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ABSTRACT

Fear has long been associated with advances in
behavioral theory and in the innovation behavioral change
techniques. 1Inadequacies with traditional learning theory
conceptualizations of fear and the introduction of eclectic
cognitive explanations as alternatives have led to a
schismatic state of affairs even in this well defined,
thoroughly researched area. This paper outlines an approach
to bridge the learning-cognitive gap which characterizes the
field today through the extension of Paradigmatic Behavioral
theory’s approach to language conditioning.

Sixty-five subjects who self-reported to have a fear of
spiders participated in this study. Subjects were divided
into four treatment groups or two control groups. In each
of the treatment groups subjects viewed slides of a
tarantula as they listened to and repeated statements
describing response-referent (RR) and stimulus-referent (SR)
characteristics which were phrased positively or negatively.
Subjects in an affective control condition saw the same
slides, but heard no statements and subjects in the

behavioral control condition only underwent a Behavior




Approach Test, as did all subjects. Ratings of subjective
discomfort and fear (affective measures) were obtained
before, midway through, and immediately after the language
conditioning trials, and after the BAT.

Results indicate that (1) subjective ratings of fear
and discomfort were significantly increased over treatment
" through negative language conditioning (negative RR and
negative SR statements) but remained close to baseline
levels after positive lanqguage conditioning (positive RR and
positive SR); (2) approach behavior was significantly
increased with positive language conditioning and inhibited
by negative language conditioning; (3) affective ratings
were most affected by RR descriptions and unaffected by SR
descriptions; and (4) both RR and SR statements affected
approach behavior, but the magnitude of change was greater
for subjects who heard SR statements.

These results are discussed in terms of the potential
efficacy of language conditioning in treating fear, the need
for standardization of language conditioning procedures, the
implications for behavior therapy in general, and the

implications for Paradigmatic Behavioral theory and therapy.




vi

TABLE OF CONTENTS
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS .ccccccocesccscccsccsoccscsncsonscscss iii
ABSTRACT .ccceececcccccccoscaccscsnscssscscsccsccannnacecs iv
LIST OF TABLES ccccccccccccccccscccsssocoscccancscens vii
LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS .cccccecccccccccssecassssecese Viii

CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION .ccccccesccscsacacscccnacacsse 1
Fears and Theories of Fear ....ccccececceacccess 4
An Integrated Behavioral Theory of Fear ....... 10
Language Conditioning and Fear ....ccccceccccss 16
Purpose of the Experiment .....ccccceecceccccee 35
HypothesSesS ...cccccecccccccesncsacsansscnssnssasns 39

CHAHER II [ ] METHOD ® & © & © O O 00 0" OO 0O SO OO e e 0P O e e 0 e 0 e 0 44
subj ects @ ® ® @ & & 0 00 0 8 O OO O 0SS OB SN S T OSSO S0 ¢ 0 . *® o 09 44
Materials ® @ ® 0 & 2 0 0 O O S PG O A SO SO DO S O S G OO O e e 8 N s 47
ProCedUresS ..ccoceccaccscccsccscssscsasncecscsssss 62

CHAPTER III. RESULTS .cccccccceseranasscsasancccccsssss 71
) Data ANalySiS .cccceecccccccccccccascaccconcceas 71
Descriptive Analyses of Pre-Treatment Data .... 75
Effects of Treatment on Affective Ratings ..... 79
Effects of Treatment on Approach Behavior ..... 84

CHAP'I'ER IV. DISCUSSION ® © 0 5600600000000 00000 0000000000 88

APPENDICES ..cccccocccoosnosscsssassacanccsancssasecsssans 108
Appendix A Tables and Illustrations ......c.... 108
Appendix B MEASUYXES .ccceccecccccscncsccccaccsscs 132
Appendix C Treatment Materials ..c.ccccceoccaas 136
Appendix D Treatment Related Materials ........ 143

REFERENCES ® @ & 068000 60 0000808050808 800V P00 e 0 e 0P o 157




vii

LIST OF TABLES
Table Page

1 Descriptive Statistics on
Pre-Treatment Measures ....ccccceceeecscscsases 108

2 Correlations Between
Pre-Treatment MeaSUreS .ccccccecccccccssssceses 109

3 Distribution of Subjects by Initial FSS
spider score ® ® & 0 O ¢ 05 O OO0 S OO S S S S G OSSOSO eSS O e s e 110

4 Descriptive Statistics for SUDS Ratings
over Time ® @ O & © 00 8 00 S T OO O O SO OSSO SO S GO0 08009 e 00 111

5 Behavior Approach Test Scores .....ccceeeeceees 113

6 Repeated Measures ANOVA Source Tables for
Affective Ratings by Treatment Group .......... 114

7 Repeated Measures ANOVA Source Tables for
Affective Ratings by RR Statement Group ....... 116

8 Repeated Measures ANOVA Source Tables for
Affective Ratings by SR Statement Group ....... 118

9 ANOVA Source Tables for BAT AnalyseS .......... 120

10 Successful BAT Completion by Groups ...cccesee. 122




viii

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS
Figure Page

1 Changes in SUDS~-Discomfort Ratings over Time
by Treatment Group ccceccececsccssccaccsccccanss 123

2 Changes in SUDS-Fear Ratings over Time
by Treatment GrouUpP c.cccccecescscccccsacescscase 124

3 Changes in SUDS-Discomfort Ratings over Time
by RR Statement Group ...c.ccccceecceccccceccsas 125

4 Changes in SUDS-Fear Ratings over Time
byRRstatement Group ® & ¢ 5 © & 00 00 000 0O 00 O 0 o8 e o 126

5 Changes in SUDS-Discomfort Ratings over Time
by SR Statement Group ® ® © 0 & 0 0 0 5 O S 00 8 9 0 0P O 0 e e 0o 127

6 Changes in SUDS-Fear Ratings over Time
by SR Statement Group ....cccccccececcccccccss 128

7 BAT Scores by Treatment Group ..ccccececcccececs 129
8 BAT Scores by RR Statement Group ....ccceceeees 130

9 BAT Scores by SR Statement Group ....c.ccccceeece 131




I. INTRODUCTION

Fear has been an area of intense interest to behavioral
psychologists over the past sixty yéﬁrs. From Watson and
Rayner’s (1920) and Mary Cover Jones’ (1924) pioneering
work, the study of fear has shaped the véry fabric of
contemporary behavioral psychology. Advances in behavioral
theory have come from basic fear experiments (e.g. Delprato
& McGlynn, 1984; Eysenck, 1987; Rachman, 1984) and it is in
this area that we find some of the earliest attempts to
extend laboratory procedures to applied areas (e.g. Wolpe,
1958; 1982). 1In this regard no other field of investigation
has been so singularly responéible for the development of
behavior therapy as has fear, and in no other area than fear
is behavior therapy so widely acknowledged as the treatment
paradigm of choice, even among the most ardent detractors
from a behavioral perspective (see Barlow & Wolfe, 1981;
Marks, 1972).

The increase in our scientific understanding of fear
over the past sixty years due to work within behavioral
perspectives is unparalleled in any other area of human
emotion (Marks, 1987). One reason for this may be that fear

is practically seductive as a forum for testing




behaviorism's theoretical premises. The parameters of fear
(e.g. conditions which evoke fear) are well defined and
associated behaviors are reliably identifiable; in its
extreme form fear is highly prevalent (e.g. phobias: Marks,
1987; Reich, 1986), and results from animal studies (e.gq.
Mineka, 1987) and analogue populations such as college
students are more readily generalized to clinical samples
than is true of any other area of psychopathology.

However, the lengthy and productive association between
behavioral psychology and fear has not been without
controversy, the most contemporary schism in the field being
that engendered among cognitive psychologists. As with the
parent field of psychology in general, a growing
disenchantment with the more traditional learning
perspectives (e.g. classical conditioning; instrumental
learning) has led to an almost complete abandonment of these
basic laws of human behavior in favor of more loosely stated
and constructed "cognitive-behavioral" theories. Such a
state of affairs in the area of fear was brought about with

the inability of traditional early learning theories to




accommodate or explain several clinically observed and
empirically validated aspects of fear (Rachman, 1976; 1977).
One of the major premises of this paper is that this
rejection of learning theory has been grossly premature. It
is suggested that the more common complaints leveled at
earlier learning theories are better accommodated within a
third generation learning theory, Paradigmatic Behaviorism
(Staats, 1963; 1975; 1983), which presents an integrated
framework from which to investigate the role of language and
cognitive variables more comprehensively. Following an
analysis of the earlier theories of learning related to
fear, the general framework and application of Paradigmatic
Behaviorism theory will be outlined, followed by a critical
examination of the literature on language conditioning. The
results of an experiment will be presented which represent
the first of a series which attempts to extend the basic

premises of language conditioning in fear.




Fear and Theories of Fear

As noted earlier, fear 1s perhaps the most researched
and best defined of all human emotions, especially with
respect to its extreme form (e.g. phobias). In an attempt
to organize our understanding of the parameters of fear,
Rachman (Hodgsen & Rachman, 1974; Rachman, 1984; Rachman &
Hodgsen, 1974) offered a tripartite view of fear responses.
Fear is conceptualized as an emotional state characterized
by patterns of behavioral, physiological, subjective-
cognitive patterns of responses and Rachman proposes that
there are three pathways to the development of fear: through
conditioning, through observation, and through information
exchange (Rachman, 1984). These pathways are seen as
distinct yet related in an otherwise loose fashion.
Furthermore, Rachman does not explain how such pathways to
fear truly differ from one another, especially in light of
evidence that some of these are not mutually exclusive (see
Eysenck, 1987).

Although the tripartite attempt to organize fear
responses is seen as a step toward a more comprehensive view
of far, this approach is not without controversy. Most of

the arguments raised stem from disagreements among fear




theorists as to which of these response systems should be
afforded primacy in the etiology and maintenance of fear, as
if this were a valid question to begin with. Thus, for
example, with respect to avoidance behavior, Lang (1979;
1983; 1984) demotes the primacy of this most defining of all
fear responses in his information-processing theory to the
status of a symptom of fear, whereas Marshall (1985;
Gauthier & Marshall, 1977; Marshall & Gauthier, 1983;
Marshall, Gauthier, Christie, Currie, & Gordon, 1977) and
Marks (Marks, 1972; 1987; Marks, Viswanathan, Lipsedge, &
Gardner, 1972) give a primary role to avoidance behavior in
his approach to fear.

One of the reasons for the developmeht of such
disparate views of even the most defining of all fear
responses is likely due to the lack of a comprehensive and
integrated theory of fear. The earliest conditioning
studies laid the groundwork for much of what we know about
the parameters of fear; however, inadequacies in these early
theories soon became apparent as the phenomenon was more

closely studied (Eysenck, 1987; Rachman, 1984).




An early attempt at reconciling the behavioral
viewpoint into a more comprehensive theory of emotion and
fear was made by Mowrer (1939; 1960) whose initial work was
most widely accepted among the implosion theorists (e.g.
Boudewyns & Shipley, 1983; Levis, 1980; 1982; Stampfl &
Levis, 1967; 1973). Based upon his two-factor theory, in
which Mowrer attempted to relate classical and instrumental
conditioning principles more closely, Mowrer developed and
later refined his two-stage theory of fear (Mowrer, 1939;
1960). This theory emphasized the development of a negative
emotional response (subjective'fear) first, which
subsequently leads to the development of avoidance behavior.
Levis (1982) argues that focusing primarily upon avoidance
behavior neglects the complexity of fear as a concerted
series of emotional responses, and argues that effective
treatments must be targeted at the CS complex of fear, which
(upon closer inspection of Levis' theory and contrary to
what Levis might argue) appears largely subjective in
nature.

However, two-factor theory (and the two-stage model)
suffered from the same fate as previous learning theories in

dealing with fear: these theories could not explain or




accommodate some key and commoﬁ features of fear. Rachman
and Hodgsen (1974; Hodgsen & Rachman, 1974) have provided
the most critical analysis of the learning theories of fear.
From their analysis and those of others (e.g. Eysenck, 1987)
it appears that there are four primary and inter-related
problems which early learning theories could not address
adequately: 1. The development of fear after a single
exposure trial; 2. the greater abiliﬁy of some classes of
stimuli to evoke conditioned fear responses over others; 3.
the failure in some people to develop fears during periods
of heightened and sustained negative emotional arousal (e.g.
. during air raids); and, 4. the inability to explain
increases in fear long after UCS-CS pairing was
discontinued. This last criticism refers directly to
Eysenck's'(1987) notion of incubation, in which fear
responses increase during what should be extinction trials.
Rather than attempt further reformulations from the
learning viewpoint, or attempt to apply alternative learning
perspectives to the study of fear (e.g. Staats' 1975 Social
Behaviorism model) the zeitgeist of the parent field of

psychology dictated the movement of fear research to the




cognitive domain. Cognitive theorists, such as Lang (1979;
1983; 1984), Meichenbaum (Meichenbaum & Cameron, 1974), and
Bandura (1969) were quick to openly and vociferously reject
or demote the applicability of the basic laws of learning in
their theories. Lang's theory, in particular, has become
the primary cognitive alternative to the learning
approaches.

What is important, according to Lang, are the
representational functions served by fear responses, such as
avoidance behavior, and not the actual behavior itself; that
is, that avoidance represents an action indicative of an
underlying negative emotional state and is associated with
an array of personal and stimplus referent cues (which Lang
calls response and stimulus propositions). A complex
network of memory pathways and cognitive schemata is
constructed to accommodate this analysis, and Lang and his
associates (e.g. Cuthbert, Vrana, & Bradley, in press) have
conducted numerous studies purporting to support this
thesis.

The obvious problems of most cognitive theories are
accentuated in Lang's model, notably the convoluted use of

vaguely defined constructs and the resulting untestable




nature of many of the basic premises of the theory.
Although several empirical studies exist attesting to the
predicted outcomes of the theory (e.g. to the development of
fear), on closer inspection Lang's analysis is not the only
one which could have explained these results and is very
likely the most complex of all theories put forth concerning
fear. Furthermore, Lang's theory, like other cognitive
theories, does not obviate a learning perspective, although
the traditional models could not, or would not, accommodate
cognitive factors (e.g. Skinner, 1957).

This characterizes the current status of the field of
fear research in general, and what is needed most now is an
integrated approach to fear. One such approach is offered

in staats! Paradigmatic Behavioral theory.
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An Integrated Behavioral Theory of Fear

Paradigmatic Behaviorism is a third generation learning
theory (Staats, 1983; 1988) which has successfully
integrated the basic premises of classical and instrumental
learning theories into a comprehensive theory of human
behavior (Staats, 1963; 1975). What makes Staats’ theory
unique are two features hitherto eschewed or undeveloped
. among the earlier learning perspectives: 1. the notion that
stimuli serve three inter-related functions; and 2. the
inclusion of what may be generically called "personality
variables" within the behavioral analysis.

Staats conceptualized that stimuli may acquire
attitudinal (A), reinforcing (R), and directive (D)
functions which operate on internal (e.g. imagery) and
external (e.g. motor) responses. The attitudinal function
refers to the ability of stimuli to elicit affective
responses in an individual (Eifert, 1987; in press), the
reinforcing function concerns the ability of a stimulus to
strengthen behaviors, and the directive function to the
ability of stimuli to lead a person to engage in approach or
avoidance responses. These functions define the affective

valence of a stimulus, wherein stimuli which are judged to
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be positive in affective valence (A) are those which will
likely be stronger reinforcers of behavior (R) and are more
likely to be approached (D) than those which are evaluated
negatively. It is important to note that these functions
are transferred to neutral stimuli during the process of
classical conditioning and that larger class behaviors (e.g.
meaning; attitudes) may be similarly classically conditioned
to acquire such functions (Staats & Staats, 1957; 1958).

The second notable difference between Staats'
integrated theory and earlier learning theories is the
attention paid to individual differences. This in
accommodated in the theory through the inclusion of three
Basic Behavioral Repertoires which collectively constitute
what can generically be called "personality". These
repertoires refer to emotion-motivational, sensory-motor,
and language-cognitive responses'(staats, 1975). It is
important to note that these responses can acquire the three
stimulus functions noted above, thereby allowing greater
flexibility in the theory by allowing responses themselves
to be investigated as both dependent and independent

variables (Staats, 1968; 1983; 1988). This was a feature
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which earlier learning theories could not accommodate and is
another example of the depth of integration afforded in this
theory.

Of particular interest in Paradigmatic Behaviorism is
the study of language, and it is upon such studies that most
of the tenets of the theory were initially laid out (e.g.
Staats, 1963; 1968; Staats, Gross, Guay, & Carlson, 1973;
Staats & Staats, 1957; 1958). Language behavior, such as
imagery and verbal responses, are hypothesized to follow the
same rules and laws of learning as any other response. As
such, these behaviors may acquire ARD functions which
subsequently will affect and determine a person's response
in a given situation. In addition, language behaviors can
elicit other responses within the language-cognitive
repertoire (e.g. a description of a scene eliciting imagery
of the scene), or in the other repertoires (e.g. pleasant
imagery eliciting a smile or physiological arousal). This
concept of reciprocal determinism (Staats, 1975) between
repertoires and between functions of stimuli is perhaps the
most central of all in the basic theory.

The general model proposed by Staats has been

successfully extended to clinical phenomena (e.g. to
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depression: Staats & Heiby, 1985; Campos, 1987; to anxiety
disorders: Campos, 1985; 1986; Eifert,.in press; 1987;
Hekmat, 1987; to chronic pain: Campos & Cahill, 1987;
Hekmat, 1987; in press). With respect to anxiety disorders,
the majority of studies have been concerned with language-
cognitive aspects and have been conducted within language
conditioning paradigms (e.g. Hekmat, 1972; Eifert, 1984), in
line with Staats' contention (1972; 1988) that therapy is
primarily a verbal/language enterprise.

The basic theory, as applied to fear, would hold that
fear is best conceptualized as a constellation of responses
which have been conditioned to that particular emotional
state through prior learning and conditioning trials. Like
Rachman's analysis (1984) a diversity of responses and
response systems is implicated; however, unlike Rachman
Paradigmatic Behavioral theory would predict that these
responses are intimately related, are determined by laws of
learning, and can acquire ARD functions which can serve to
maintain and/or elicit subsequent fear responses. 1In
addition, Staats' theory allows for individual diversity in

responses without sacrificing the basic laws of learning
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which determine human behavior. Thus, one person may
acquire a fear of snakes as the direct result of previous
learning trials in which snakes were described as "ugly",
"fearsome", 6r "dangerous", whereas in another culture where
snakes are venerated (e.g. India) such a stimulus would be
associated with reverent and positive terms. Fear of snakes
in such a culture would more likely arise from direct
negative personal encounters with snakes, than through
informational bases.

Once a fear résponse to the object (e.g. a snake) is
acquired not only the object itself would come to elicit
fear responses but stimuli associated with the object should
do sb as well; the effect of such stimulus generalization
would be to maintain fear over time. If responses
themselves can acquire ARD stimulus functions, as described
in the theory (Staats, 1975), then such responses can also
serve to maintain fear. Thus, following an initial (even a
one-trial) learning session and individual's responses (e.g.
imagery of a snake) may serve to maintain a negative
emotional state (A) which reinforces (R) and directs (D)
avoidance behavior in the absence of the actual stimulus or

of continued pairing of the original UCS-CS.
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Oone of the most potent response systems in this regard
is the language-cognitive repertoire, wherein imagery and
verbal behavior about a feared stimulus can serve to
maintain, induce, or reduce fear responses. Studies
investigating this function of language in fear have focused
upon the language conditioning paradigm set forth by Staats
and Staats (1957; 1958), and this topic is the focus for the
remainder of this paper and the subsequent experiment

described herein.
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Language Conditioning and Fear

The first major series of studies to systematically
examine the role of language conditioning in fear was
conducted by Hamid Hekmat and his colleagues (Hekmat, in
press; 1972; 1977; Hekmat, Deal, & Lubitz, 1985; Hekmat &
Lee, 1970; Hekmat, Lubifz, & Deal, 1984; Hekmat & Vanian,
1971). In the earliest investigations (Hekmat, 1972; Hekmat
& Vanian, 1971) single words of positive affective valence
(e.g. "calm") were paired with feared stimuli (e.g. the word
"snake") and fearful subjects were simply asked to listen to
these pairings. A control group received pairings of the
adjectives with a neutral word ("éeach") and the procedures
were methodologically similar to those used in the original
studies by Staats and Staats on the éffects of language
conditioning on meaning (1957) and attitudes (1958) in
general. Through this simple manipulation Hekmat reported
that not only did subjects’ affective evaluations of
previously feared stimuli change in a positive direction,
but positive therapeutic effects were found insofar as
treated subjects could more easily approach a live stimulus

at the end of the studies.
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Hekmat's group continued to refine their technique of
semantic desensitization by pairing images, not words, in a
similar fashion (Hekmat, 1987; Hekmat, Deal, & Lubitz, 1985;
Hekmat, Lubitz, & Deal, 1984) and obtained comparable
results. Anxiety and fear in all cases were significantly
reduced through language conditioning procedures using
imagery and such effects were, in general, greater than any
changes found. in control groups and as great as those found
when words were used instead of images. Although these
later studies were.concerned with the generation and change
of imagery and not verbal behavior per se, the positive
results may be interpreted to provide broader support for
Staats (1972) notion that much of’the change that takes
Place in therapy may occur on a verbal (i.e. language-
cognitive) basis.

Weiss and Evans - (1978) took language conditioning
procedures one step further by utilizing four different
types of words as unconditioned stimuli: Positive words
(e.g. mother; justice), calming words (e.g. tame; sedative),
words reflecting both of these dimensions (e.g. refreshed;
secure), and neutral words which reflected neither of these

dimensions (e.g. pigment; clerk). These words were paired
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with the label of a particular feared stimulus as a
conditioned stimulus (e.g. "snake"; "lizard"). The results
of their study indicate that both positive and calming words
similar effects in decreasing immediate ratings of fear, but
that calming words in general were the most potent in
producing the greatest axiolytic effects; the combination of
positive and calming words did not enhance performance
beyond either type presented alone. Examining the post-
treatment mean scores on the semantic-differential anxiety
scale reveals that the positive-word group's ratings (21.9)
were not only similar to those of the combined-word group
(21.4), but also to those of the neutral-word group (22.0);
all three groups had mean anxiety ratings which were
significantly higher than scores for the calming-word group
(18.6). A

This led Weiss and Evans (1978) to conclude that in
using language conditioning procedures to decondition
anxiety "the most effective counterconditioning is
accomplished by ... the antonyms of anxiety" (p. 119).
Calming words are more specifically directed at, and

conceptually related (and hence, relevant) to anxiety, which
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would explain their greater potency in decreasing
subjectively rated anxiety at post-treatment, as compared
with positive or neutral words. The failure of the combined
group to perform as well as the calming-word group may have
been due to the fact that these positive/calming words were
also conceptually irrelevant to, and not specifically
directed at the emotional state of interest. This is in
line with Levey and Martin's (1987; Martin & Levey, 1978)
cautions about semantic relevance and conceptual relevancy
in evaluative conditioning and with Watson and Marks (1971)
finding that relevant fears were more easily extingquished in
flooding.

This notion of conceptual relevaﬂcy is similar to the
iséue of matching presenting deficits to specific treatments
in clinical work (Staats & Heiby, 1985), where the closer
the match, the greater the efficacy of therapy in relieving
concurrent distress and the greater the chances of
preventing future relapse. Some recent studies of
depression have shown initial evidence in support of this
notion (e.g. Campos, Heiby, Keller, & Remick, 1988; Heiby &
Campos, 1986; Heiby, Campos, Remick, & Keller, 1987; Heiby,

Ozaki, & Campos. 1984) ahd studies of the
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synchronous/desynchronous changes of fear response systems
(e.g. Campos, 1987; Campos, Solyom, & Koelink, 1984; Hodgsen
& Rachman, 1974; Rachman & Hodgsen, 1974) suggest a similar
need for specificity in the area of anxiety disorders in
general (Campos, 1986) and phobias in particular (Campos,
1985; 1986; 1987).

The results of Weiss and Evans' (1978) study highlight
a further implicaéion of specificity in language
conditioning. It was noted that the calming words used in
their study were more specific to an emotional state
opposite to anxiety than were the positive or the combined
words; however, when paired with the CS word (e.g. "snake"),
the calming words were also more descriptive of the
behaviors associated with the feared stimulus (e.g. "tame-
snake") than were positive words (e.g. "justice-snake"),
positive/calm combined words (e.g. "refreshed-snake"), or
neutral words (e.g. “pigment-snake"). A subsequent study by
the same authors (Evans & Weiss, 1978), but not focused on
fear, reaffirmed the notion that stronger results can be
obtained in language conditioning with greater thematic

relevance between the UCS and the CS (Eifert, 1984).
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The notion of thematic relevance between fear stimuli
and responses has been an area of interest among cognitive-
oriented theorists as well, especially Lang and his
associates (e.g. Cuthbert, Vrana, & Bradley, in press; Lang,
1979; 1983; 1984; Lang, Melamed, & Hart, 1970). Lang (1979;
1983; 1984) posits in his bioinformational theory of emotion
that there are two classes of cognitive stimuli which must
be differentiated yet emphasized in treating fear and that
the relevance of each of these classes of stimuli will bear
upon the person's subsequent behavior. These two classes
refer, respectively, to the way subjects describe their own
personal reactions ("response propositions") and the feared
stimulus itself ("stimulus propositions").

Whereas embirical studies exist to substantiate the
importance of such a division in response sets the area of
fear (e.g. Cuthbert, Vrana, & Bradley, in press), the
underlying theoretical assumptions, based on a highly
complex and convoluted information processing theory,
obfuscate their significance. For example, Lang argues that
these propositions are cognitive schemata which may or may
not develop independently of one another in the process of

one's becoming fearful, that these constructs are
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conceptually orthogonal yet related, and are formed by
complex information processing stages which in turn are
shaped by the nature of the propositions themselves (Lang,
1984). Aside from the inexact statement of premises and
framing of conclusions from such premises, the theory is
incomplete in its outline of the processes by which such
propositions are formed, the conditions under which they
will change, and the exact nature of these constructs (e.g.
the degree to which they are imagery related representations
of actual events or of self-constructed or predicted
events).

As argued previously, such a theory does not obviate an
explanatory conditioning framework and studies of these
different "propositional states" from such a perspective
would appear to be fruitful. The next major series of
language conditioning studies on fear examined some of these
thematic and conceptual relevance issues from a unified
behavioral perspective. These studies were conducted by
Eifert (1984; Eifert & Schermelleh, 1985) in Australia and
they differ from the previously cited work in three gener