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INTRODUCTION

During the 1923-24 formal Seminar on Hypnosis at the University of Wisconsin under

the supervision of Clark L. Hull, the author, then an undergraduate student, reported for

the discussion by the postgraduate students of the psychology department upon his own

many and varied experimental investigative findings during the previous six months of

intensive work and on his current studies. There was much debate, argument and

discussion about the nature of hypnosis, the psychological state it constituted, the

respective roles of the operator and the subject, the values and significances of the

processes employed in induction, the nature of the subjects' responses in developing

trances, the possibility of transcendence of normal capabilities, the nature of regression,

the evocation of previously learned patterns of response whether remote or recent, the

processes involved in individual hypnotic phenomenon and in the maintenance of the

trance state, and above all the identification of the primary figure in the development of

the trance state, be it the operator or the subject. The weekly seminars were scheduled for

two hours each, but usually lasted much longer, and frequently extra meetings were

conducted informally in evenings and on weekends and holidays, with most of the group

in attendance.

No consensus concerning the problems could be reached, as opinions and individual

interpretations varied widely, and this finally led the author to undertake a special

investigative project in October 1923. This special study has remained unpublished,

although it was recorded in full at the time, as were many other studies. One of the

reasons for the decision not to publish at that time was the author's dubiousness

concerning Hull's strong conviction that the operator, through what he said and did to the

subject, was much more important than any inner behavioral processes of the subject.

This was a view Hull carried over into his work at Yale, one instance of which was his

endeavor to establish a “standardized technique” for induction. By this term he meant the

use of the same words, the same length of time, the same tone of voice, etc., which finally

eventuated in an attempt to elicit comparable trance states by playing "induction

phonograph records" without regard for individual differences among subjects, and for

their varying degrees of interest, different motivations, and variations in the capacity to

learn. Hull seemed thus to disregard subjects as persons, putting them on a par with

inanimate laboratory apparatus, despite his awareness of such differences among subjects

that could be demonstrated by tachistoscopic experiments. Even so, Hull did demonstrate

that rigid laboratory procedures could be applied in the study of some hypnotic

phenomena.
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Recently published papers concerning the realities of hypnosis have led to a rereading

and analysis of the author's notebooks in which numerous unpublished studies were fully

recorded. (Credit for this practice should be given to Dr. Hull, and the author often

wonders what happened to the bookshelves of notebooks which Dr. Hull himself

maintained, full of his own unpublished studies.) The rereading of this material produced

the data upon which this paper is based, permitting this report on experimental

investigations into some of the apparent misunderstandings of hypnosis which are still

variously accepted without careful critical thinking.

EXPERIMENTAL PLAN

As originally planned and executed, this early experiment to secure some of the answers

to the intriguing questions confronting the seminar group was so organized that it did not

involve the use of hypnosis. Rather, it was based upon a consideration of the concepts of

introspection developed by E. B. Titchener, Wilhelm Wundt, W. B. Pillsbury, and others,

and was organized as a direct inquiry into these concepts as a possible initial approach to

a later identification of hypnosis or of some of its phenomena. A central consideration in

the proposed experimental project was suggested by the well-known Biblical saying, “As

a man thinketh in his heart, so is he,” a point made in the seminar discussions by several

of the discussants. Professor Joseph Jastrow, who was then head of the psychology

department, aided and advised the author in his plan of experimentation. Jastrow himself

was only slightly interested in hypnosis, but he was interested in the author as a student.

Hull was not consulted, nor did he know of the experiment until it was completed.

SUBJECT SELECTION

The securing of subjects was relatively easy, since any college population offers a wealth

of volunteers. Two elements of selectivity were employed. All students taking

psychology were excluded. All students who were acquainted with the author were

excluded for the reason that they might know that he was interested in hypnosis. Both

male and female undergraduates were employed, most of them by mere chance being

sophomores. Among them there was a predominance of agricultural, home economics,

engineering, commerce, and liberal art students, with an approximately even distribution

of sex, and of comparable ages.

To these students individually, using prepared typewritten material, a plausible,

somewhat interesting, but definitely superficial explanation was given of the concept of

“introspection.” A comparably carefully worded invitation was extended to each of them

to participate in an experiment; this embraced the idea that the experimenter proposed to

do research consisting of “discovering the processes of thought in thinking through from

beginning to end any specified task.” As an illustrative example, it was pointed out that

people know the alphabet and can recite it fluently. However, the majority of those same

people cannot recite the alphabet backward correctly from Z to A except by a slow

“back-and-forth process of thinking.” To those who promptly demonstrated that they

could recite the alphabet backward easily, a second example was offered, namely, the
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extreme difficulty that would be encountered in reciting backward the entire nursery

rhyme of, “Mary had a little lamb —.”

It was then explained that a much simpler task was in mind for them to do, and they were

earnestly asked not to do any reading of Titchener's "work on thought processes"

(Titchener's name was repeatedly mentioned to discover any previous awareness of his

work, to emphasize "thought processes," and to distract their attention from the word

"introspection ").

They were individually apprised of the possibility that the task might take from one half

to two hours, and a clock was indicated in full view, running silently, located directly in

front of them on a shelf on the laboratory wall. The experimenter, it was explained,

would sit quietly behind a screen some 12 feet to the rear and would not be visible; he

could be spoken to or questioned if the desire or need arose, but it was preferred that the

task once begun be done in complete silence, so that there would be no distractions or

interferences.

What the subjects did not know or observe was that a mirror was so arranged carelessly

among odds and ends in a jumble of laboratory apparatus so that the author had a full

view of the subjects' faces by means of an obscure peephole concealed by the patterned

design on the screen.

From a typewritten copy each subject was separately given the following instructions:

“You are to seat yourself in this chair comfortably, just looking straight ahead.

With your eyes open you are to imagine that there is a small table standing beside

the right (left in the case of those left-handed) arm of the chair. Your arms are to

be resting comfortably in your lap. On that imaginary small table you will

imagine that there is a large fruit bowl filled with apples, pears, bananas, plums,

oranges, or any other kind of fruit you like, but do not turn your head to look in

that direction. All of this imaginary fruit you can imagine as being in easy reach

of your hand resting in your lap.

Next you are to imagine a table of normal height on the bare floor just in front of

you, just far enough away so that you would have to lean a little forward to place

anything on it.

Now the task to be done is for you to sit in the chair looking straight ahead and

mentally go through the processes step by step and in correct order of thinking at

a mental level only of the task of lifting your hand up from your lap, of reaching

up over the arm of the chair, of feeling elbow and shoulder movements, the lateral

extension of your arm, the slight lowering of your hand, the touching of the fruit,

the feel of the fruit, the selection of any one piece, of closing your fingers on it,

lifting it, sensing its weight, moving your hand with the fruit up, back over the

arm of the chair and then placing it on that imaginary table in front of you. That is

all you have to do, just imagine the whole thing. If your eyes get tired or if you
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can think your thought processes out more clearly with them shut, just close them.

You should expect to make errors in getting each step in the right order, and you

will have to pause and think back just as you would in trying to think the alphabet

(or the nursery rhyme) backward, and it is only reasonable that you will make

mistakes and have to go back and start over again. Just take your time, and do it

carefully, silently, really noting each of your thought processes. If you wish, I will

reread these instructions, and you may realize that perhaps you might have such a

thought as first picking up an apple and then changing your mind and deciding to

pick up an orange. [All subjects wanted a second reading, some a third.]

Now that the instructions are clear, let's look at the bulletin board on the wall over

there, and when the minute hand of the clock is directly on one of the numerals of

the clock face, we will both take our positions and the experiment will begin.”

THE EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

There were three general types of results obtained from a total of 63 subjects. These may

be classified for the purpose of discussion into three general categories: none; fright

reactions; and full participation.

Concerning the first category, which included 18 subjects, they became restless,

demanded further repetitions of instructions, and finally declared their total disinterest in

the entire project, declaring that they could not do it, that it did not seem to make any

sense, or simply that they were no longer interested in participating. Engineering and

agriculture students predominated in this group. The author's tentative conclusion was

that such students preferred concrete realities to abstract imagining.

The second category, including 13 students, was much more interesting. They became

frightened even to a state of panic, interrupted the experiment to demand reassurance, and

finally refused to continue. (Unfortunately no personality studies had been done on them,

nor did the author then have enough clinical experience to appraise them as

personalities.)

Their reactions were described variously by them, but usually concerned uncontrollable

and involuntary upward movements of the dominant hand; peculiar numb sensations of

the legs, a feeling of rigidity of the body, and a blurring or closing of the eyes that they

felt they could not control. To all of this they reacted with a frightened feeling, which

alarmed them, this alarm then allowing a freedom of action, which led to an emphatic

demand to be excused. The experimenter accompanied his dismissal of them by

elaborately expressed gratitude for the clarity of their demonstrations of "one of the

aspects of intense mental concentration. " This proved to be a most reassuring

manoeuvre, so much so that three subjects then volunteered to repeat the experiment. The

offers were not accepted, assurance being given that the experimenter was already

satisfied with their contribution.
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The third group, numbering 32, manifested to varying degrees some remarkably similar

forms of behavior. These may be listed as (1) slow loss of the blink reflex; (2) altered

respiratory rhythm; (3) loss of swallowing reflex; (4) development of ideomotor activity

in the dominant hand; (5) exceedingly slow movement of the hand and arm up and over

the arm of the chair; (6) slow closing of the eyes, usually at some point preceding or

during the ideomotor movement of the hand and arm; (7) groping movements of the

fingers, as if selecting an object at the site of the imaginary fruit bowl; (8) a lifting

movement involved in picking up an object, and a slow leaning forward, seemingly

placing the object upon the imaginary table; and (9) then leaning back in the chair and

continuing to rest quietly.

The experimenter was at a loss as to how to proceed the first time that this succession of

events occurred, which was with the third subject. The first two subjects had rejected the

task. Intense study of the quietly resting subject's face indicated that a deep trance had

been induced. Yet there had been no mention of hypnosis; the author's then naiveté and

inexperience with human behavior in a rigid, circumscribed, experimental situation did

not permit him to grasp the significance of the situation immediately. The entire purpose

had been to study behavior in two presumably different circumscribed situations; in one

of these, designated as a hypnotic situation, the author felt that it was distinctly possible

that the operator was the dominant and effective active figure; and the second,

presumably different form of behavior was characterized by the non-participation of the

operation with the subject as the active person.

The subject passively waited, while the experimenter considered that there had been a

foundation for genuine hypnotic rapport because the original joint participatory activity

concerned in the giving and receiving of instructions, the looking at the bulletin board

while awaiting the minute hand of the clock to reach a numeral, and the separate but joint

taking of respective positions. Acting upon this tentative assumption, and still remaining

behind the screen, he remarked, “I think you have certainly worked on this concentrating

long enough now, so it will be all right if you leave, because I have to stay and write this

up.”

Slowly the subject awakened in the manner characteristic of the hypnotic arousal pattern

of behavior, commented, as he looked at the clock, that the time had seemingly passed

remarkably rapidly, and then departed.

The previous two subjects who had failed were engineering students; this one was an

English major. It was reasoned again that the engineers were more interested in concrete

realities, and that the student of literature was interested in abstractions of thought.

Despite this early significant experimental occurrence with the third subject, and thence

the expectation of similar possibilities in the experimenter's mind thereafter, a total of 31

subjects failed in random order, three of them being among the final five, and the very

last subject was a failure in a fashion similar to the first two subjects.

The 32 subjects who manifested hypnoticlike behavior showed various degrees of what

could be regarded as trance states, and some spontaneously made comments aloud about
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their behavior. Thus one subject made the accurate observation, “I not only talk with my

hands, I think with them.” Another, a music student, remarked similarly, “Every time a

little old melody runs through my head, I just can't help beating time to it with my foot,

and now with thoughts running through my head, I'm moving my arm.” Both appeared to

be commenting only to themselves.

Even more noteworthy was the behavior of some other subjects. One such subject,

judging from his finger movements “picked up” an apple or an orange which he “placed

on the table” and then he deliberately “reached” again into the "fruit bowl," apparently

selected and ate two hallucinatory bananas, going through the motions with both hands of

peeling them, and then dropping the “peelings” into an apparently hallucinated

wastebasket on the other side of the chair. Another subject, after apparently “placing” a

banana on the “table,” asked the author if she might have an orange to eat. Consent was

given; she leaned over and, with open eyes, selected an orange as if visually, went

through the motions of picking it up, peeling it, and apparently putting the peelings on the

arm of the chair, and eating it, and then, seemingly at a loss how to dispose of the

peelings, finally leaned forward and placed them on the imaginary table slightly to one

side of where she had previously placed the banana. When she had finished this

hallucinatory activity, she opened her handbag and dried her mouth and hands with her

handkerchief.

Another subject asked if he might take an apple home with him, specifying “that big red

one there,” explaining that he wanted to take it to his room to eat while be studied.

Consent was given, and he went through the motions of picking it up and putting it in his

jacket pocket.

The same procedure was followed in arousing these apparently hypnotized subjects as

had been employed with the third subject. This unprovided-for variation in the planned

procedure had of necessity been improvised by the experimenter with the third subject,

and since the first two subjects were uncooperative and had been dismissed, its

introduction was not considered to be an undue variation in procedure.

The same words of reassurance were used for each of the group manifesting “fright

reactions,” thus making that enforced alteration of experimental procedure a constant

factor in the experiment.

A variation of procedure involved a half-dozen subjects who apparently did not

completely arouse from the trance state immediately upon instruction. This situation was

met by walking with these subjects out of the laboratory and outside the building through

a nearby side-door, making the comment “Well, before I write up my report, I'll have a

breath of fresh air.” This proved to be a sufficient procedure to arouse the subjects

completely.

Some subjects who revealed only a partial or no amnesia for what they had done were

surprisingly noted to continue to hallucinate after awakening the fruit bowl and its

contents and the large and small tables, as actual objects and some even commented with
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curiosity, remarking that they had not seen those objects when they first entered the

room. These comments were always evaded by the expedient of pleading pressure of

work in writing up immediately the account of the experiment.

But there were 12 subjects who demonstrated a total amnesia from the moment of sitting

down in the chair as they looked at the clock until the close of the session. Several, upon

arousing, were startled by the length of time that had passed, as noted by again regarding

the clock. The passage of time was obviously a surprise to them, and this confused

several, each of whom declared, “But I'm just ready to begin.” Others looked bewildered,

glanced at the clock, and asked what had happened. None of this group continued to

hallucinate either the large or small tables or the bowl of fruit, but one subject remarked

that his mouth felt and tasted as if he had eaten a banana.

In no instance was any explanation given to or by the subjects except to say that they had

“really concentrated.”

CONTINUATION OF EXPERIMENTAL STUDY

Some three months later the 31 subjects who did not complete the experiment—that is,

the 18 who had not been willing or able to begin and the 13 who had been frightened

away—were again approached individually with a new request.

This request was that they participate in a new experiment—namely, that of being

hypnotized. All but one agreed, this one being in the first category of complete nonparticipation,

and several agreed but seemingly reluctantly. (These included some of

those who had been frightened.)

In a different room, but comparable to the first, subjects were met individually, and it was

explained that they were to seat themselves comfortably with their hands in their lap in a

chair before a writing table on which was a pad of paper and a pencil. They were to look

continuously at the pencil until their hand picked it up and started to write involuntarily.

They were to concentrate secondarily on the lifting of the hand and primarily on seeing

the pencil begin to write, and to do nothing more.

Again the experimenter retired to watch through the peephole in the previously prepared

screen at the full-face mirror view of the subject which was afforded by several mirrors

spaced so as to give full views from different angles. These mirrors were all obscurely

and inconspicuously placed in stacks of laboratory apparatus.

Of the 30 subjects, 10 gave up. These were again all agricultural and engineering

students, and none was from the frightened group. The remaining 20 all developed trance

states of varying depths. Of the 18 who had originally walked out during the first

experiment without more than a semblance of cooperation, seven remained. Of these,

three developed a somnambulistic trance, three a medium trance, and one a light trance.

The criteria at that time employed to classify these subjects as somnambulistic were

simply the presence of open eyes, automatic writing, and a total subsequent amnesia. The
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criteria for a medium trance were a partial or a selective, but not total, amnesia. Thus

there might be a memory of reading what had been written, but it was regarded as the

hand, not the subject, that picked up the pencil and wrote. Light trances were so classified

when adequate ideomotor activity occurred, but when there was full recollection of the

events and an expressed description, “I could feel and see it happening to me, but I

couldn't help it. It didn't seem to be me doing the movements.”

All of the previously frightened group, 13 in number, developed trance states, four of

whom were somnambulistic, seven medium, and two light. Of significance was the fact

that the seven medium- and the two light-trance subjects spontaneously volunteered the

information that going into hypnosis was “exactly like introspection and concentration.”

They described in detail the terrifying sensations they had felt originally, and the reexperiencing

of the same feelings again, but with the comforting knowledge that they had

been told that they were to be hypnotized, an idea that had evidently reassured them and

effectively abolished their fears. They expected to feel different when hypnotized, and

this understanding was reassuring. It served to allow them to accept the experience, not to

effect it.

The somnambulistic subjects were subsequently questioned directly in the trance state for

their feelings as they had developed the hypnotic state. They all reported having the same

subjective feelings that they had experienced in the “introspection and concentration

experiment” and volunteered the information that they now knew that they had then

developed a trance state, but did not so realize it at the time. The four somnambulistic

subjects, who had also previously reacted with alarm, explained that the “unexpectedness

of strange feelings” had frightened them. Knowing now that hypnosis was being

employed, they had available an understanding of their subjective experiences, and hence

there had been no alarm.

The original experiment of “introspection” was again repeated with all of the previously

successful subjects, with the result that all except seven developed somnambulistic

trances, and those seven all developed medium trances. The subjects previously

manifesting light trances now developed medium or somnambulistic trances.

The experiment with pencil and paper was then repeated with the subjects who had been

successful in the “introspection experiments,” this time as an experiment in hypnosis.

Hypnotic trances were induced in all subjects very quickly, and practically all were

somnambulistic.

All of these subjects were used by Clark L. Hull's graduate students and also by the

author during the second semester's continuation of the seminar, particularly in the

conduction of various studies for publication in Hull's book and elsewhere, in replicating

the author's reports during the first semester, and in the demonstration of the elicitation of

other hypnotic phenomena.
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ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTATION

When the above-described experiments were almost completed, a particular event

occurred during a seminar meeting. Some of the graduate students had been pursuing the

hypothesis that "suggestions" constituted no more than a point of departure for responsive

behavior, but that the manner and fashion in which these hypnotic suggestions and

commands served as points of departure for complex hypnotic phenomena which were

not encompassed by either the apparent or implied meaningfulness of the words

employed seemed to be inexplicable problems. Out of the unsatisfying and divergent

views and the more or less relevant discussions the author seized upon, for an immediate

experiment, the narration of her anger pattern by Miss O, whom he knew fairly well as a

group member but not as a person, although he knew a lot about her family history.

Miss O's long-established anger pattern was of a temper-tantrum character. Whenever

angered or frustrated by her father or mother, she, an only child, would turn away

suddenly, rush upstairs to her bedroom, slam the door, throw herself on her bed, and burst

into angry sobbing. She consented to accept the following “suggestion”: “Go down the

flight of stairs just beyond this seminar room, step outside the building through the side

door at the foot of the stairway, look over the campus briefly, come back inside the

building, look about briefly, then rush upstairs with increasing speed, rush in here

slamming the door behind you, and fling yourself into your seat at the conference table.”

With obvious embarrassment she consented, and a few minutes later, while the group

waited expectantly, Miss O could be heard running up the stairway. She rushed into the

room, flushed of face, slammed the door behind her, threw herself into her chair, resting

her face on her arms on the table, and to the bewilderment and amazement of the group

including the experimenter, burst into uncontrollable sobbing.

After some minutes of sobbing Miss O straightened up and furiously berated the

experimenter for his “outrageous suggestion,” and then turned her wrath on the entire

group for their “shameful conduct.” Then, with equal suddenness, her anger left her, and

in a bewildered and startled fashion she asked, “Why did I get so angry?”

There followed much excited discussion and questioning until someone asked Miss O at

what point her anger had developed. To this she could reply only that she had no idea,

and she then readily and interestedly agreed to repeat the experiment with the addition

that this time she was “to note exactly where you are when you develop anger.”

As she left the room, she remarked with calm interest that it seemed to her that she had

become angry on the way upstairs, but that she was not certain.

There followed an exact repetition of her previous behavior but with the exception that

when she again began to berate the experimenter and the group, she suddenly recognized

her reality situation, stopped, laughed through her tears, and said, “Why, I did the same

thing again.” She then explained, “I was thinking that I had been about halfway upstairs

before, but then I suddenly got so angry I couldn't think until just now. But please don't
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talk to me because I still feel angry and I can't help it.” Her facial expression and tone of

voice confirmed her statement.

Shortly, however, evidently recovering her composure, she joined in the discussion of her

behavior with interest and without embarrassment.

Later in the discussion she was asked again by the experimenter if she were willing to

repeat the experiment. She hesitated a moment and then agreed. As she walked toward

the seminar room door, she commented that it would not be necessary to go through the

entire procedure, but that she could just mentally review the whole task, step by step. As

she completed this comment she opened the door to leave the room, but immediately

slammed it shut and whirled on the experimenter screaming, “You—you—you!” She

then burst into tears and collapsed in her chair, sobbing. Shortly she again composed

herself and asked to be excused from further participation in such experimentation.

A few seminars later, when the experimenter had completed his study as described above,

Miss O was asked again about her previous demonstrations. She manifested

embarrassment but reluctantly expressed a willingness to discuss them.

At once the author explained, “I don't want you to go downstairs or to get angry. All you

need to do is sit right there, rest your head on your arms on the table and quietly, very

quietly, and very comfortably, remember every step you made going downstairs, opening

the side door, looking over the campus, coming back inside, and looking up and down the

hallway as you did before you started for the stairway. Then when you have got that far in

your thinking, sit up straight and look at me.”

Miss O readily acceded to the request, and shortly straightened up and looked at the

author, who was sitting directly opposite her at the conference table. As she did so, it was

apparent to everyone that she was in a deep somnambulistic trance, and she was found to

be in rapport only with the experimenter, being completely out of touch with her actual

surroundings. She did not respond in any way to the group members, was passively

responsive to the experimenter, and catalepsy, ideosensory phenomena, dissociation,

apparent regression, and anaesthesia could be demonstrated. When she was asked to

develop hand levitation, she apparently failed. Previous experience with other subjects

led the experimenter to suggest hand levitation with the other hand. Apparently again she

failed.

The experimenter then carefully stated, “I want to start hand levitation with you again,

doing so from the very beginning. When you are ready, nod your head to let me know.”

Shortly she nodded her head, whereupon the experimenter slowly and systematically

suggested right-hand levitation to be continued to a level higher than her head. As the

author gave his suggestions, the group watched her hand. There was no upward

movement. The experimenter, watching her head and neck for muscle tension, finally

remarked, “That's fine. Now place slowly and gently and deliberately your left hand on

the back of your right hand.” Slowly, she lifted her left hand upward above her head,

slowly moving it across the midline, then lowering it slightly and letting it come to rest,
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while the rest of the group stared in silent wonderment. At the cessation of the movement

of her left hand she was asked if it were on top of her right hand. She slowly nodded her

head affirmatively. This was only the third time the experimenter had encountered

hallucinatory hand levitation, and the first instance had bewildered him immensely.

Comparable hallucinatory hypnotic behavior of other forms has since been encountered

occasionally in the author's subjects and those of others. Unfortunately lack of critical

observation or inexperience sometimes leads to the inference that the subjects are

unresponsive rather than the realization that they are most responsive in a more complex

fashion than was intended, and that the requested hypnotic behavior is being subjectively

experienced on a hallucinatory level.

In this instance, in demonstrating hypnotic phenomena with Miss O, hand levitation had

been left as the final demonstration for one certain reason. Miss O, in the previous

experiment dealing with her anger reaction, had been asked to run up the stairway. Hence

the experimenter was being very cautious about a renewed use of the word up or a word

of similar meaning because of the possible association with the previous use of the word.

He had expected only likelihood of anger development, but with the failure of beginning

levitation he had visually checked her neck muscles for evidence of tension which had

been noted in the two previous subjects who had hallucinated hand levitation.

Indicating silence to the group, he asked Miss O to rest her hands comfortably in her lap

and indicate if she were willing to answer a few general questions about the time she

manifested anger for the experimenter. She nodded her head affirmatively.

She was then asked, “Are you now just like you were then, or perhaps I should say, Are

your present mental state and your mental state at that time the same or identical?” Her

face developed a thoughtful expression, and then slowly she nodded her head

affirmatively. She was asked, “Will it be all right for me to ask you now to feel those

feelings that you then developed?” Her reply was a verbal, “Please don't.” “Why not?”

“I don't want to get angry.” She was asked if she wanted to do anything more. After a

few moments she replied, “No.” Accordingly she was asked to put her arms on the

conference table, to rest her head upon them, and then “straighten up, just like you were

when I first asked you to do this same thing.” This she did, becoming fully awake with a

seemingly total amnesia for the entire trance experience.

One of the group asked her if she could be hypnotized, to which she answered that she

never had been but thought she would like to be, and she expressed an immediate

willingness to act as a subject.

She was asked by the author to place her hands palm down on her thighs and to watch her

right hand. Essentially similar hand-levitation suggestions were given as before, but this

time, because of the instruction to watch her right hand which actually remained

immobile on her lap, her visual hallucinating of the slow continuous rise of her right hand

was apparent, until the direction of her gaze indicated that the hand was above her head

level. Several of the group tried to question her, but she proved to be in rapport only with

the experimenter.
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She was asked by him if she had ever been in a trance before, the intended meaning being

only during that day. Her answer was a simple “Yes.” “How many times?” Instead of

the expected answer of “Once”" she replied, “Four times.” “When?” “Today, that other

day.” “What other day?” “When I got angry.”

She was awakened, and an apparently total amnesia was demonstrated by the expedient

of asking her again if she had ever been hypnotized, which elicited the previous negative

reply and offer to volunteer.

Instead of overtly accepting her offer, a member of the group asked her if she thought she

could do hand levitation. She replied, “I don't know but I'd like to try,” immediately

settling herself in position and duplicating without any further remarks or suggestions her

previous hallucinatory ideomotor behavior and trance development. The member of the

group who had put the question proved to be the only person in rapport with her.

She was asked to awaken from the trance state. Again she manifested amnesia. The next

few hours of the seminar were spent discussing her behavior to which was added a

discussion of the author's private experimentation. The entire sequence of events was

disturbing and obviously displeasing to Dr. Hull, since he felt that the importance of

suggestions and suggestibility and the role of the operator in trance induction were being

ignored and bypassed, with the result that this approach to a study of hypnosis was then

abandoned in the University of Wisconsin seminars.

FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Since then, particularly after the author had received his doctoral degree and was finally

officially permitted to resume experimental work at the Worcester State Hospital in

Worcester, Massachusetts, much use was made of these learnings in developing the

author's various techniques of indirect and permissive hypnotic induction.

In addition, and by way of contrasting their respective values, the author has done much

experimentation on direct and authoritative techniques and on traditional, ritualistic,

repetitive verbal techniques.

In general his findings, based upon experience with many thousands of subjects, have

been that the simpler and more permissive and unobtrusive is the technique, the more

effective it has proved to be, both experimentally and therapeutically, in the achievement

of significant results. Also, his experience has been that the less the operator does and the

more he confidently and expectantly allows the subjects to do, the easier and more

effectively will the hypnotic state and hypnotic phenomena be elicited in accord with the

subjects' own capabilities and uncolored by efforts to please the operator. However, it

must be borne in mind that subjects differ as personalities, and that hypnotic techniques

must be tailored to fit the individual needs and the needs of the specific situation.

Therefore users of hypnosis should be fully cognizant with all types of hypnotic

techniques and fully appreciative of the subjects as personalities. They should bear ever

in mind that the role of the operator is no more than that of a source of intelligent
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guidance while the hypnotic subjects proceed with the work that demonstrates hypnotic

phenomena, insofar as is permitted by the subjects' own endowment of capacities to

behave in various ways. Thus the color-blind person can not be given visual receptors to

receive color stimuli, but the person with normal color vision may be enabled to block the

utilization of visual receptors of a specific type—just as happens in the common

experience in ordinary everyday life, when a book with a certain clearly visible title

cannot be found in the bookcase because it is blue-covered and the search has been made

in a mistaken belief that it is red-covered, thereby utilizing a different frame of reference

and thus defeating the effort to find the book.

It should also be kept in mind that moods, attitudes, and understandings often change in

the subjects even as they are undergoing trance induction, and that there should be a

fluidity of change in technique by the operator from one type of approach to another as

indicated.

Unfortunately much experimentation is done in only rigid terms of the operator's limited

understandings and abilities. Perhaps this may best be exemplified by such typical

experiments as naively demonstrating such “antisocial behavior in hypnosis” as

persuading a subject to open a new lipstick or to appropriate a dollar bill in a strict

laboratory setting, in ignorance of the later demonstrated fact that the laboratory setting

and the experimental situation alone, with no utilization of hypnosis whatsoever, may be

so demanding as to elicit behavior contrary to the subjects’ wishes, backgrounds,

training, better judgments and even moral sense (Milgram, 1963). Further, such ignoring

of the subjects’ understandings in preference to the experimenter's belief that he is

controlling conditions may lead to “experiments” in which the equivocation of waking

and trance responses may actually be a product of the development of an identity of the

subjects' supposedly different conscious states rather than the evocation of similar

responses in genuinely different states.

This experimental work was done long before any studies were being done on so-called

simulation of hypnosis, in which subjects are asked by the experimenter to “simulate”

hypnotic behavior. Many such reports have been made by various authors, who seem to

be unaware that the best simulation is an actualization. Additionally in these so-called

controlled experimental studies the simulating subjects often have had hypnotic

experience, have witnessed hypnosis, and certainly have some preconceptions of

hypnosis. Hence experimentation with such subjects leads to a doubt of the

experimenter’s scientific sophistication or integrity.

The above experiments were not done to determine if there could be a simulation of

hypnosis and the achievement of comparable behavior. Rather, the experiment was

designed for the purpose of determining the role importance of operator and subject.

However, quite unintentionally it was discovered that if a non-hypnotic subject is

innocently (the author admits his naiveté at that period in his scientific career) asked to

perform, at a waking level, the same sort of behavior that can be used to induce a

hypnotic trance, although no mention of hypnosis is made, a hypnotic state can
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unmistakably result. There is no need to ask for simulation, since the task itself can lead

to hypnosis. Hence one can only wonder at the scientific acumen of those who endeavor

to demonstrate that requested “simulated hypnotic behavior” is otherwise than actual

hypnotic behavior.

Additionally, the findings of this early experimentation have been confirmed throughout

the years in the experience of this author and many of his colleagues. The operators or

experimenters are unimportant in determining hypnotic results regardless of their

understandings and intentions. h is what the subjects understand and what the subjects do,

not the operators' wishes, that determine what hypnotic phenomena shall be manifested.

Hence hypnotic experimentation which is evaluated in terms of the experimenters’ plans,

wishes, intentions, and understandings is invalid unless communicated to the subjects’

understandings and so accepted. Evaluation should be purely in terms of the subjects’

performances, and it is behavior, not the experimenters’ words, that should be the

deciding factor in appraising experimental work. Many clinicians have had the

experience of weighing the advisability of hypnosis for a patient who requests it, only to

find that the matter is entirely out of their hands because of a spontaneous trance. Not

only this, the clinician may carefully suggest relaxation and have the patient respond with

catalepsy and anaesthesia. Or the clinician may suggest anesthesia and discover that the

patient is manifesting dissociation or even regression. At best operators can only offer

intelligent guidance and then intelligently accept their subjects’ behaviors.

