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ness and distortion (about Y5 of the samples). H:. a series of experiments
using signal detection and other paradigms, m_.smmn and oo:mTowmﬁo_ s
(Singer, 1988) reported that about 50% of ﬁrw\: nom_uo:amam menta-
%" tion was unrelated to the specific task in which they were 5<o_<.mm.
" It was also found that, at least in the case of m.&o_mmooamw a high
proportion of their unrelated mentation dealt with unresolved con-
Alictual issues. 3

Extrapolating from this body of :8.538._. we propose that, under
ordinary circumstances, a given “primary suggestion (see U&oéﬁw
might become but one of the number of mawmn-nrm:m_wm Eoc.mzm an
images and, at that, one that might be in competition ,.z:r Eo_ﬂm
urgent issues. Further, the possible impact of a suggestion Eo:r
probably be intermittently monitored and wommﬁmm. upon by the
thinker. This is not to say that the intended suggestion might not
= result “in the acceptance with conviction of the nOEB_wEom:wn_ propo-
- sition in the absence of logically adequate grounds for its acceptance,
* as McDougall (1908; in Gheorghiu, 1989b, p. _on,c would phrase it
. Rather, we are proposing that, other things _..VmE.m equal, the m._m-
: jointed, competitive, stimulus-loaded, and 583:_:.9:_% 8:02.20
nature of ordinary processing would not be as oosa:o_.<w to F:o;:zm
“asuggestion as the hypnotic context. >:.ro:mr.m:mmmm:~.u_r~%. in occur-
rences other than hypnosis is not the topic of this paper, itis m_m:_mow:ﬁ
~ that enhanced suggestibility has been reported in connection with
3 light sleep and drowsiness (Budzynski, 1986), wmm.ﬁionmm.@:‘:ﬂosaws-
- tal stimulation (Barabasz, 1989), and an mxwm:m:o: @.odoa mo:os::m_
strong emotional expression after pharmacologically induced arousa |
(Greenberg and Safran, 1987). In all of Emmm.wwoﬁma:no.m. the mBoE.:

of competition from external sources of m:ﬂ:_mco: is reduced in
M.u comparison with the ordinary mode of consciousness.

theoretical discussions on hypnosis and enhanced suggestibility can -
be avoided by resorting to the more basic processes of attention de-
ployment and processing of information. We will review current find-
ings and related concepts on the nature of “ordinary” conscious experi-
ence and how it changes during a typical hypnotic event. We will
propose that changes in cognitive processing during hypnosis facili-
tate the influence of suggestive communications through a diminution -
of alternative and self-reflective ideation.

Ordinary conscious experience .

At any point, we receive information from at least three different
and constant sources: the physical and social surroundings, the stim- /
uli generated endogenously by the body, and the vast network of “
related associations and stimuli generated by the brain/mind. The
idea that conscious experience is a filtered version of a much larger ]
number of processes occurring at any one point has a longstanding
history in psychology, certainly including the models of unconscious &
and dissociative processes espoused, respectively, by Freud and Janet. -
Nonetheless, and perhaps because of a misunderstanding of James's
notion of the continuity of the stream of thought, it has frequently i
been assumed that conscious experience has greater thematic conti- #
nuity than it actually does.

The account of our ongoing conscious experience as a smooth and .
thematically congruent process was dealt a devastating blow by
Nietzsche at the end of last century. Since then, this notion has been :
challenged by fiction writers such as James Joyce and Virginia Woolf.
In their writings, the ordinary “stream” of awareness is but a collec-
tion of brief, ever-changing associations whose claim to continuity,
rationality, and “reality orientation” is tenuous. More recent empiri-
cal work has confirmed that our account of ordinary experience as
possessing thematic continuity and rationality is a false reconstruc-
tion rather than an accurate portrayal of the ongoing stream of
thought. Further, the capacity to suppress unbidden mentation and
maintain a continuous reflective stance is profoundly limited (Uleman
& Bargh, 1989), as every meditation practitioner knows. i

In a systematic study of thought sampling with University of Minne-
sota students, Klinger (1978) found that their thoughts tended to be
very brief (median of about 5 seconds). These thoughts were com
monly related to the immediate situation, including periodic evalua-
tion of goal attainment, and were “reality-oriented.” But there was
also a substantive proportion of thoughts that included some strange- -

= :.q._u:ozn processes and suggestibility
'Hypnosis and enhanced suggestibility

.. Suggestion and suggestibility are oo_,:ﬁ_o.x and multilayered con-
cepts with a long history that is only wmw:m:u\. related to rvﬁzo.m_m
(Gheorghiu, 1989a). In this paper, we are mxw_.:m:\w._% mo:nmﬂzom wit

a theoretical account of enhanced suggestibility within 5.0 _TMEMOHMO
: t. In a very influential, although not uncontroversiai distinc-
M“Hw M%mo:nw w:% Furneaux proposed in 1945 Am.om M<mm.:ow. Gmov. that
“ there were two main types of suggestibility: primary .O:<o_<5m ideo-
motor tasks and closely correlated with hypnotizability) and second-
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ary (involving indirect sensory procedures and not correlated with: Participant: That's not a word.
hypnotizability). Gheorghiu (1971, 1989a) has clarified this distinction
by declaring that “primary” suggestibility involves direct, overt sug-
gestions, whereas “secondary” suggestibility involves indirect, con-
cealed suggestions.

Less controversial, and in Weitzenhofler's view “unquestionable”
(1980, p. 132), have been the experiments showing that hypnotic in-
duction increases direct suggestibility (Weitzenhoffer & S joberg 1961; *
Barber & Glass, 1962; Hilgard & Tart, 1966). Weitzenhoffer (1980) has 3
further characterized the increase in suggestibility following induc-
tion procedures as involving only an enhahcement of nonvoluntary:
compliance with the suggestions. This is contrasted with a deliberate, §
voluntary effort to follow the instructions. In agreement with this
position, Bowers (1982) has reported a high correlation between the:
criterion of behavioral responsiveness to suggestion experienced non- 3
volitionally and the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale (Form : estions that may
C). Bowers, Laurence, and Hart (1988) also found that a substantial 5 respondents seem to n:.mﬂmmmﬂ.& some MMMQMM M%Wm At another level,
number of participants (approximately 80%: Table 2, p. 341) passing w.““... Dot be meaningful within ﬁwm;.ocﬁ_m:r. Mmﬁ-oﬂ der suggestion ol go-
a test item experienced the enactment of the suggestions as 5<o_<mzm.w ,..:__o:mr. they are actually mbmo:.ﬂm the hig
some degree of non-voluntariness. Fully 32.2% of their participants ‘8 ng into as deep a state as possibie.
reported that their response had been experienced as “happening by .
itself.” Arguably, the ability to experience suggestion as nonvoluntary, |
which is highly correlated with “objective” indices of hypnotizability, :

is a personality trait that is rather impervious to training procedures
(Crouse & Kurtz, 1984).

A common increase in direct suggestibility following induction pro-
cedures is uncontroversial, as Hilgard and Tart (1966) pointed out,
However, this does not imply that suggestibility is synonymous with
a hypnotic state, which includes other basic phenomena. They further
speculated that enhanced suggestibility to some suggestions might

disappear in “deeper states of hypnosis.” Consistent with this s pecula

tion MM _ m ’ .w,m ]
e Hw 1 a . . 1a the

5 individual factors (Pekala, 1989) and variations in level of depth

; idimensional consider-
contact with the hypnotist during self-assessed very deep hypnotic. & (Cardena, 1988a). In agr mm,n.. m:.wau”._””@m_.mﬂ_“._hw that—theoretically or
states until the hypnotist would lower the level of depth by placing Eation of hypnosis, we will ro:mwppm.m with the hypnotic experience.
hand on the participant’s shoulder. A more direct example of thi tempirically—have been mw.ﬂmn_”._m {o be a common but not characteris-
phenomenon can be found in a recent project investigating the phe Shor considered suggestl i ity olm:nm The three main factors of
nomenology of self-assessed very deep hypnosis (Cardena, 1988a) phenomenon om._._.uﬁ:osn mxvmmm mwn.. a) trance (the fading of the
After a procedure minimizing any explicit suggestion other than to ypnosis that he .ozm:..bm:u_ _.u_.cmwm“_rmnr m.?mm context and perspective
go as deeply as possible into hypnosis, the following exchange ini neralized reality orientation, Vv s): b) nonconscious involvement
reference to a homonyms test took place during a session with ‘ongoing contents of consclousness);

- ;i o
i i & hypnotized participant); a
usually very cooperative hypnotic virtuoso: nonconscious fulfilling of a role as a hyp: o s
ﬁ | rchaic involvement (the * transferential” relatio
+)

i cious
apist) (Shor, 1962, 1970). Hence, Shor vc:ﬁmm to _rm_:,mzmw_”w o
s _.M%m of cultural socialization (i.e., nonconsclous INVOIVEMEHTL

H: “Ar-c-h’

(Long pause during which the participant is silent.)

H: OXK. let me try another one. “Beat.

p: That's not important.

i hich the
Rather than a deliberate attempt to resist a Hmn:mmﬁ ﬁmméﬁrwﬁ .
rticipant had previously acquiesced, the mmnrw:moﬂw MQ.% hat dut-
. icipant’s experiences a
deep states the participan . sua
.m,_m <MMME ﬁ% be spontaneous, out of the ordinary, and Rmmooﬁam much
.n v.mnn. investment in “internally” mmsmamﬁwmmﬁ GWMMWMMMWmmm 5_0 s the
tici j ith regards to I ;
e rticipant just quoted stated wi ; it
: Hﬁnmmﬂ mgmmw things aren't here, they re mo:am,mrmnm M_mmsomwwuw re
o:wﬂironm you are.” In a certain sense, 1 very deep hyp
only .

¥ The nature of hypnosis

y commonly fol-

i i i i suggestibilit :
As mentioned, an increase in primary gg ki

! i -thermore, it has been .
notic procedure. Further L ) v
Foo Mwwwu:w :w.mﬁ.. Hilgard, 1986) and empirically (e.g., .mcfmwm_u. sl
i addition to perceived pnonvoluntary actions, an incre =
m”n._””wmm and conviction of imaginal experiences are common asp

Hypnotist: I would like you to tell me the first word that comes to your
mind. . .. “Arch.”



99

ND DISSOCIATION
- BILITY, ABSORPTION, AND
98 ETZEL CARDENA AND DAVID SPIEGEL e

eflective awareness, b) a sense of
and c) unusual phenomenal
crease in 1mag-

; i i :a)lackof r
a hypnotic experience: a) L rel
Eww_mmo: and enhanced m:mmmm:g_:.v: . s
urrences, including effortless experiencing an e
rw:mmw,w: body image and somatic sensations, an o_ Omammm_

g < i 1969; see also .
y 1d, 1968; Field & Palmer, b S0 Tk
wmw Nr Moﬂmm‘ﬁ%m:nmbom. & Hart, 1988). The mwm.ﬁ factor _ma m:d__m:ﬁ MM

_ow o truct mm absorption: the second factor directly m% aommmomﬁz
QMMSM of enhanced primary suggestibility. >:rocmw. ow.mwwums&\wm
. mmzcs which has also been proposed as an ox@oﬂ%ﬂ il et

%omoﬂwﬁwnm_ o.osws,ﬁnﬂ underlying hypnotic exper SRt ( Mmm%%:... effe oh
vieeel 1990) would be a constituent of the “classic sugg SHon ot

e pheromeal cecuTenes (£, 0 U oy

ideration
ith the body). We turn now to a consic . . .
BM”:MHW enhanced suggestibility, absorption, and dissociative p

£SSeS.

sonal psychodynamics (i.e., archaic involvement), and cognitive (i.e
trance) elements of a hypnotic occurrence. :
Kihlstrom, et al. (1989) recently conducted a factorial analysis of &
those three factors, plus five other “dimensional variables” (drowsi-&
ness, relaxation, vividness of imagery, absorption, and access to the
unconscious) that Shor (1979) later developed. They demonstrated:
that 6 out of the 8 scales loaded in a general factor similar to the:
absorption construct. The two scales loading poorly with this factor"
were archaic involvement and relaxation. It is not surprising that:
archaic involvement, which deals with transferential-laden patterns’
of response, would be independent from more U.:w&% cognitive pro- 2
cesses. Certainly the perceived relationship with the hypnotist is basic -
to the person’s trust (or lack of it) to go under hypnosis, but it can be -2
considered more of a requirement to engage in an alternate mode of &
awareness, rather than an integral part of it. g
The finding concerning the factorial independence of relaxation’
merits a lengthier comment, given Edmonston's (1989) declaration ¥
that relaxation is a defining component of hypnosis. The arguments
against Edmonston'’s position are very strong and involve historical,
cross-cultural, and experimental evidence. Historically, the associa-
tion between hypnotic-like occurrences and relaxation was not a part
of Mesmer’s method, but rather a later development by his disciple,
the Marquis de Puysegur. Congruent with this far from inevitable
development is the cross-cultural literature on the phenomenology of
possession and shamanic events, which bears a close correspondence ;
with reported hypnotic experiences (Cardefia, 1988b, 1989). Also,
there is scant but consistent literature showing that tension enhance- 48
ment verbalizations can induce trance experiences (Ludwig & Lyle,™
1964), and that strenuous physical activity coupled with a hypnotic:
induction can enhance suggestibility (Banyai & Hilgard, 1976; Malott,:
1984). Lastly, hypnotic virtuosos are able to achieve very deep state
while engaged in pedaling an ergometer, even though they may takex
slightly longer in achieving those states than while relaxed (Cardena, , &
1988a). This is probably because of the greater difficulty to engage 2§
fully in imaginal experiences while maintaining an active body. Re-.
laxation is a culturally incidental, rather than necessary and suffi
cient, condition of hypnosis. What the usual relaxation induction’
does share with other modalities is the prolonged and continuous
narrowing of attention on the same type of (e.g., somatic) events, with
an associated neglect of much of the usual competing environmental
stimulation.
In addition to the theoretically derived factors of Shor, a number:
of factorial studies give support to at least three common dimensions

Absorption and suggestibility

been defined as “a disposition [or

3 tion has .
B o tention that fully engages one's

gaving ovmm.omom_ mmm mm H:WWﬂnMMMﬂw_wﬁwBmmmswm,\m and Emw:o:.w:a Mum-
. _u_,nmmwpm:w:m n & .Vzanmo:. 1974). An absorption scale &m.Smm . w
eoe ﬂ,m mWME: a consistent, albeit moderate, ooqm_w:o:.cc:
: ﬂw:nwmﬁ Wm_w In contrast with the usual broken stream of oa_:maw\
S %.aosg above, absorption is characterized by moo.w ,
B vided Bm:aon to an event, either internal or extlernal. >Sm::ﬂ=
o mSmM by a relatively simple stimulus (e.g., 2 spot oz_ the
..uvn nummmooaw_mx stimulus (e.g., a beautiful _m:mmowvov.d,y o:m
MMMWWDMM anzaw:m&\ analyses suggest meﬁ mcmOnﬂMMMwA_”wMo:M nmn”,m
: izec i ions: internal versus ex ,
grte w_ocmﬁwmmw“wwﬂw_mﬂwmomzhﬁSz:o: (A. Tellegen, wwﬂo:m#
. xmﬂm%m:o mﬁm: 1987). What is important is that 5.@ :a::nwcm
.Eaz.s_nﬂ.%rmn attention in a certain type of event, which Emwm_wam
_M_WHHM_M Wmmaoc_wﬂ salience, rather than doing a ?Mncﬂwmamwm:mmﬁwﬂm.
i xperiential events (e.g., constantly s .
..oﬂﬁﬂﬂnwww@mwmw_ MV imaginal events, etc.). ﬂwo ﬁomMMMu%:mmm”Mm“_wom.
s0 implies that frequent changes from wUBMMm y con
mn.:<n€ conscious stance will be less pro wm mr.&mm: —
In contrast with the frequent appearance ol unbl st
i itoring of goal mo@:wmw:on._ ﬁ.rm absorbe lin =
, nonwmnmﬂm%ﬂmwmmm& in a self-initiated activity (e.g., m_\:mw_w ﬂwﬂ or
i i tching an engaging movle).
mvnwuum Mwmw me MMM\MM.W:MOMWMM “Mmia:m_. O’Shaughnessy (1972) has
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characterized his/her experience as being “necessarily and continu-
ously unselfconsciously conscious of the hypnotizer, and intermit-
tently conscious of his voice; but he is not conscious of the world.

His consciousness of these items in the world is a merely regional or
non-connective consciousness.” The person lacks (in the case of a
deeply hypnotized individual), or has greatly diminished (in a less

ing aware).

The exclusive and continuous concentration on a type of event is
incongruous with the actively maintained frame of reference and
context that Shor (1959) called “generalized reality orientation.” This

attention which supports, interprets and gives meaning to all experi-
ences” (p. 291). The similarity between Shor's concept and “absorp-
tion” is borne out not only conceptually, but also by a recent study
showing a high correlation between an operationalization of Shor’s
concept and the absorption scale devised by Tellegen (Kihlstrom, et
al., 1989).

The maintenance of perspective and context in any situation should
not be considered a given. Rather, it is one of many sources of internal
and external stimulation. Baars (1988) has proposed an influential
model of cognitive processing that is congruent with current computa- -

processing and simultaneous sources of nonconscious information. In
Baars’s model, the “generalized reality orientation” could be regarded
as one of the main (unconscious) contexts that is in continuous compe-
tition to access the “global workspace” (i.e., consciousness). Enhanc-
ing another context (e.g., one affecting internally generated imaginal
experiences) through conscious focusing of attention would lower the
probability of the “generalized reality orientation” becoming part of
the foreground of conscious awareness. This model does not preclude
the general “unreflected on” reality orientation from affecting behav-
lor as in the case, for example, of avoiding a negatively hallucinated °
chair. What happens, rather, is that the behavior is not reflected on
and subjected to a perspectival, critical inquiry, as is the case with
the more usual form of (fractured) experiencing. It is not that hypnotic
experience implies the unavailability of contextual information. In
stead, this background information is not accessed and does not be
come part of a consciousness that is mostly occupied with an ab-
sorbing, continuous experience. In Gheorghiu's terms (1989a), “the ..
conscious monitoring authority is bypassed” (p. 42). This discussion -
does not contradict the notion of strategic, planned enactment of a

hypnotic suggestion, but it does imply that these plans are tacitly,
unreflectively carried out.

absorbing experience) meta-consciousness (i.e., the awareness of be- -

is defined as a structured frame of reference in the background of

tional models (Spiegel, 1990). It posits multiple levels of cognitive
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. From this perspective, it should be clear that MTM mﬂ:mﬁwﬂﬂzowmﬂm
: ici i the natural out-
i ibili hypnotic induction would be
in suggestibility after a ; i d be thematera on
: i ting to the information yed.
come of the changes in ﬂo_w. . : : i
ordinary modality of experiencing, a suggestion :E_wg be OOMM omm-
i the wmanS.m altentional resources.
number of events occupying tl m csources. B
c i flux in the contents of consci ,
‘cause of the continuous . e consciousness, the
; i t only be in competition wi r
‘suggestion would no ] b o e o
i i i be the subject of reflective,
stimulation, but might also . A
si i ters an absorbing, unsell-con
“sis. In contrast, hypnosis fos . . :
“M.nwmm:m of information in which a mcmmmw:.om .E.Mmrﬁ_@wu\ow “MHM%HW@
it i i tal life of the individual. Be
ominant role in the men e
imini iti ith other sources of stimulation, .
diminished competition wi : e e
: inui flective mentation that absorp
© cause of the continuity of unre . .
M..nnmnm a suggestion during hypnosis would have mamm,..ﬁwn salience and
.wwaomvm a more intense and enduring moo.:m of attention. he nature
James (1890, pp. 387—-88) provides a va:mE.waBU_m of t o~: e
ST i s he did, that ideas were invita
mental competition. Holding, a : i
A i is ideas about getting up and g
_ ction, he wondered why his i : D an
.wm.nmmmmn_ on a cold morning did not prevent him D.,o_d lying in bed MWM
e i i that, given the circumstances, ev
long period. His answer was that, i
m“anngan of getting up, lighting a fire, etc., was nocam.n@%m%wsﬁw
strong noﬂﬁomcm ideas about the cold and a_moo:;omi W.mwoowm e i
i i text, the number of shifts in men
etting up. In a hypnotic context, :
wuupm%ﬁm mm greatly reduced, which may account MOn EM oOBM”MM M@Umﬁﬂ‘m
yati i individuals commonly underes
Syation that hypnotized in . . Ak e
, i i s (Gheorghiu, 1989a).
mount of time spent in hypnosi { . ity
. i ing hypnosis than during waking, .
mental shifts occur during ol bl Lt
i indivi i therefore assume that, at leas j .
tized individual might e
d and, hence, less time has elapsed.
fewer changes have occurred and, e,
T iminished critical process on suggesti y
:The effects of a diminishe g
ol Malott, Bourg, and Crawlor T
slified by the recent work by ott, 1 A e
author i trast with a nonhypnotic con ;
authors found that, in con b R i A
i i ondents agreed more and gave : .
P o icati t with an interac-
] i tion. In agreemen
2nis to persuasive communica . B g
i lso report that, during “w g
ist approach, the authors a . that, .
wnzopmano:&aosm. highly hypnotizable individuals were Hm: mamm_wﬂ
_uﬂ. »ment with the communication and produced more tavora
izables.
ughts than low hypnotizab . .
bwmo%:o: in a hypnotic context occurs mostly _rwo:mr the WMHWMM
, y iti i ition to become a
110 eral cognitive disposition absor
tion between the gen ey
ific si i fully seeks to engage the in
aspecific situation that purpose . : p
<3l .Mno_._ﬁnmn:.mzos capacities. It is not ﬁm_‘:nimlw. no_:_,me.mqm_w_e“ﬂw
2 S_,u:o:n techniques commonly involve the Mcn:m_:m an n_ﬂmmhmma *‘cm
i ifti are ex
s=of attention. Thus, breadth and a shifting focus
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lternate identities within the same mb&ﬁmsm_.ﬁ.m: Ecrwﬁ._o .@mﬂm\wﬂ_-
ity disorder). We will concentrate our Qdmo:mwﬂon on exp m:mﬁm 15%
ggested and, at times, spontaneous actions are ow%mdm:n% uring
hypnosis as dissociated from the usual sense of se -oosmaom.:oﬁ Sy
To start with, we should point out Hr.m: the msmo:.ﬁo: o 4
liberate acts is a constant occurrence 11 m<9,.vdw< rﬁ. As we w\.ﬂmwwm
@._ any activity, such as writing a paper, %wwm isa owswﬁm%p ,.Bw W mw o
physical movements (including “classical Eﬁ:oﬂmr ehavio > sueh
as arms rising and falling) as well as o:aow events that mv@o%mé thou
M.nu. deliberate planning or maﬁ_oamim:om by the mwﬁo? ﬁo.: Swa.
Eihese actions are usually not regarded as impersona wmevr i .
‘modes of experiencing such as mmmﬁmonm_ﬁm:o:. F t m@ u\»vw jis
context, however, changes in wSm:SODw._ processes Uz.nm _m ou agh
ent relationship to these same behaviors. H.rm o_wmw_ow sugge tion
effect,” implying an experience of w=<o_c.:.ﬂm35mmm. can be Jo.oﬂ:éi:
for by three factors: the lack of competition of the suggestio A
ther mental contents, its resulting salience, and the continuous

continuity of attention and an ensuing intensity of the mental events:
receiving attention. The typical induction procedure usually proceeds.
by eliminating sources of stimulation (e.g., restricting sensorial stimu
lation) and directing the attentional resources to one or at most two
foci of attention.

Alternatively, induction techniques using confusion and uncer-
tainty may confuse or overwhelm limited attentional resources onto &
(Baars, 1988). In addition to hypnotic forms of induction, indigenous =
practices (e.g., drumming, dancing) commonly involve forms of stimu-
lation that help focus and maintain attention on one or two specific
sources of stimulation. A source of particular interest in recent years
has been the very high hypnotizability of clinical populations, such
as post-traumatic stress disorder and multiple personality disorder
(Spiegel, Hunt, & Dondershine, 1988; Spiegel & Cardena, 1990). Thes
results might represent a “natural experiment” in which predispose
individuals exposed to a traumatic event have their attention auto- .
matically drawn by, and focused on, an event that demands immed f attention placed on it. . tion gains its importance by
ate organismic response. Later on, given specific internal or external As explained above, a ru:.udc:o MEWmoM ck omm competing ideas and
triggers, these individuals may automatically engage themselves in. : e lack of shifts .0m attention wnr the wim: oF attention and disre-
these processes even though they may no longer be adaptive. . niexts. >:o~r.mn _E.w:nm:.o:w Hrm ﬂmnwo omwos will achieve partic-

Consistent with this view, experimental work suggests that the rd of competing mEBC._m:om e Wmo (or remain as a powerful
central characteristics of a laboratory-induced traumatic event ma ular salience ina person’s osm.o_:rm oxwm:mm e oethypnotic suggestion).
be wellretained in memory, to the detriment of specific and peripheral plan to be Emﬂw::m.ﬁmm later, in the case 0 H.Mcozm attention, hypnosis
details (Christianson & Loftus, 1987; Loftus & Burns, 1982). It does. -Due to its being .@m_m more anc EOnM omﬂ_nm mental states, hzrmor are
not take a big speculative leap to propose that, during a traumatic is experienced .m..ﬁmﬂmuzw mrms most © e
event, the individual engages in a narrower and more focused atten ually of a m_:m:dm and a_mnc::d:o:m& w:<o_.:§m1:mmm associated
tional process, and become more absorbed in the event. This style o To explain z.am . ommwm mxﬁmdo:Mm nly discuss three associated
cognitive processing would also imply a diminished capacity to pro vith a hypnotic suggestion, ,Mm nee oom the stimulation (i.e., invita-
cess in conscious awareness the context and “generalized reality orien- - clements. In Tmﬁm.no..w.%v:oﬂm. t m.mﬁ%nmm al himself/hersell, but rather
iation” otihatteventf(Spicgel CrlCardenis; (1950) ] G e ﬂnc y N@ﬂﬁﬁﬁmﬁwmﬂwﬂhﬁw _M_rw:mﬂcmoom not have the quality of
. notist. Cor ) : :
:u.wwmnawﬂ:m:ﬁ% that an overtly planned m.Sm ~.Bm_mqmo:8a wo“%%
twould have. In this sense, the experience of .m_mmm.vn_w:o: wOSw a ﬂm i
uEE. action is more veridical than we oa._:m:,:% .8:& ot H_E oo
ndividual did not initiate the action and its continued imp m:mm .
on has some of the automaticity ﬁrw\.ﬁ is common to Eﬂﬂ_w i
haviors and experience. This automaticity, however, mig ) Mo mﬂm
denced (correctly, we might add) as Gm.u:m of a more :m m:zim b
lient nature than that of other behaviors. The reason lor )

Dissociation and suggestibility

In his pioneering work, Janet anticipated much of the present argu
ment by discussing the relationship between narrowing of attention®
and dissociation (van der Hart & Horst, 1989). The connections be-
tween dissociative processes and hypnotic phenomena in general have
historical and theoretical underpinnings that are beyond the scope of
this paper (Hilgard, 1986; Spiegel, 1990). The notion of dissociation [ :or does not have to compete with as many
has been used to describe seemingly autonomous psychological sys e, is that such behavior m.VMm e sually the case in ordinary
tems. These range from a simple “split off” idea with its associated er equally strong plans and ideas as

affect, body state, etc. (what Janet called idée fixe), to experienced % . perience.
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