & Orne, 1963},

=

Flace Table I About Hore

Absorption, Achlevement, Autonomy, and Self-Monitoring

Tabkle 2 pregents the correlations hetween scores on the Absorption,
PAF hohievemsnt, PRP Aubonomy, and Self-Momitoring scales, considered as
gingle predictors, and the criterion HGSHE:A soores. FPor the absorption
scale, the six correlations are all significant {all p < .05); the average
corralation of .27 is wirhin the vange foumnd in other studies. The
dchievement, Autonomy, and Self-Monitoring scales all failed to correlate

Fganw L3
glgnificantly with hypnosils ﬁﬁn:ﬁ «13, w09, and .31, respectivalyl.

——

Place Pable 2 Ahout Here

Moderator varizbles. The intercorrelations among the predictors wors
of such low magnitude that multiple-regression apalysis, including the
analysis of suppresscYy varlables, was not purzuved. However, in view of
the sucoessful use of moderator variahles in some past vesearch on the
perzonality coxrelates of hypnotizability, this prediction model was
explorad in the present 4ata, Table 3 prasents the correlations betwesn

HGBHEBA soore and Abzorption, Achievenment, Autonomy, and Self-Monitoring
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within eac¢h of the six asamples, for males and females Laken separately.
Some of the correlations in particular samplea appeared to differ for
males and femalez <+ for axample, in Sample B the correlations betweaen
both hypnotizability and Achieveﬁent and Autonomy were highar for women
rhan for men. However, the difference was not significant z2nd was not
replicated in Semple B.  In general, there woers no gonsistent trends
observed across the samples Loy any predictor.

H -

Place Takle 3 Bbout Hers

Sgeres on the Achlevensnt, hutonomy, and Self«Monitoring soales were
uncorrelated Wwith hypnotlizability, but even 50 ons or more of thase
variables might moderate the ralation between aAhsorption and hypnotic
pusgeptibility. The sublects in each sample were claggified high or low
on gach of these three wariables, with cutpoints established at the
mediens of their respective distributions. Table 4 presents the resulting
correlations betwasn Abaorption and HESAS:A scores. Agoin, some of the
correlations eppeired to differ between high- and low-scorers. In Sample
A, for example, subjects with high scores on either the Achievement ov
Autonomy scales showed higher correlations than thelir low-scoring
counterparts, bot thizs finding wag not replicated in Sample B.  Again, ne
congistent trends were cobgerved agross the mamples for any opbensible
modarater.

TH A

Place Table 4 Abont Hayre
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Sex Differences

Telle % presents the average HESHS:h sgcores for males and females in
cach of the six samples. Thare was an ovarall trend foy women Lo goore
nigher than men on HGSHS:k {Mz = 7.16 vs. 6.43, rospectivelyl. vhe
differenge reschad acceptable levels of statisgtical significance in
Somples B, 0, and E {all p < .05), and when the results for the six
samples are cowbined by the method of adding Zs {Rosenthal, 1978} 2 =
4,32, p < G013},

P - —

Plage 'Table 5 About fHere

=y A bk

Gender and gender~sterentype expreszicons  The Sex«Role Inventory

seores available for Samples € and ¥ pormilted further explioration of this
Finding with subjects clazsifisd in texms of koth blologloal sex and their
expression of persenality chavacteristics assocclated with culturelly
prescribed csoncepts of magoulinity and feminilnity. Scores on the
magculinity and femininity scales were spllt at the median, so that the
subjects were ¢lassified as undifferentiated, cross-sex-typed, same-sex~
typed, and androgynous according to the oriteria proposed by e
~-% Gpence and Helmreich (1878). Table 6 pregents the HGSHS:A scores for
the elight subhiegt groups produced by this clasmsificatory scheme £or the
two samples combined. Apalysis of variance with two between—subjects
Fastors {gendsr and gendey-shersotypes expression) revesled gignificant
main effects of gender {¥{1,528} = 9,22, p ¢ .03) and gender shereotype
{F(3,52B} = 3,02, p < .05}, but no interaction between these factors
{P{3,528) = .37}s Scheffe's vest showed that the only significant group

difference within the gender-stereotype factor was between the
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sndifferentiated and androgynous subjects (p < D5},

oy

Place Table 6 Rhout Hera

e g

Discugsion

This research employed moestly new personality constrocts, butk the
Findings bave & Ffamiliar ring. R dlsposition to naturally a&eurrinq
hypnoetic-like experiences correlated slgnificently with hypnotizability,
as has been found many times (e.g., HBilgard, 1270; Shor et al., 1%62:
Tellagen & Atkinzon, 1974). MHowever, the correlations with achisvement
motivation, need for auvtonomy, and s2ilf-monitoring were vanishingly small,
paralleling the findings with other constructs lying ountside the immediate
domain of hypnosiz and imaginative involwvement {Barber, 1984: Hilgard,
19657 Shox, Ozna, & O'Conpell, 1966). The negative {indings with respect
to achlevement, autonomy, and self-monitoring cannot be ztiributed to the
poychometric proporties of the measuring instruments invelved. ALl three
predictor measures, like vhe Absorption scale, were rigorcusly conskruckad
aceording o the pringiples of construct validity, and all three have been
euccessfully employed as predictoyrs in other domains. The HGSHE:A does
not provide the optimal assessment of hypnotizability, but the fact Lhat
gignificant correlations were obtained betwesn it and the Rbsorption scale
sugoests that perallel relaticnships with the other constracts, if they

exigted in the rerl world, should have emerged fxom the prosent data.
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The finding of no coerrelation between hypnotisabliity and self-
moTitoring neews inconsistent with the role-theoretical analysis of
nhypnosis proposed by Sarbin & Coe (1972}, They arque that the first step
in role-gnactment is “role logatien”, or attending to cues in the social
context which provide information concerning the behavior expacted of
participants in a social encounter. Self-monitoring reflects just this
xind of sensitivity o the sxpectations of others and wider social
demands, and use of thase gontextual cues in the requlation of gocial
hehavior. However, individual differences in self-wenitoring de not
gorrelate with hypnotic responsiveness. Other variables are also
smportant in role theory, however, and the theory makes no specific
predictions concerning self~monitoring and role-location, ze this finding
by itself is not critical. At any rate, the lack of gorrelation bhetwesh
hypnosis and self-monitoring should reagsure thoss who -~ like Qrne (1979}
himself —- worry that the real-simplator paradiem say be compromised by
differences in sensitivity bo situational demands between the hypnotizable
subjects who are assigned to the hypnotlic comdition and their
ingusceptible counterparts who serve as gimulators.

The research did reveal za small but significant sex diffsrence in
hypnotic susceptibility. The belief that women are more hypnotizable than
man is gulte commonly held, even though rewviews by Hull {1933} and
Heltzenhoffey [1953) offer very little evidence favoring the claim, and
both Hilgard (1965) a&nd Cooper (1969), examining large normative samples,
found no suggestion of a sex difference. In the only previcus study of
thiz issue employing mpasures of mascelinity and femininity, Weltzenhoffex
and Weitzenhoffer (1957, 1958} found a small sex difference which was

redused when the sex of the hypnotlst was taken into account {=er 2150
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Pe'on e al., 19279 Fellows, 19797 Weiltzenho¥fer, 19617; therse wag no
correlation between hypnotizabllity and any of five guestionnaire measures
of fomininity, however. It ghould be noted that in all 2ix zamples
reportad here the proportion of wotten participating in the study was
graater than the proportion of women in the undergraduate populations from
vhich the subject samples were drawn, suwggesting theb the apparent sex
dilference may be an artifact of volenteer bias {Boucher & Hilagard, 19632},
Bevertheless, the prosent results strongly soggest that sex differsnces
in hypnotic susceptibllity -- if indeed they axist at all -~ do aot
reflect the Laportance of "faminine over "magculine®™ porsonalitvy
attributes (Spence & Helmrelcoh, 1978), because the only significant
diffarence obtained was batween those gubiects, wale or female, who
atbributed peithery maseuline or fominine attributes to themselves on the
one hand, and those who attributed both types of attributes to themselvss
on the other, It réemains to be seen if the relative unresponsiveness is
specific to hypnosls or (more likely) & general characterigtic of

undifferentiatad individoals.
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Table 1

Characteristics of the Bublect Sawples

E HGEHE: A Boore
Sample Total n M 5D
A i1z 6.9l 2.67
B 196 6.92 2.52
c 110 6.5 4. 33
B 350 - 7.22 .40
E 206 6.79 A BE
r 425 .7 2.4




Table 2
Correlations between Hyphotic Susceptibility and Personality Variables

Sampla
variable A B o E B F
absorption 18 1] .37 .23 - 34 R
Achievergnt 11 RN — s e e
Aubonomy 15 L6 —— - Ay e
SelE~-Monitoring -~ e L8 -uA2 A2 —
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Table 3

Bex as & Moderator Variable

the Relation between Hypnotizabllity and Pergeonality Veriables

Sampla

Variable S B < e B )
Absorphtion

Males - 34 31 52 L0 L 3G 15
Females W23 L 3q - 2% W22 L 30 + 25
Achlevement

Helos A3 0% —r - ner - v
Females 22 LB e — e —
Aubonomy

Moles L4 “2F e b —tem el
Fomales .30 -.04 - - - -
Salf-Monitoring

Malaes ——— rrm O A9 - 08 ——
Females e e 13 L1 47 e




Tabie 4

Perronallity Variables as Modsrators
in the Relation hetween Absorption and Hypnotizability

Hoderator Sawmpla
Variable ) B Q o E F
Achisvement
HBigh L34 .29 m o —— N
Lo 03 Te) - R —_— .
Autonony
High .50 .30 S —— e -
Torw -.16 A0 - — —— ——
seli-Honitoring
High e -— AG A7 - 38 e
Lo - ke - 31 ) .32 ——




Table 5

sex Differences in Hypnotizability

Males Pemales
sample | B ¥ 5] I D
k) &2 .81 2,468 50 704 2.9
B a  B.I6 2.58 115 T.30 2.41
C i G.45% 2.42 65 7.21 2,34
3] B2 6,56 L S 1GE 7 .54 2.8
E iy .36 2,77 19 T.l4 2.87
F 138 &, 32 257 2B .93 .62




Table &

Mypnotizabillity of Subjects
Classified by Gender and Gender-Stersotype Expression

Hot Cross-Sex fame-Sex
Gender Piffersntiated Typed Typed Androgynous
Male
0 48 14 B4 27
M G.02 5.493 6. 35 7.08
BB 2.56 2.87 2.54 2.45
Pawale
i a9 &0 116 1os
M %. 53 6,93 & .84 7. a4
5D 2.52 2,56 .49 2.6l




