
CORRESPONDENCE

To the Editor:

I recently read—and enjoyed—CooperandThalbourne’sarticle (JP,
69, 139-150), which detailed a study that sought to test various predictions
of McClenon’s Ritual Healing Theory (e.g., McClenon, 2002). While 1 am
pleased to see that researchers are examining this theory and investigating
the relationships between anomalous experiences and hypnosis-related
variables, the paper suffers from a number of conceptual shortcomings
regarding hypnosis that 1 believe were not sufficiently addressed.

The primary item in the paper with which I would like to take
issue is Cooper and Thalbourne’s use of the Experience Inventor}’ (As,
O’Hara, & Munger, 1962) as a measure of hypnotic suggestibility. In its
definition of hypnosis, the Society of Psychological Hypnosis (Division 30 of
the American Psychological Association) states that hypnosis occurs when
“one person (the subject) is guided by another person (the hypnotist)
[or by themselves as in individual hypnosis] to respond to suggestions for
changes in subjective experience, alterations in perception, sensation,
emotion, thought or behavior” (Green, Barabasz, Barrett, & Montgomery,
2005, p. 262). Hypnotic suggestibility, or hypnotizability, is measured with
group or individual scales including successive suggestions of increasing
difficulty following a hypnotic induction (e.g.. Bowers, 1993; Shor & Orne,
1962; Weitzenhoffer & E.R. Hilgard, 1962). The Experience Inventory,
however, is a psychometric measure that queries respondents about a
number of experiences and cognitive perceptual personality characteristics
that are believed to be related to hypnosis—it is, in fact, not a measure of
hypnotizability and the two correlate only weakly (ts < .37 in two samples; As,
1963). Cooperand Thalbourne even note that the items in the Experience
Inventory “cover 9 hypnosis-n?/a/t?rfcategories” (p. 143, my italics), yet they
incorrectly operationalize hypnotizability as one's score on the Experience
Inventory. Although the study is identified as exploratory’and the authors
recommend diat future investigators “consider using more conventional
measures of hypnotizability such as the Harvard Scale” (p. 145), they
remain incorrect in interpreting the Experience Inventory as a measure of
hypnotizability. Given their misinterpretation, it remains premature to state
that there is a relationship between transliminality and hypnotizability, as
the authors report (p. 146).

I wish to make two other brief remarks. First, the relationship
between anomalous experiences and hypnotizability is already well
recognized (e.g., Nadon & Kihlstrom, 1987; Richards, 1990; see Kumar &
Pekala, 2001 for a review). The authors should have mentioned this in their
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introductory discussion of this relationship and their examination of the
association between anomalous experiences and scores on the Experience
Inventor}' should have been identified as conceptually replicative rather
than exploratory. Second, the authors curiously failed to discuss the extant
literature on the relationship between childhood trauma and hypnotizability
despite testing a hypothesis predicting that the two variables are positively
correlated. They should have noted that this relationship has previously
been examined, that empirical findings in this area have been inconsistent
(e.g., J. R. Hilgard, 1972; Rhue, Lynn, Henry, & Buhk, 1990-1991), and
that this relationship is not without controversy (Lynn, Meyer, & Shindler,
2004).

References

As, A. (1963). Hypnotizability as a function of nonhypnotic experiences.
Journal of Abnormal & Social Psychology, 66, 142-150.

As, A., O’Hara, J. W„ & Munger, M. P. (1962). The measurement of
subjective experiences presumably related to hypnotic susceptibility.
Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 3, 47-64.

Bowers, K. S. (1993). The Waterloo-Stanford Group C (WSGC) scale
of hypnotic susceptibility: Normative and comparative data.
Intel-national Journal of Clinical and Experimental Hypnosis, 41, 35-46.

Green, J. P., Barabasz, A. A., Barrett, D„ & Montgomery, G. H. (2005).
Forging ahead: The 2003 APA Division 30 definition of hypnosis.
International Journal of Clinical and Experimental Hypnosis, 53, 259-
264.

Hilgard, J. R. (1972). Evidence for a developmental-interactive theory of
hypnotic susceptibility. In E. Fromm & R. E. Shor (Eds.), Hypnosis:
Research developments and perspectives (pp. 387-397). Chicago: Aldine
Atherton.

Kumar, V. K„ Pekala, R. J. (2001). Relation of hypnosis-specific attitudes
and behaviors to paranormal beliefsand experiences. In J. Houran,
& R. Lange (Eds.), Haunlings and poltergeists: Multidisciplinary
perspectives (pp. 260-279). Jefferson, NC: McFarland.

Lynn, S.J., Meyer, E., & Shindler, K. (2004). Clinical correlates of high
hypnotizability. In M. Heap, R.J. Brown, & D. A. Oakley (Eds.), The
highly hypnotizable person: Theoretical, experimental, and clinical issues
(pp. 187-212). NY: Routledge.

McClenon,J. (2002). Wondrous healing: Shamanism, human evolution and the
origin of religion. DeKalb, IL: Northern Illinois University Press.

Nadon, R., & Kihlstrom.J. F. (1987). Hypnosis, psi, and the psychology of
anomalous experience. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 10, 597-599.

Rhue, J. W„ Lynn, S. J., Henry, S., & Buhk, K. (1990-1991). Child abuse,
imagination and hypnotizability. Imagination, Cognition, and Personality,
10, 53453.



Correspondence 405

Richards, D. G. (1990). Hypnotic susceptibility and subjective psychic
experiences. Journal of Parapsychology, 54, 35-51.

Shor, R., & Orne, M. T. (1962). Harvard Group Scale of Hypnotic Susceptibility:
Form A. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.

Weitzenhoffer, A. M., & Hilgard, E. R. (1962). Stanford Hypnotic
Susceptibility Scale: Form C. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists
Press.

Devin Blair Terhune
Department of Psychology
Lund University
Box 213
Lund 221 00
Sweden
devin. terhune@psychology. lu.se


