
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ABSTRACT 
 

Investigation of the Relationships between Hypnotizability,  
Psychological Mindedness, Attitudes Toward Hypnosis and Expectancy 

 
Lauren L. Koep, M.S. 

 
Mentor: Gary R. Elkins, Ph.D.  

 
 

Hypnotizability of an individual is one factor that moderates the experience and 

effectiveness of hypnosis.  However, the psychological components of hypnotizability are 

not yet fully known.  Consequently the current study sought to increase what is known 

about psychological characteristics that may relate to hypnotizability.   

This study examined the relationship between hypnotizability, psychological 

mindedness, attitudes toward hypnosis, and expectancy of hypnotizability Also, potential 

mediational models relating psychological mindedness, attitudes toward hypnosis, 

expectancy of hypnotizability, hypnotizability, and stress and anxiety outcomes were 

investigated. 

Ninety-one undergraduate students were administered measures of:  1) 

hypnotizability; 2) psychological mindedness; 3) attitudes toward hypnosis; 4) 

expectancy of hypnotizability; and 5) current perceptions of stress and anxiety.  Results 

did not reveal statistically significant correlations between psychological mindedness and 

hypnotizability or expectancy of hypnotizability.  Consistent with the hypotheses of the 



current study, attitudes toward hypnosis and expectancy emerged as moderately-sized 

positive correlates of hypnotizability.   

When mediation models were investigated, only one of the proposed models 

demonstrated a significant total effect.  The significant direct and total effects of the 

model indicated that psychological mindedness predicts changes in anxiety level after 

hypnosis.  However, the nonsignificant mediated (indirect) effect demonstrates that this 

relationship is not mediated by hypnotizability.  This finding may be viewed as a 

precursor for further research investigating the variables that predict changes in stress and 

anxiety after hypnosis.   
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CHAPTER ONE 
 
 

Introduction 
 

Hypnosis has been defined  as, “a process in which one person, designated the 

hypnotist, offers suggestions to another person, designated the subject, for imaginative 

experiences entailing alterations in perception, memory and action…the phenomena of 

hypnosis reflect alterations in consciousness that take place in the context of a social 

interaction” (Kihlstrom, 2008, p.21).  Hypnosis typically involves an introduction to the 

procedure during which the subject is told that suggestions for imaginative experiences 

will be presented.  The hypnotic induction involves suggestions for using one’s 

imagination and may contain further elaborations.  The individual is guided by the 

hypnotist to experience alterations in perceptions.  When using hypnosis, “one person 

(the subject) is guided by another (the hypnotist) to respond to suggestions for changes in 

subjective experience, alterations in perception, sensation, emotion, thought or behavior” 

(Green, Barabasz, Barrett, & Montgomery, 2005, p.263).   Recent research has 

established that hypnosis is useful in clinical treatment for a variety of physical and 

psychological problems (Moore & Tasso, 2008).  A number of studies and reviews have 

demonstrated the effectiveness of hypnosis in treating pain (Sellick & Zaza, 1998; 

Montgomery et al., 2000; Patterson & Jensen, 2003; Smith et al., 2006).  It has also been 

shown to aid improvement in health-related concerns such as smoking (Green & Lynn, 

2000), immune system functioning (Horton-Hausknecht et al., 2000) and irritable bowel 

syndrome (Talley et al., 1996; Whorwell et al., 1984). Additionally, hypnosis was 
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demonstrated to be a useful adjunct to psychotherapy (Kirsch et al., 1995) for 

psychological disorders such as acute stress disorder (Bryant et al, 2005).  

It is known that hypnotizability of an individual is one factor that moderates the 

experience and effectiveness of hypnosis (Moore & Tasso, 2008).  However, the 

psychological components of hypnotizability are as yet not fully known (McConkey, 

2008).  In spite of several previous studies, there is very limited understanding of the 

psychological characteristics that may relate to hypnotizability. 

 
Correlates of Hypnotizability 

 In the past, researchers have attempted to relate hypnotizability to various 

personality factors, but most of these studies have failed to fully identify the 

psychological characteristics associated with hypnotizability.  For example, Austrin and 

Pereira (1978) found a positive correlation (r = 0.35) between external locus of control 

and hypnotizability.  However, the researchers noted that this small correlation was only 

found among female participants.  Thus hypnotizability and locus of control appear to be 

only weakly correlated (Austrin & Pereira, 1978).  

 Other researchers have investigated the relationship between constructs such as 

absorption, and hypnotizability.  For example, Crawford (1982) investigated the 

relationship between hypnotizability and the constructs of daydreaming, imagery 

vividness, and absorption.  When a stepwise multiple regression analysis was applied, 

results from this study demonstrated a positive correlation between daydreaming 

frequency and hypnotizability (r = 0.50) as well as between absorption and 

hypnotizability (r = 0.57).  These results appeared to be promising in establishing the 

relationship between hypnotizability and absorption (Crawford, 1982) but soon 
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thereafter, de Groot, Gwynn and Spanos (1988) investigated absorption and 

hypnotizability again, and did not find the same results.  Their findings demonstrated that 

scores on measures of absorption correlated with hypnotizability (r = .32), but only in 

women and only when they had been informed about hypnotic testing prior to completing 

their absorption questionnaire (de Groot, Gwynn & Spanos, 1988).  Furthermore, 

Braffman and Kirsch (2001) investigated several factors in regard to variance in hypnotic 

suggestibility such as reaction time, absorption, fantasy proneness, and expectancy.  

Their results demonstrated that factors such as expectancy show a positive correlation 

with hypnotizability (r = 0.33).  However, none of the personality variables they tested 

(absorption and fantasy proneness) emerged as significant predictors of hypnotic 

suggestibility when a regression analysis was applied (Braffman & Kirsch, 2001).  

Absorption has been one of the most consistently investigated potential correlates of 

hypnotizability.  However, these studies generally demonstrate of the weakness of the 

connection.     

 Absorption is only one of the many personality factors that have been investigated 

in relationship to hypnotizability.  Zuckerman and Grosz (1958) investigated the 

association between subjects’ interpersonal dependency needs and hypnotizability.  They 

reported that hypnotizability was positively correlated with dependency needs (r = 0.43) 

and negatively correlated with measures of autonomy (r = -0.44).  However, measures of 

hypnotizability were collected using the “Sway Test” (Furneaux, 1946), which is a 

scarcely utilized and now highly outdated measure.  Thus an association has been found 

between dependency needs and hypnotizability (Zuckerman & Grosz, 1958), but this 

relationship is weak due to dated methods.  
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  Dawson, Noblin and Timmons (1965) investigated subjects’ oral/anal dynamic 

themes, ability to be verbally conditioned, and hypnotizability.  They reported that 

oral/anal dynamic themes demonstrated no relationship to hypnotizability, while ability 

to be verbally conditioned correlated highly with hypnotizability.  However, their 

reporting of that data consisted of stating that nine subjects verbally conditioned while 

seven did not, and of those subjects who verbally conditioned, six scored in the high 

range of hypnotizability scale and three in the low range.  In addition to this confusing 

and nonstandard explanation of the data, the hypnotizability scale utilized (Reiff & 

Scheerer, 1959) also lacked standardization and is little known or used (Dawson, Noblin 

& Timmons, 1965).  Thus despite the authors’ assertion that findings were significant, the 

associations found are questionable. 

  Another study was conducted by Silver (1974) examining mood, personality style, 

surgency and hypnotizability.  The study reported that bright mood predicted 

hypnotizability in individuals with high repressive personality style (r = 0.72), but was 

less predictive of hypnotizability in individuals with low repressive personality style (r = 

0.26).  Additionally, results demonstrated that the quality of surgency was also predictive 

of hypnotizability (r = 0.51).  However, the subject population for the study was 

comprised only of men, and the measures utilized (Rorschach Index of Repressive Style, 

Holt Adaptive Regression Index, Defense Demand, Adaptive Regression, and Nowlis 

Mood Index) were poorly validated and unstandardized.  This study therefore targets 

several social cognitive variables and demonstrates positive correlations, but the 

population of subjects and measures utilized raise questions as to the replicability of these 

findings (Silver, 1974). 
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 Davis, Dawson and Seay (1978) investigated the relationship between imaginative 

involvement and hypnotizability.  They reported a difference in hypnotizability between 

subjects high and low in imaginative involvement tendencies when an analysis of 

variance was applied to the data (F(1,28) = 5.734, p<.02).  The mean hypnotizability 

score for the high imaginative involvement group was 8.1 while the mean hypnotizability 

score for the low imaginative involvement group was 5.7.  Although this study 

demonstrates a modest overall group difference in hypnotizability based upon 

imaginative involvement tendencies, the measures that were used were not well 

standardized.  Imaginative involvement was measured by creating a questionnaire from 

case histories reported in J. Hilgard’s Personality and Hypnosis (1970) and formulating 

questions that illustrated certain types of imaginative involvements.  This was not 

validated prior to use in the study.  Additionally, Form A of the Stanford Hypnotic 

Suggestibility Scale (SHSS-A) was revised for group administration, a purpose for which 

it was not originally developed (Weitzenhoffer and Hilgard, 1959).  Thus these results are 

also tempered by the utilization of inadequate measures (Davis, Dawson & Seay, 1978).  

 Sapp, Ioannidis, and Farrell (1995) investigated the relationships between 

hypnotizability and emotional pathology, represented by posttraumatic stress disorder, 

depression, and test anxiety.  This study reported a positive correlation between 

posttraumatic stress disorder symptom endorsement and hypnotizability (r = 0.59).  

However, the measure of hypnotizability utilized in this study was the Creative 

Imagination Scale (Barber & Wilson, 1978-79) which attempts to measure hypnotic 

susceptibility without inducing a trance.  The differences between this uncommon 
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hypnotizability measure and others utilized in hypnosis research suggests that these 

results are not entirely conclusive (Sapp, Ioannidis & Farrell, 1995). 

 Additionally, Wickramasekera & Szlyk (2003) examined the relationship between 

empathy and hypnotizability in a population of graduate students and mental health 

provider participants.  They found a positive correlation between a scores on a measure 

of empathy and scores on a hypnotizability scale (r = 0.41).  They also found positive 

correlations between absorption and hypnotizability (r = 0.31) and absorption and 

empathy (r = 0.43) suggesting that both absorption and empathy contribute to 

hypnotizability.  The nature of the correlations found as well as the multiple factors 

considered suggests that predicting this construct is a multifaceted process that involves 

examining more than just one predictive variable (Wickramasekera & Szlyk, 2003). 

In an effort to integrate many of these various findings, some researchers have 

proposed more comprehensive and inclusive theories of the correlates of hypnotizability.  

One example of this would be Dana and Cooper’s (1964) discussion of a two-factor 

hypothesis for hypnotizability in which, the first factor, tranceability, reflectss the ability 

to have hypnotic experiences.  The second factor reflects the needs and motives of the 

participant, his or her attitudes toward hypnosis, and essentially reflecting how much the 

individual desires to be hypnotized (Dana & Cooper, 1964).  Another theory of 

hypnotizability was proposed by Davis, Dawson and Seay in conjunction with their 

findings on the connection between imaginative involvement and hypnotizability.  Their 

findings supported, “a partial dissociation-identification theory of hypnosis.  The factors 

represent an ability to partially dissociate oneself from normal reality, and to reinvest 

oneself in another conceptual universe such as religion or fiction.  This explanation easily  
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Table 1. 
Studies Investigating Correlates of Hypnotizability 

 
Authors Findings Sample Size Measures Relationship 

Austrin & Pereira 
(1978) 

80 I-E Scale (Rotter, 
1966);  Barber 
Suggestibility Scale 
(Barber, 1965) 

r = 0.35 for external 
locus of control and 
hypnotizability 

 
DeGroot, Gwynn & 
Spanos (1988) 

 
333 

 
Tellegen Absorption 
Scale (Tellegan & 
Atkinson, 1974); 
Mysticism (Hood, 
1977); Imaginal 
Processes Inventory 
(Singer & Antrobus, 
1972); Belief in 
Paranormal 
Phenomena 
(Tobacyk & Milford, 
1983); Carleton 
University 
Responsiveness to 
Suggestion Scale 
(Spanos et al., 1983) 

 
r = 0.32 for 
absorption and 
hypnotizability 

 
Zuckerman & Grosz 
(1958) 

 
46 

 
Sway Test 
(Furneaux; 1946); 
Edwards Personal 
Preference Schedule 
(Edwards, 1954); 
Thematic 
Apperception Test 

 
r = 0.43 for 
dependency needs 
and hypnotizability, 
r = -0.44 for 
autonomy and 
hypnotizability 

 
Dawson, Noblin & 
Timmons (1965) 

 
16 

 
Blacky Test (Blum, 
1950); Stanford 
Hypnotic 
Susceptibility Scale 
(1959); Scale of 
Depth of Hypnosis 
(Reiff & Scheerer, 
1959) 

 
Oral/anal dynamic 
themes demonstrated 
no relationship to 
hypnotizability; 
ability to be verbally 
conditioned 
correlated positively 
with hypnotizability 

(continued) 
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Authors Findings Sample Size Measures Relationship 

Davis, Dawson & 
Seay (1978) 

100 Inventory of 
Imaginative 
Involvement 
(Hilgard, 1970); 
Stanford Hypnotic 
Susceptibility Scale-
Form A-Revised 

Difference in 
hypnotizability 
between subjects 
high and low in 
imaginative 
involvement 
(F(1.28)=5.734, 
p<0.02) 

 
Sapp, Ioannidis & 
Farrell (1995) 

 
244 

 
Beck Depression 
Inventory; 
Imagination 
Inventory (II); 
Modified 
Posttraumatic Stress 
Disorder Scale; PK 
Scale of the MMPI-
2; Test Anxiety 
Inventory; State-
Trait Anxiety 
Inventory; DSMIII-
R Symptoms Form; 
Creative Imagination 
Scale 

 
r = 0.59 for PTSD 
symptom 
endorsement and 
hypnotizability 

 
Wickramasekera & 
Szlyk (2003) 

 
64 

 
Harvard Group 
Scale of Hypnotic 
Susceptibility-Form 
A; David 
Interpersonal 
Reactivity Index; 
Tellegan Absorption 
Scale 

 
r = 0.41 for empathy 
and hypnotizability; 
r = 0.31 for 
absorption and 
hypnotizability; r = 
0.43 for absorption 
and empathy 

 

describes the hypnotic situation” (Davis, Dawson & Seay, 1978, p.197).  

Nadon, Laurence and Perry (1987) found that absorption and imagic style of  

thinking were positively correlated with hypnotizability but that the construct of 

hypnotizability reflects multiple talents and abilities in combination with one another.  

This implies that the investigation of hypnotizability and its related variables requires an 
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ability to look at several constructs at once and how they relate to one another and to 

hypnotizability (Nadon, Laurence & Perry, 1987).  Similarly, de Groh (1989) pointed out 

that hypnotizability is made up of the combination of many different variables.  The 

relationship between hypnotizability and these predictor variables is not linear however, 

and other types of relationship models ought to be considered in the investigation of 

predictors of hypnotizability (de Groh, 1989).   

 Two additional studies propose similar theories.  Woody, Barnier and McConkey 

(2005) found evidence of four different components of hypnotic response.  They 

characterized these different components as direct motor, motor challenge, perceptual-

cognitive, and posthypnotic amnesia.  This may indicate that individuals are hypnotizable 

in different ways and a person’s specific hypnotic strength could be appealed to on the 

basis of strengthening response and increasing hypnotic utility (Woody, Barnier & 

McConkey, 2005).  Additionally, Piesbergen and Peter (2006) also stated that 

hypnotizability is not one single factor, but rather it is a multifaceted construct with at 

least three different components that comprise it.  These three components are 

motor/kinaesthetic, unvoluntariness, and sensory and cognitive.  The authors went on to 

assert however that the only valid method of predicting these components of 

hypnotizability is the use of a screening instrument (a hypnotizability scale) because they 

did not find reliable correlations with other potential predictors (Piesbergen & Peter, 

2006). 

  Benham et al. (2006) also found evidence of the central role of expectancies in 

shaping hypnotizability.  However, their results demonstrated extensive variability in 

hypnotic response independent of the influence of expectations.  This led the authors to 
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conclude that there is an underlying trait-like cognitive ability that helps explain each 

individual’s response to hypnotic suggestion (Benham et al., 2006).  It is this idea of an 

underlying cognitive ability of hypnotizability that the current study intends to build 

upon. 

 Given this information, the psychological components of hypnotizability remain 

unknown.  However, one particularly promising characteristic that has not yet been 

thoroughly investigated is the concept of psychological mindedness.   

 
Definitions of Psychological Mindedness 

 The definition of psychological mindedness has evolved over the years.  

Appelbaum (1973) defined psychological mindedness as, “A person’s ability to see 

relationships among thoughts, feelings, and actions, with the goal of learning the 

meanings and causes of his experiences and behavior.”  This definition is comprised of 

four components, the first of which is, “The ability to see relationships and to learn 

meanings and causes.”  This first component is made up of cognition, intuition, and 

empathy.  The second component of this definition of psychological mindedness is, “The 

goal of learning the meanings and causes of…behavior.”  The third component states 

that, “The direction of a person’s psychological thinking for purposes of treatment must 

be toward himself,” and the final component outlines the necessity for the 

psychologically minded individual to have sufficient mental ability to think in a 

psychologically sound manner (Appelbaum, 1973, pp. 36-7). 

 Hall (1992) built upon this definition by proposing a model of psychological 

mindedness which states that, “accurate psychological-mindedness is displayed by an 

individual to the extent that he or she displays both the interest in and ability for 
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reflectivity about psychological processes, relationships, and meanings, and across both 

affective and intellectual dimensions.”  Hall’s model goes on to say that, “accurate 

psychological-mindedness is contributed to and limited by the existence of accurate 

intellectual psychological-mindedness and accurate affective psychological-mindedness.”  

Both of these components are determined respectively by interest in being intellectually 

psychologically-minded and interest in being affectively psychologically minded.  

Additionally, “intellectual psychological-mindedness is contributed to and limited by 

affective psychological-mindedness,” (Hall, 1992, p.138). 

 Another major development in the definition of psychological mindedness arose 

through the work of Conte, Ratto and Karasu (1996).  After conducting a factor structure 

analysis of the Psychological Mindedness Scale, they proposed a new definition of the 

construct based on their findings.  The authors defined psychological mindedness as, “an 

attribute of an individual that presupposes a degree of access to one’s feelings, a 

willingness to try to understand oneself and others, a belief in the benefit of discussing 

one’s problems, an interest in the meaning and motivation of one’s own and others’ 

thoughts, feelings, and behavior, and a capacity for change,” (Conte, Ratto & Karasu, 

1996, p.254). 

 Drawing upon Hall’s (1992) definition, Grant (2001) added to previous attempts 

to define psychological mindedness and proposed the following revised definition: 

“Psychological mindedness is a form of metacognition: a predisposition to engage in acts 

of affective and intellectual inquiry into how and why oneself and/or others behave, 

think, and feel in the way they do.”  Grant’s emphasis upon metacognition arises from his 

assertion that the ability to think about one’s own thoughts was an implicit component of 
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all previous definitions of psychological mindedness and merely had not been previously 

stated in those terms (Grant, 2001, p.12). 

 Finally, Denollet and Nyklicek (2004) conducted extensive reviews of the 

existing psychological mindedness literature and focused on the construct as it relates to 

both mental and physical health.  They highlighted how psychological mindedness has 

come to be understood as a multifaceted construct that is comprised of several 

components.  However, their focus was upon the ways in which psychological 

mindedness can help individuals cope with various negative emotional states, and 

consequently impact not only their emotional health but also their physical relaxation and 

health.  They mention the capacity for psychological mindedness to serve as a type of 

coping skill and state that: “psychological mindedness is closely related to the willingness 

to accept the influence of intrapsychic processes on behavior and on coping with the 

stress of everyday life.”  In sum, the researchers propose the following definition of 

psychological mindedness: “Psychological mindedness refers to the intrinsic motivation 

to be in touch with one’s inner feelings and thoughts by monitoring and analyzing them 

in an adaptive way” (Denollet & Nyklicek, 2004, p.191).  This definition is at the 

forefront of current research on psychological mindedness and drove the construction of 

the most current measure of psychological mindedness, which has been utilized in the 

current study. 

 
Correlates of Psychological Mindedness 

 There has been one previous study with regard to psychological mindedness and 

hypnotizability.  McKnight (1980) provided an early investigation of personality 

correlates and hypnotizability.  In his study, 100 undergraduate volunteers were 
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administered the Harvard Group Scale of Hypnotic Susceptibility in groups of 20 to 30 

via a public address system in classrooms.  Subsequently, the complete California 

Psychological Inventory was administered.  The impersonal group setting in which the 

hypnotizability scale was administered prevented researchers from closely observing 

participants’ responses the items on the scale and collecting qualitative data.  

Additionally, the personality inventory was administered to participants after the 

hypnotic induction, thus having potentially affected their responses on the California 

Psychological Inventory.  Furthermore, no specific relationship between one particular 

scale of the California Psychological Inventory and hypnotizability was predicted.  

Rather, multiple regression was utilized to predict hypnotizability from a combination of 

personality measures included in the complete California Psychological Inventory.  

McKnight’s findings only demonstrated two significant correlations.  The two factors 

were “Responsibility” (r = -.39) and “Psychological Mindedness” (r = -.31) (McKnight, 

1980).  Psychological mindedness was thus demonstrated to be a correlate of 

hypnotizability but was not investigated independently.  Also, the measure of 

psychological mindedness utilized does not accurately represent current definitions of 

this concept.  Therefore, in order to achieve more clarity with regard the connection 

between the two constructs, it is necessary to further examine the relationship between 

psychological mindedness and hypnotizability.   

 While McKnight’s study demonstrated a negative correlation between 

psychological mindedness and hypnotizability, several studies have investigated the 

relationship between psychological mindedness and other factors and found positive 

relationships.  Abramowitz and Abramowirz (1974) conducted a study on psychological 
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mindedness as an organismic variable, and its relationship to benefit from insight-

oriented group therapy.  They utilized a sample of 12 female and 14 male college (both 

undergraduate and graduate) students and measured psychological mindedness using the 

Insight Test (Tolor & Reznikoff, 1960).  Their results demonstrated that subjects who 

were high in psychological mindedness made more progress in insight-oriented therapy 

than did subjects who were not high in psychological mindedness (Abramowitz & 

Abramowitz, 1974).  This study therefore suggests that psychological mindedness plays a 

role in the extent to which individuals progress in psychotherapy. 

 Burkhart, Gynther and  Christian (1978) examined the relationships between 

psychological mindedness and patterns of item subtlety endorsement on the MMPI.  This 

study utilized a sample of 30 male and 30 female undergraduate students and measured 

psychological mindedness utilizing the Psychological Mindedness (Py) scale of the 

California Psychological Inventory.  Their results demonstrated that scores on 

psychological mindedness (CPI-Py) correlated positively with endorsement of 

“somewhat subtle” (r = .49) and “very subtle” (r = .44) items on the MMPI.  This means 

that subjects who were higher in psychological mindedness were more likely to endorse 

more subtle MMPI items.  On the other hand, subjects who were lower in psychological 

mindedness were more likely to endorse items categorized as, “neutral,” “somewhat 

obvious,” and “very obvious” (Burkhart, Gynther & Christian 1978).  This study 

therefore suggests that psychological mindedness impacts the degree to which individuals 

observe and react to subtle psychosocial cues in their environment. 

 Farber (1989) investigated the connections between psychological mindedness, 

emotional responsiveness, verbal expressiveness, and self esteem.  Utilizing a sample of 
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215 graduate students from the fields of psychology and education, he measured 

psychological mindedness using the Private Self-Consciousness Scale (Fenigstein et al., 

1975).  Farber’s results demonstrated that scores on the Private Self-Consciousness Scale 

were significantly and positively related to scores on the Emotion Scale (Balswick, 

1975), which measures the extent to which subjects experience a variety of emotions 

(F(2,197) = 12.65, p<.0001).  This suggests that individuals who are psychologically 

minded are highly emotionally responsive and experience a wide range of emotions.  

However, results also suggested that psychologically minded subjects scored lower on 

measures of self-esteem than did subjects who were less psychologically minded (Farber, 

1989).  Farber’s results therefore indicate that individuals who are more psychologically 

minded also tend to be highly emotionally responsive but with lower self-esteem.  

 Piper, Joyce, Rosie and Azim (1994) examined the relationships between 

psychological mindedness, work in therapy, and outcome in a day treatment program.  

Their sample consisted of 99 outpatients in a day treatment program for DSM-III Axis I 

and Axis II disorders.  Psychological mindedness was measured by the Psychological 

Mindedness Asssessment Procedure (McCallum & Piper, 1990).  Results showed that 

psychological mindedness was significantly and directly related to favorable outcome for 

general symptomatology and target therapeutic objectives (r = .32).  Additionally, 

psychological mindedness was positively correlated with the measure of overall 

usefulness of therapy (r = .27).  These results suggest that psychological mindedness may 

be an efficient predictor of therapy work and outcome (Piper, Joyce, Rosie and Azim, 

1994).  Similarly, in 1998, this same research team found increased improvement in both 
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supportive and dynamic brief therapies with higher levels of psychological mindedness in 

subjects (Piper, Joyce, McCallum & Azim, 1998).     

 Tasca et al. (1999) examined psychological mindedness, interpersonal problems, 

and chronicity of psychiatric problems as predictors of treatment completion and 

outcome in a partial hospitalization program.  Their sample consisted of 102 patients with 

severe emotional, coping, and interpersonal problems that were admitted to the partial 

hospitalization program.  Psychological mindedness was measured by the Psychological 

Mindedness Asssessment Procedure (McCallum & Piper, 1990).  Results demonstrated 

psychological mindedness showed an overall percent correct classification of 65.69% (χ² 

= 6.337, df = 1, p<.012) between subjects who completed the treatment versus subjects 

who did not complete the treatment.  The interaction between psychological mindedness 

and chronicity of psychiatric problems was able to accurately classify subjects who 

completed the treatment versus subjects who did not complete the treatment for an 

overall percent correct of 71.57% (χ² = 5.832, df = 1, p<.016).  In general, results 

demonstrated that subjects who had a longer chronicity of psychiatric problems were 

more likely to complete the treatment program if their had high levels of psychological 

mindedness while subjects with a long chronicity of problems but low levels of 

psychological mindedness were more likely to drop out (Tasca et al., 1999).  Here again 

psychological mindedness is highlighted as a predictor of openness to therapeutic 

intervention and positive outcome in treatment.  

 Trudeau and Reich (1995) investigated psychological mindedness, mental well-

being, and self-consciousness.  To do this, they collected a sample of 89 undergraduate 

students from varying majors of study, and measured psychological mindedness using the 
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Psychological Mindedness scale (Conte et al., 1990).   The researchers found that 

psychological mindedness was positively correlated with mental well-being (r = 0.31), 

and psychological mindedness was also positively correlated with self-consciousness (r = 

0.45) (Trudeau & Reich, 1995).   These results suggest that individuals who are 

psychologically minded are more likely to be self-conscious and also are more likely to 

experience a sense of mental well-being. 

 Feist and Barron (2003) conducted a longitudinal study on predicting creativity 

later in life from measures of intellect, potential, and personality earlier in life.  They 

utilized a sample of 80 males who were graduate students (age 27) in 1950, at the initial 

point of data collection.  At initial data collection measures of originality, observer 

ratings of potential, intelligence, observer ratings of intellect, observer ratings of 

personality, role flexibility, and self-ratings of personality were taken.  One of the 

measures of self-rating of personality was the California Psychological Inventory, which 

contains a subscale measuring psychological mindedness (Py subscale).  Data were again 

collected when participants were 72 years of age, although by this time the sample size 

had fallen to 43 males.  At this second time point, instruments measuring creativity and 

self-ratings of personality were administered, as well as data gathered regarding lifetime 

accomplishments and career.  Result showed that scores on the psychological mindedness 

subscale correlated positively with receipt of awards (r = .37) as well as with overall 

measured lifetime achievement (r = .37).  Additionally, when a regression analysis was 

applied to the data, the personality variables of tolerance and psychological mindedness 

emerged as significant predictors of lifetime creativity (Feist & Barron, 2003).  This 
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study therefore demonstrates that psychological mindedness may be an important 

predictor of lifetime success in creative endeavors and overall achievement. 

 In 2003, Beitel and Cecero investigated the role of personality style and 

attachment security in predicting psychological mindedness.  They utilized a sample of 

187 undergraduate students who were administered the Psychological Mindedness Scale 

(Conte et al., 1990) as well as the NEO-Five-Factor Inventory and the Inventory of Parent 

and Peer Attachment.  Results demonstrated that psychological mindedness was 

significantly positively correlated with extraversion (r = .37), openness (r = .40), and 

attachment to peers (r = .31) (Beitel & Cecero, 2003).  This research time also found that 

psychological mindedness was positively related to increased ambiguity tolerance and 

internal locus of control (Beitel, Ferrer & Cecero, 2004) as well as higher levels of 

mindefulness, private self consciousness, and cognitive and affective empathy (Beitel, 

Ferrer & Cecero, 2005).   

 The reviewed studies demonstrate that psychological mindedness is a construct 

that involves introspection, intrapersonal insight, understanding and acceptance, and 

openness to experience.  These are personal characteristics that are also utilized in the 

hypnotic experience.  However, due to methodological shortcomings in the one 

previously conducted study on psychological mindedness and hypnotizability, the 

relationship between psychological mindedness and hypnotizability has remained 

unknown.    

 
Connection between Psychological Mindedness and Hypnotizability 

 The process of hypnosis requires and emphasizes an inward reflection or inward 

awareness on the part of the participant.  Much of what is asked of a participant during 
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hypnosis is to turn inward and allow oneself to experience the imagery and feelings that 

arise throughout this personal process.  This is demonstrated by both the statement from 

APA’s Division 30 as well as the induction statements from the Elkins Hypnotizability 

Scale.  Division 30 of the American Psychological Association (APA) states that, “When 

using hypnosis, one person (the subject) is guided by another (the hypnotist) to respond 

to suggestions for changes in subjective experience, alterations in perception, sensation, 

emotion, thought or behavior” (Green, Barabasz, Barrett, & Montgomery, 2005, p. 263).  

Additionally, in the induction procedure of the Elkins Hypnotizability Scale the 

participant is told that, “It is important to just respond to what you are feeling and 

experiencing. There is nothing that you have to try to do, just allow yourself to respond to 

whatever you experience. Not everyone experiences the same things and not everyone is 

equally hypnotizable. At times during hypnosis I will ask you to verbally describe what 

you are feeling or experiencing. You will be able to do so without interrupting your 

experience of hypnosis. As you listen to my words just let whatever happens happen so 

that we can see how you experience hypnosis and how we can learn to make hypnosis 

work best for you” (Elkins, 2003, p.1).  

 The ability to do this and experience hypnosis to the fullest extent varies between 

individuals.  However, after reviewing the construct of psychological mindedness it is 

notable that the very capacity to “be in touch with one’s inner feelings and thoughts” 

highlighted by Nyklicek and Denollet (2004) is a major component in the hypnotic 

process.  Psychological Mindedness has most recently been defined by Denollet and 

Nyklicek (2004) as, “the intrinsic motivation to be in touch with one’s inner feelings and 

thoughts by monitoring and analyzing them in an adaptive way.”  These authors also 
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emphasize that psychological mindedness can serve as a type of coping skill and state 

that: “psychological mindedness is closely related to the willingness to accept the 

influence of intrapsychic processes on behavior and on coping with the stress of everyday 

life” (Denollet & Nyklicek, 2004, p.188).   Additionally, the component of psychological 

mindedness that is described as, “the willingness to accept the influence of intrapsychic 

processes on behavior,” is essential to the hypnotic process as well.   

 Thus an examination of the definitions of both psychological mindedness and 

hypnosis demonstrates that psychological mindedness is likely to be an important 

component in the hypnotic procedure and therefore leads to a reasonable expectation that 

psychological mindedness and hypnotizability could be related. 

 
Attitudes toward Hypnosis 

 A consistently investigated corrrelate of hypnotizability has been attitudes toward 

hypnosis.  London, Cooper and Johnson (1961) found a positive correlation (r = 0.40) 

between attitudes toward hypnosis and hypnotizability (London, Cooper & Johnson, 

1961).  Melei and Hilgard (1964) found that attitudes toward hypnosis correlated 

positively (r = 0.37) with hypnotizability in participants with no previous hypnotic 

experience (Melei & Hilgard, 1964).  Barber and Calverley (1964) also found evidence 

that attitudes toward hypnosis correlate positively with hypnotizability (Barber & 

Calverley, 1964).  More specifically, Spanos and McPeake (1975) found a positive 

correlation (r = .29) between attitudes toward hypnosis and hypnotizability (Spanos & 

McPeake, 1975).  Yanchar and Johnson (1981) replicated these findings, demonstrating 

that attitudes toward hypnosis were positively correlated with hypnotic susceptibility (r = 

0.35) (Yanchar & Johnson, 1981).   
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 In addition, Spanos, Churchill and McPeake (1976) investigated attitudes of 

cooperation toward hypnosis and experiential response to auditory and visual 

hallucination suggestions.  Their results showed that attitudes of cooperation toward 

hypnosis correlated positively with response to auditory hallucination suggestions (r = 

0.44) as well as visual hallucination suggestions (r = 0.66).  Correlations were also 

positive in male subjects, though not as strong: r = 0.21 for auditory hallucination 

suggestions and r = 0.32 for visual hallucinations suggestions (Spanos, Churchill & 

McPeake, 1976).  Spanos, Brett, Menary and Cross (1987) similarly found that attitudes 

toward hypnosis correlated positively with hypnotizability in both women (r = 0.309) and 

men (r = 0.284) (Spanos, Brett, Menary & Cross, 1987).   In the same year, Spanos et al. 

(1987) conducted a social cognitive skill-training procedure with subjects, aimed at 

enhancing subjects’ hypnotic susceptibility.  Consistent with previous findings, their 

results showed that post-training positive beliefs about hypnosis were positively 

correlated with hypnotic susceptibility (r = 0.36) (Spanos, et al., 1987).  Furthermore, 

Kirsch, Silva, Comey and Reed (1995) found a positive correlation of r = 0.33 between 

attitudes toward hypnosis and hypnotizability in their study investigating cognitive and 

personality variables in hypnosis (Kirsch, Silva, Comey & Reed, 1995).  

These studies demonstrate that attitudes toward hypnosis are clearly an important 

component in understanding hypnotizability.  However, an investigation of the existing 

findings reveals that this component only accounts for a small portion of the variance in 

hypnotizability even though the correlations found between attitudes toward hypnosis and 

hypnotizability are all positive.  This highlights the importance of investigating other 
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social cognitive variables as correlates of hypnotizability, while incorporating a measure 

of attitudes toward hypnosis.   

 
Expectancy of Hypnotizability 

 In addition to attitudes toward hypnosis, the expectancy of being able to 

experience hypnosis has been investigated.  Cronin, Spanos and Barber (1971) found that 

they were able to alter subjects’ expectancy of their hypnotizability by providing them 

with favorable information about hypnosis.  These researchers found that this favorable 

information and subsequent increase in expectancy resulted in increased responses to 

hypnotic suggestions (F=35.15, p<0.001) (Cronin, Spanos & Barber, 1971).  Silva and 

Kirsch (1992) found a positive correlation (r = 0.38) between expectancy and 

hypnotizability (Silva & Kirsch, 1992).  Similarly, Kirsch, Silva, Comey and Reed (1995) 

found a positive correlation of r = 0.38 between expectancy and hypnotizability (Kirsch, 

Silva, Comey & Reed, 1995).  Later, Braffman and Kirsch’s (2001) study also 

highlighted the role of expectancy in hypnotizability (r = 0.33) (Braffman & Kirsch, 

2001).  Benham, Woody, Wilson and Nash (2006) additionally recently found that an 

initial measure of expectancy was positively correlated with hypnotizability (r = 0.39) 

(Benham, Woody, Wilson & Nash, 2006). 

 Kirsch’s Response Set Theory of Hypnosis is also salient in understanding the 

role of expectancy in hypnotizability.  In this social cognitive theory, Kirsch asserts that 

suggestions alter an individual’s experience, whether those suggestions are in the context 

of hypnosis or not.  These changes in the individual’s experience can be seen through 

changes in both brain physiology and behavior.  Response expectancies are an important, 
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though not exclusive, component in the production of subjective experiences in general 

and thus also play an important role in response to suggested experiences (Kirsch, 2000).    

 Additionally, previous emphases upon a multifactorial model predicting 

hypnotizability (Dana & Cooper, 1964; Davis, Dawson & Seay, 1978; Nadon, Laurence 

& Perry, 1987; de Groh, 1989; Woody, Barnier & McConkey, 2005; Piesbergen & Peter, 

2006) highlight the importance of including measures of expectancy of hypnotizability as 

well as attitudes toward hypnosis, since they have been shown to contribute a consistent 

predictive role in hypnotizability. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
 
 

Materials and Methods 

 
Objective 

The objective of this dissertation was to utilize most recent versions of 

assessments of hypnotizability and psychological mindedness to determine if there is a 

positive correlation between these two constructs, as well as elucidate the relationship 

between psychological mindedness, hypnotizability, expectancy of hypnotizability, and 

attitudes toward hypnosis.    

 
Specific Aims 

This dissertation has five specific aims:  
 
 
Aim 1: Investigate the relationship between hypnotizability and psychological 

mindedness. 

H 1.1 Scores on the Elkins’ Hypnotizability Scale will be positively correlated 
with scores on the Balanced Index of Psychological Mindedness.  

 
Aim 2: Investigate the relationship between hypnotizability and attitudes toward 

hypnosis. 

H 2.1 Scores on the Elkins’ Hypnotizability Scale will be positively correlated 
with scores on the Attitudes toward Hypnosis Scale.  

 
Aim 3: Investigate the relationship between hypnotizability and expectancy of 

hypnotizability. 

H 3.1 Scores on the Elkins’ Hypnotizability Scale will be positively correlated 
with self ratings of expectancy of hypnotizability. 
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Aim 4: Investigate the relationship between psychological mindedness and 

expectancy of hypnotizability. 

H 4.1 Scores on the Balanced Index of Psychological Mindedness will be 
positively correlated with self ratings of expectancy of hypnotizability. 

 
Aim 5: Investigate mediational models relating psychological mindedness, 

attitudes toward hypnosis, expectancy of hypnotizability, hypnotizability, and stress and 

anxiety outcomes. 

H 5.1 Hypnotizability will mediate the relationship between psychological 
mindedness and (a) anxiety and (b) stress outcomes. 

 
H 5.2 Hypnotizability will mediate the relationship between attitudes toward 

hypnosis and (a) anxiety and (b) stress outcomes. 
 
H 5.3 Hypnotizability will mediate the relationship between expectancy of 

hypnotizability and (a) anxiety and (b) stress outcomes. 
 
 
Participants 

Participants were 91 undergraduate volunteers drawn from Baylor University.  

Some participants were offered course credit at the discretion of their professor for 

participating in the study.  Flyers were posted to advertise the study with requests for 

volunteers for the investigation of “factors impacting hypnosis.” The department’s 

website for recruiting research participants (SONA systems) was also utilized to recruit 

volunteers, and potential volunteers were able to read about and enroll in the study using 

the website.  A minimal reading level was required to ensure participants’ ability to 

complete study measures, and participants were required to be at least 18 years of age.  

Individuals with a history of diagnosis of Borderline Personality Disorder or 

Schizophrenia (or related psychiatric disorder involving psychosis) were excluded from 

the study.  Further, individuals who had prior experience with clinical hypnosis were 
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excluded from the study.  Prior to recruitment of participants or initiation of the study, 

approval for the study was attained by the Baylor University Institutional Review Board 

(IRB).   

 
Measures 

  
Psychological mindedness.  Psychological mindedness was assessed using the 

Balanced Index of Psychological Mindedness (Nyklicek & Denollet, 2009).  The 

Balanced Index of Psychological Mindedness is a 14 item self-report questionnaire 

assessing the different components that comprise the construct of psychological 

mindedness.  Items are answered on 5-point Likert scales with 1 representing “Not At 

All,” and 5 representing “Very Much.”  The psychometric properties of scores from this 

measure were recently examined in two community samples and one mental health 

patient sample in the Netherlands (Nyklicek & Denollet, 2009).  The total score from this 

measure demonstrated good internal consistency (Cronbach’s α = .85), test-retest 

reliability (r = .75) and construct validity (r > .40 with related constructs such as private 

self-consciousness and attention to feelings).  In the current study this measure 

demonstrated good internal consistency (Cronbach’s α = .79). 

  
Hypnotizability.  Hypnotizability was measured using the Elkins Hypnotizability 

Scale.  This scale is a hypnotic procedure and is administered individually by a laboratory 

assistant specifically trained in hypnotic induction and assessment procedures.  The scale 

begins with a hypnotic induction that includes suggestions for relaxation.  The participant 

is then guided through a series of hypnotic suggestions for experiences ranging from 

simple motor responses to more involved imagery and post-hypnotic amnesia.  Items are 
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administered in order of progressing difficulty within the context of a continuous 

hypnotic procedure.  A participant’s responses to items are scored numerically based 

upon extent of response to the hypnotic suggestion given and a total score (ranging from 

zero to 12) is calculated that indicates the participant’s level of hypnotic responsiveness.  

The scale takes approximately 30 minutes to administer and provides a sample of 

hypnotic responsiveness.   (Elkins, 2003).      

  
Attitudes toward hypnosis.  Attitudes toward hypnosis were evaluated by scores 

on the Attitudes Toward Hypnosis Scale (Spanos, Brett, Menary, & Cross, 1987).  The 

Attitudes toward Hypnosis Scale is a 14 item self-report questionnaire assessing the three 

factors that comprise the overall construct.  These factors are: (a) positive beliefs about 

hypnosis, (b) absence of beliefs that hypnosis is associated with mental instability, and 

(c) low fear of hypnosis.  Items are answered on 7-point Likert scales with 1 representing 

“Not at All True,” and 7 representing “Very True.”  This measure was investigated in two 

samples of undergraduate volunteer participants and scores demonstrate good reliability 

as measured by internal consistency (Cronbach’s α = .81).  Factor analyses demonstrated 

that all three dimensions correlated significantly with each other and with the total 

dimension score, and demonstrated significant relationships with measures of 

hypnotizability (Spanos, Brett, Menary, & Cross, 1987).  In the current study this 

measure demonstrated good internal consistency (Cronbach’s α = .85). 

  
Expectancy of hypnotizability.  Expectation of hypnotizability was self-rated by 

participants on a visual analogue scale with a length of 100 millimeters entitled, 

“Estimated Hypnotizability.”  Scores were determined by measuring the point that the 
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participant marked on the scale, resulting in a score between 0 and 100.  The literature on 

visual analogue scale methods of measurement suggests that scores demonstrate 

satisfactory test-retest reliability (for example, r = .73), as well as criterion validity (for 

example, r = .71 - .78 with an established instrument of the same construct).  Visual 

analogue scales have been described as, “providing a convenient, easy and rapidly 

administered measurement strategy that is useful in a wide variety of clinical and 

research settings to measure a number of subjective phenomena,” while also 

demonstrating satisfactory psychometric properties (Wewers & Lowe, 1990, p.233).   

  
Degree of anxiety and stress.  The degree to which each participant was currently 

experiencing anxiety and the degree to which each participant was currently experiencing 

stress were self-rated by participants on two separate visual analogue scales, each with a 

length of 100 millimeters.  The scales were entitled, “Current Anxiety,” and “Current 

Stress” respectively.  Scores were determined by measuring the point that the participant 

marked on the scale, resulting in a score between 0 and 100 on each scale.  The literature 

on visual analogue scale methods of measurement suggests that scores demonstrate 

satisfactory test-retest reliability (for example, r = .73), as well as criterion validity (for 

example, r = .71 - .78 with an established instrument of the same construct).  Visual 

analogue scales have been described as, “providing a convenient, easy and rapidly 

administered measurement strategy that is useful in a wide variety of clinical and 

research settings to measure a number of subjective phenomena,” while also 

demonstrating satisfactory psychometric properties (Wewers & Lowe, 1990, p.233).  

These measures were administered once before the Elkins Hypnotizability Scale (Elkins, 

2003) and once after the hypnotizability scale to determine amount of change in 
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perceived stress and anxiety after hypnosis.  The amount of change in perceived stress 

and anxiety was determined by calculating the simple differences between the first and 

second administrations of each measure. 

 
Procedure 

 Participants were presented with basic information about the study by the 

investigator or a research assistant and provided informed consent.  After completing the 

informed consent form, all participants were asked to complete a demographic 

questionnaire, the Balanced Index of Psychological Mindedness (Nyklicek & Denollet, 

2009), the Attitudes Toward Hypnosis Scale (Spanos, Brett, Menary, & Cross, 1987), the 

self rating of estimated hypnotizability, and self ratings of current anxiety and current 

stress. The Elkins Hypnotizability Scale (Elkins, 2003), a hypnotic procedure and 

assessment of hypnotizability, was then administered to participants individually by the 

investigator or a research assistant who completed training in hypnosis and 

administration of hypnotizability scales.  After the administration of all measures, the self 

rating measures for current anxiety and current stress were administered for a second 

time.  The difference between participants’ scores on the first administration and second 

administration of the current anxiety and stress measures was calculated and used for 

statistical analyses.  All participants were offered debriefing and, if necessary, provided 

with a referral and contact information for professional mental health consultation.  
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CHAPTER THREE 
 
 

Results 
 
 

Demographics of the Sample: Descriptive Statistics 
 
 

Table 2. 
Demographics of study participants. 

 
 

Variable 
 

N = 91 
 

Percent 
 

Gender    
           Female 71 78.0 
           Male 19 20.9 
Race   
           Asian  10 11.0 
          African American  10 11.0 
          American Indian  3 3.3 
          Caucasian 56 61.5 
          Other 12 13.2 
Classification    
           Freshman  47 51.6 
           Sophomore  18 19.8 
           Junior 18 19.8 
           Senior  8 8.8 

 
 
The final sample was comprised of 91 undergraduate volunteers.  Table 2 

provides the frequencies and percentages associated with gender, race, and grade 

classification.  Of the participants, 20.9% (n = 19) were male and 78.0% (n = 71) were 

female.  In terms of ethnicity, 61.5% of the participants identified as Caucasian, 11.0% 

identified as African American, 11.0% identified as Asian, 3.3% identified as American 

Indian, and 13.2% identified as being of other ethnic backgrounds (not specified).  The 

average age of the participants was 20 years.  In terms of year in school, 51.6% were 
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Freshmen, 19.8% were Sophomores, 19.8% were Juniors, and 8.8% were Seniors.   None 

of the participants endorsed having previous experience with hypnosis.  Additionally, 

descriptive statistics of the measures utilized in the study were calculated and can be 

found in Table 3. 

 
Table 3. 

Descriptive statistics of study measures  
 

 
Measure 

 
Minimum 

 

 
Maximum 

 
Mean 

 

 
Standard 
Deviation 

Elkins 
Hypnotizability 
Scale 

0 11 5.47 2.243 

                
Balanced Index of 
Psychological 
Mindedness           

39 68 54.33 7.165 

     
Attitudes toward 
Hypnosis Scale 

39 94 67.03 12.863 

     
Expectancy of 
Hypnotizability 

0 97 47.86 22.595 

     
Current Anxiety 
Rating 1 

2 90 42.03 22.737 

     
Current Anxiety 
Rating 2 

0 60 11.79 12.990 

     
Current Stress 
Rating 1  

0 88 44.86 25.925 

     
Current Stress 
Rating 2 

0 61 14.12 15.184 
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Relationships between Hypnotizability, Attitudes toward Hypnosis, Expectancy, and 
Psychological Mindedness 

 
 

Table 4. 
Correlations between hypnotizability, attitudes toward hypnosis, expectancy, and 

psychological mindedness 
 

 
Variable 

 
Attitudes 
toward 

Hypnosis 
 

 
Expectancy

 
Psychological 
Mindedness 

 

Hypnotizability  .401** .391** .113 
               
Attitudes toward 
Hypnosis           

 - - 

    
Expectancy   .175 

 ** p < 0.01 
 
 

Table 5. 
95% Confidence intervals for the correlations between hypnotizability, attitudes toward 

hypnosis, expectancy and psychological mindedness 
 

 
Variable 

 
Attitudes 
toward 

Hypnosis 
 

 
Expectancy 

 
Psychological 
Mindedness 

 

Hypnotizability  0.21≤ρ≤0.56 0.20≤ρ≤0.55 -0.09≤ρ≤0.30 
               
Attitudes toward 
Hypnosis           

 - - 

    
Expectancy   -0.03≤ρ≤0.73 

 

The individual relationships between hypnotizability, attitudes toward hypnosis, 

expectancy and psychological mindedness were evaluated through scores on the Elkins’ 

Hypnotizability Scale (Elkins, 2003), scores on the Attitudes toward Hypnosis Scale 

(Spanos, Brett, Menary, & Cross, 1987), self ratings of expectancy of hypnotizability and 
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scores on the Balanced Index of Psychological Mindedness (Nyklicek & Denollet, 2009).  

The hypothesized relationships were each tested by calculating the Pearson product-

moment correlations between each two variables in question, which can be found in 

Table 4.  Assumptions behind this statistic include: (1) existence of a basically linear 

relationship between the two variables, (2) measurement of both variables on a more or 

less continuous scale, and (3) existence of normality of the data.  Examination of the data 

revealed that these assumptions were adequately met.  95% confidence intervals were 

calculated for each of the investigated correlations and can be found in Table 5.   

First, it was hypothesized that scores on the Elkins’ Hypnotizability Scale (Elkins, 

2003) would be positively correlated with scores on the Balanced Index of Psychological 

Mindedness (Nyklicek & Denollet, 2009).  Results demonstrated a small, positive but 

nonsignificant correlation between these two constructs (r = .113, p > 0.29).  Therefore 

this hypothesis was not supported.  Second, it was hypothesized that scores on the Elkins’ 

Hypnotizability Scale (Elkins, 2003) would be positively correlated with scores on the 

Attitudes toward Hypnosis Scale (Spanos, Brett, Menary, & Cross, 1987).  Results 

demonstrated a significant correlation between these two constructs (r = .401, p < 0.01).  

Therefore this hypothesis was supported by a significant, moderate, positive correlation 

between the two constructs.  Third, it was hypothesized that scores on the Elkins’ 

Hypnotizability Scale (Elkins, 2003) would be positively correlated with self ratings of 

expectancy of hypnotizability.  Results demonstrated a significant correlation between 

these two constructs (r = .391, p < 0.01).  Therefore this hypothesis was supported by a 

significant, moderate, positive correlation between the two constructs.  Fourth, it was 

hypothesized that scores on the Balanced Index of Psychological Mindedness (Nyklicek 
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& Denollet, 2009) would be positively correlated with self ratings of expectancy of 

hypnotizability.  Results demonstrated a nonsignificant correlation between these two 

constructs (r = .175, p > 0.10).  Therefore this hypothesis was not supported. 

 
Mediation between Hypnotizability and Psychological Mindedness, Attitudes toward 

Hypnosis, Expectancy of Hypnotizability, and Stress and Anxiety Changes 
 

All hypotheses were tested using the product-of-coefficients in regression method 

(MacKinnon et al., 2002) of mediation analysis.  The assumptions behind this procedure 

include: (1) Temporal precedence, (2) Micro vs. macro mediational chain, (3) 

Measurement timing, (4) Normally distributed X, M and Y, (5) Normally distributed 

product of coefficients, (6) Omitted influences, (7) Causal inference and (8) Theoretical 

vs. empirical mediator.  For each proposed mediational model, the steps were as follows: 

(1) A regression equation was used to predict the dependent variable (anxiety or 

stress difference score) utilizing the independent variable (psychological mindedness, 

attitudes toward hypnosis or expectancy score).   

(2) Another regression equation was used to predict the dependent variable 

(anxiety or stress difference score) utilizing both the proposed mediating variable 

(hypnotizability) and the independent variable (psychological mindedness, attitudes 

toward hypnosis or expectancy score).   

(3) A final regression equation was used to predict the proposed mediating 

variable (hypnotizability) utilizing the independent variable (psychological mindedness, 

attitudes toward hypnosis or expectancy scores).    
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(4) The size of the mediated effect was then calculated, which is equal to the 

product of the beta weights from the second two regression equations.  This value was 

calculated using both standardized and unstandardized results. 

 (5) The standard error of the mediated effect was calculated using unstandardized 

values and the following equation: σab = √(σ2
b a

2 + σ2
ab

2) .   

 (6) The z value used to determine the significance of the mediated effect was 

then calculated using unstandardized values and the following equation:  z = ab/σab. This 

can also be stated as: the mediated effect divided by the standard error of the mediated 

effect. 

(7) 95% confidence intervals were then calculated for each mediated effect.  

Unstandardized values were used to calculate these.  The following equations were used: 

Lower Confidence Limit = ab – 1.96 (σab) and Upper Confidence Limit = ab + 1.96 (σab). 

(8) The value for C, which is the total effect, was the beta weight from the first 

regression equation.  95% confidence intervals were calculated for this term as well. 

(9) The value for C’, which is the direct effect, was one of the beta weights from 

the second regression equation.  95% confidence intervals were calculated for this term as 

well. 

(10) The relationship between the independent variable and proposed mediating 

variable in each model was quantified by the beta weight from the third regression 

equation.  This term is called, “a.”   

(11) The relationship between the proposed mediating variable and the dependent 

variable in each model was quantified by the one of the beta weights from the second 

regression equation.  This term is called, “b.” 
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Table 6. 
Direct, indirect and total effects on anxiety outcomes. 

 
 

Effect 
 

Unstandardized 
Effect 

 
Standardized 

Effect 

 
Standard 
Error of 

the Effect 
 

 
Z/t 

 
95% 

Confidence 
Interval 

 
Direct Effect  

     

Psychological 
Mindedness 

0.679 0.231* 0.309 2.199 0.073, 
1.284 

Indirect Effect      
Hypnotizability -0.041 -0.014 0.052 -0.787 -0.143, 

0.061 
X→M  Relationship      

a 0.035 0.113 0.033 1.059 -0.0297, 
0.0997 

M→Y Relationship      
b -1.177 -0.125 0.991 -1.188 -3.119, 

0.765 
 
Total Effect 

 
0.637 

 
0.217* 

 
0.307 

 
2.074 

 
0.035, 
1.239 

 
 
 

     

Direct Effect      
Attitudes 
toward 
Hypnosis 

0.403 0.246* 0.186 2.167 0.03844, 
0.76756 

Indirect Effect      
Hypnotizability -0.121 -0.075 0.079 -1.513 -0.2777, 

0.0357 
X→M  Relationship      

a 0.069 0.401* 0.017 4.107 0.0356, 
0.0102 

M→Y Relationship      
b -1.758 -0.186 1.075 -1.635 -3.865, 

0.349 
 
Total Effect  

 
0.281 

 
0.172 

 
0.172 

 
1.634 

 
-0.05612, 
0.61812 

 
 
 
 

 (continued) 
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Effect 

 
Unstandardized 
Effect 

 
Standardized 
Effect 

 
Standard 
Error of 
the Effect 
 

 
Z/t 

 
95% 
Confidence 
Interval 

 
Direct Effect 

     

Expectancy 0.027 0.029 0.107 0.253 -0.18272,      
0.23672 

Indirect Effect      
Hypnotizability -0.037 -0.039 0.043 -0.859 -0.12128,      

0.04728 
X→M  Relationship      
a 0.039 0.391* 0.01 4.005 0.0194, 

0.0586 
M→Y Relationship      
b -0.941 -0.101 1.077 -0.873 -3.0519,   

1.1699 
 
Total Effect 
 

 
-0.009 

 
-0.01 

 
0.098 

 
-0.096 

 
-0.20108,      
0.18308 

 
 

 Hypnotizability as a potential mediator between psychological mindedness and 

anxiety and stress differences was evaluated using scores on the Balanced Index of 

Psychological Mindedness (Nyklicek & Denollet, 2009), scores on the Elkins 

Hypnotizability Scale (Elkins, 2003), and simple difference between administrations of 

self ratings of (a) anxiety and (b) stress.  It was first hypothesized that hypnotizability 

would mediate the relationship between psychological mindedness and changes in self 

ratings of anxiety.   The mediated (indirect) effect for this model was nonsignificant. 

Therefore the results do not support hypnotizability as a mediator of the relationship 

between psychological mindedness and changes in anxiety level after hypnosis.  

However, the direct effect for this model was significant, indicating that psychological 

mindedness does predict changes in anxiety levels after hypnosis, but this relationship 

cannot be explained by the effect of hypnotizability.  Overall, the total effect for this 

model was significant as well.  These significant direct and total effects indicate that  
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Table 7. 
Direct, indirect and total effects on stress outcomes. 

 
 

Effect 
 

Unstandardized 
Effect 

 
Standardized 

Effect 

 
Standard 

Error of the 
Effect 

 

 
Z/t 

 
95% 

Confidence 
Interval 

 
Direct Effect  

     

Psychological 
Mindedness 

0.191 0.058 0.345 0.553 -0.4852, 
0.8672 

Indirect Effect      
Hypnotizability -0.084 -0.026 0.088 -0.955 -0.25648, 

0.08848 
X→M  Relationship      

a 0.035 0.113 0.033 1.059 -0.0297, 
0.0997 

M→Y Relationship      
b -2.394 -0.228* 1.108 -2.161 -4.5656,     

-0.2223 
 
Total Effect 

 
0.107 

 
0.033 

 
0.35 

 
0.305 

 
-0.579, 
0.793 

 
 
 

     

Direct Effect      
Attitudes 
toward 
Hypnosis 

0.308 0.167 0.208 1.438 -0.09968, 
0.71568 

Indirect Effect      
Hypnotizability -0.214 -0.117* 0.098 -2.178 -0.4066,     

-0.0214 
X→M  Relationship      

a 0.069 0.401* 0.017 4.107 0.0356, 
0.0102 

M→Y Relationship      
b -3.099 -0.291* 1.202 -2.579 -5.4549,     

-0.7430 
 
Total Effect  

 
0.093 

 
0.05 

 
0.196 

 
0.474 

 
-0.29116, 
0.47716 
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Effect 

 
Unstandardized 
Effect 

 
Standardized 
Effect 

 
Standard 
Error of 
the Effect 
 

 
Z/t 

 
95% 
Confidence 
Interval 

 
Direct Effect 

     

Expectancy -0.043 -0.041 0.118 -0.362 -0.27428, 
0.18828 

Indirect Effect      
Hypnotizability -0.084 -0.081 0.051 -1.643 -0.18416, 

0.016156 
X→M  Relationship      
a 0.039 0.391* 0.01 4.005 0.0194, 

0.0586 
M→Y Relationship      
b -2.166 -0.206 1.187 -1.824 -4.4925, 

0.16052 
 
Total Effect 
 

 
-0.127 

 
-0.121 

 
0.11 

 
-1.153 

 
-0.3426,  
0.0886 

 
 
while the model overall did not fit the data, results demonstrate that psychological 

mindedness predicts changes in anxiety level after hypnosis. These results can be seen in 

table 6. 

Similarly, it was hypothesized that hypnotizability would mediate the relationship 

between psychological mindedness and changes in self ratings of stress.  The mediated 

(indirect) effect for this model was nonsignificant. Therefore the results do not support 

hypnotizability as a mediator of the relationship between psychological mindedness and 

changes in stress level after hypnosis.  The direct and total effects for this model were 

also nonsignificant, highlighting that the model did not fit the data.  These results can be 

seen in table 7. 

 Hypnotizability as a potential mediator between attitudes toward hypnosis and 

anxiety and stress outcomes was evaluated using scores on the Attitudes toward Hypnosis 

Scale (Spanos, Brett, Menary, & Cross, 1987), scores on the Elkins Hypnotizability Scale 
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(Elkins, 2003), and simple difference between administrations of self ratings of (a) 

anxiety and (b) stress.  It was first hypothesized that hypnotizability would mediate the 

relationship between attitudes toward hypnosis and changes in self ratings of anxiety.  

The mediated (indirect) effect for this model was nonsignificant. Therefore the results do 

not support hypnotizability as a mediator of the relationship between attitudes toward 

hypnosis and changes in anxiety level after hypnosis.  Additionally, the total effect for 

this model was nonsignificant, indicating that the model did not fit the data.  These 

results can be seen in table 6. 

Similarly, it was hypothesized that hypnotizability would mediate the relationship 

between attitudes toward hypnosis and changes in self ratings of stress.  The mediated 

(indirect) effect for this model was significant. These results would provide support for 

hypnotizability as a mediator of the relationship between attitudes toward hypnosis and 

changes in stress level after hypnosis, but the total effect for this model was 

nonsignificant.  This indicates that despite the mediating role that hypnotizability would 

potentially play in this model, the model overall did not fit the data.  These results can be 

seen in table 7. 

 Hypnotizability as a potential mediator between expectancy of hypnotizability 

and anxiety and stress outcomes was evaluated using self ratings of expectancy of 

hypnotizability, scores on the Elkins Hypnotizability Scale (Elkins, 2003), and simple 

difference between adiminstrations of self ratings of (a) anxiety and (b) stress. It was first 

hypothesized that hypnotizability would mediate the relationship between expectancy of 

hypnotizability and changes in self ratings of anxiety.  The mediated (indirect) effect for 

this model was nonsignificant. Therefore the results do not support hypnotizability as a 
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mediator of the relationship between expectancy of hypnotizability and changes in 

anxiety level after hypnosis.  The direct and total effects for this model were also 

nonsignificant, highlighting that the model did not fit the data.  These results can be seen 

in table 6. 

Similarly, it was hypothesized that hypnotizability would mediate the relationship 

between expectancy of hypnotizability and changes in self ratings of stress.  The 

mediated (indirect) effect for this model was nonsignificant. Therefore the results do not 

support hypnotizability as a mediator of the relationship between expectancy of 

hypnotizability and changes in stress level after hypnosis.  The direct and total effects for 

this model were also nonsignificant, highlighting that the model did not fit the data.  

These results can be seen in table 7. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
 
 

Discussion and Conclusions 

 
 The objective of the current study was to increase what is known about additional 

psychological characteristics that may relate to hypnotizability.  The construct of 

psychological mindedness, defined by Denollet and Nyklicek (2004) as, “the intrinsic 

motivation to be in touch with one’s inner feelings and thoughts by monitoring and 

analyzing them in an adaptive way,” was investigated in relationship to hypnotizability.  

Despite findings by McKnight (1980) that revealed a negative correlation between 

psychological mindedness and hypnotizability, the present study did not reveal any 

statistically significant correlations between psychological mindedness and 

hypnotizability or expectancy of hypnotizability.  

 It may be that the current study succeeded in measuring these constructs in a 

more specific and up-to-date manner, applying improved methodology and utilizing more 

focused statistical analyses and therefore has revealed a more accurate picture of the 

relationship between psychological mindedness and hypnotizability.  While the 

correlation from the current study did not reach statistical significance, by examining the 

95% CI around the correlation of 0.113, we see a possible range from -0.09 to +0.30.  

This suggests that while there is a small chance of again (like McKnight) finding a 

negative correlation between the two constructs, most likely the correlation is actually 

small but positive.  What can be concluded at this time is that psychological mindedness 
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and hypnotizability demonstrated a small positive correlation but that correlation was not 

statistically significant in this particular population. 

It was also hypothesized that attitudes toward hypnosis would be positively 

correlated with hypnotizability. The analysis revealed a significant, moderately-sized 

correlation between these two constructs. This finding is highly consistent with previous 

literature (Melei & Hilgard, 1964; Barber & Calverley, 1964; Spanos & McPeake, 1975), 

and indicates that hypnotizability and attitudes toward hypnosis are positively related to 

one another.  Thus attitudes toward hypnosis again emerge as a consistent positive 

correlate of hypnotizability. 

Furthermore, It was hypothesized that expectancy of hypnotizability would be 

positively correlated with hypnotizability. The analysis revealed a significant, 

moderately-sized correlation between these two constructs. This finding is also highly 

consistent with previous literature (Silva & Kirsch, 1992; Braffman & Kirsch, 2001), and 

indicates that hypnotizability and expectancy of hypnotizability are positively related to 

one another.  Thus expectancy of hypnotizability again emerges as another consistent 

positive correlate of hypnotizability.  These positive correlations between attitudes 

toward hypnosis and hypnotizability as well as between expectancy and hypnotizability 

indicate that an individual’s thoughts and beliefs about the benefit of hypnosis as well as 

his or her prediction of how much he or she will be impacted by hypnosis are indeed 

related to that individual’s degree of hypnotizability.  As more positive beliefs and 

expectancies about hypnosis are held, an individual is also increasingly hypnotizable. 

Several mediational models were proposed to explain the influence of 

hypnotizability upon anxiety and stress outcomes.  First, it was hypothesized that 
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hypnotizability would mediate the relationship between psychological mindedness and 

changes in anxiety after hypnosis.  The direct and total effects for this model were 

significant, indicating that psychological mindedness does predict changes in anxiety 

levels after hypnosis.  However, the mediated effect for this model was nonsignificant, 

indicating that this relationship between psychological mindedness and changes in 

anxiety after hypnosis cannot be explained by the effect of hypnotizability.  Therefore the 

role of hypnotizability as a mediator of the relationship between psychological 

mindedness and changes in anxiety level after hypnosis was not supported.  This result 

would be expected since the correlational results of the current study demonstrated a 

nonsignificant correlation between psychological mindedness and hypnotizability.  Since 

it was just demonstrated that no relationship exists between these two constructs, it would 

not be expected that this first mediational model would fit the data. 

Second, it was hypothesized that hypnotizability would mediate the relationship 

between psychological mindedness and changes in stress after hypnosis.  The analyses 

revealed that the direct, mediated and total effects were all nonsignificant for this model. 

Therefore the role of hypnotizability as a mediator of the relationship between 

psychological mindedness and changes in stress level after hypnosis was not supported  

and the proposed model did not fit the data.  This result would also be expected since the 

correlational results of the current study demonstrated a nonsignificant correlation 

between psychological mindedness and hypnotizability.  Again, since it was just 

demonstrated that no relationship exists between these two constructs, it would not be 

expected that this first mediational model would fit the data. 
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Third, it was hypothesized that hypnotizability would mediate the relationship 

between attitudes toward hypnosis and changes in anxiety after hypnosis.  The direct 

effect for this model was significant, indicating that attitudes toward hypnosis do predict 

changes in anxiety levels after hypnosis.  However, the mediated effect for this model 

was nonsignificant, indicating that this relationship between attitudes toward hypnosis 

and changes in anxiety after hypnosis cannot be explained by the effect of 

hypnotizability.  Therefore the role of hypnotizability as a mediator of the relationship 

between attitudes and changes in anxiety level after hypnosis was not supported.  

Additionally, the total effect for this model was nonsignificant.  This indicates that while 

attitudes toward hypnosis may have a small predictive role in this model, the model 

overall does not fit the data.      

Fourth, it was hypothesized that hypnotizability would mediate the relationship 

between attitudes toward hypnosis and changes in stress after hypnosis.  The analyses 

revealed that the direct effect for this model was nonsignificant, indicating that attitudes 

toward hypnosis do not directly impact or predict changes in stress level after hypnosis.  

Despite a significant mediated effect, the total effect for this model was nonsignificant, 

indicating that the model overall does not fit the data and cannot explain any changes in 

stress level after hypnosis. 

Fifth, it was hypothesized that hypnotizability would mediate the relationship 

between expectancy of hypnotizability and changes in anxiety after hypnosis.  The 

analyses revealed that the direct, mediated and total effects were all nonsignificant for 

this model. Therefore the role of hypnotizability as a mediator of the relationship between 
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expectancy and changes in anxiety level after hypnosis was not supported, and the 

proposed model did not fit the data.  

Sixth and finally, it was hypothesized that hypnotizability would mediate the 

relationship between expectancy of hypnotizability and changes in stress after hypnosis.  

The analyses revealed that the direct, mediated and total effects were all nonsignificant 

for this model. Therefore the role of hypnotizability as a mediator of the relationship 

between expectancy and changes in stress level after hypnosis was not supported, and the 

proposed model did not fit the data.   

While overall none of the proposed mediational models fit the data, one model did  

demonstrate a significant total effect.  The significant direct and total effects of the first 

model indicate that psychological mindedness does predict changes in anxiety level after 

hypnosis.  This may be due to the idea that individuals who possess the strengths inherent 

in psychological mindedness may naturally experience a certain degree of anxiety prior to 

engaging in hypnosis for the first time, just like many participants of all levels of 

psychological mindedness.  However, due to a combination of the properties of hypnosis 

and the abilities of an individual high in psychological mindedness, these individuals 

experience a decrease in those pre-existing anxiety levels after hypnosis, regardless of 

their levels of hypnotizability.  Perhaps individuals high in psychological mindedness are 

able to more effectively soothe their own anxiety internally as the process of hypnosis 

proceeds, regardless of how hypnotizable they are.  However, any mediating variables in 

this relationship remain unknown. 

Otherwise, all mediation models proposed did not adequately fit the data and did 

not explain the changes in anxiety and stress levels after hypnosis.  In general then, the 
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combination of attitudes toward hypnosis or expectancy with hypnotizability do not 

reliably predict changes in stress and anxiety outcomes after hypnosis.  One 

understanding of these results is that the current study simply was not investigating the 

pertinent variables.  Another understanding can be based on the idea that there may have 

been a violation of the second assumption of the Product-of-Coefficients in Regression 

procedure, the assumption of Micro vs. Macro Mediational Chain.  MacKinnon (2008) 

asserts that the process of mediation is often the sum of multiple mediating processes 

occurring simultaneously or sequentially and this chain of mediation may be extensive 

and multifaceted.  In other words, with real-life data it is often unlikely that the three 

variables in a single-mediator model (like the ones investigated in this study) are the only 

relevant variables, and this failure to accurately select the investigated variables or 

include all variables can impact results.   

This also relates to the idea that there may have been a violation of the sixth 

assumption of the Product-of-Coefficients in Regression procedure, the assumption 

regarding Omitted Influences.  MacKinnon (2008) discusses that decisions regarding the 

level of detail to investigate in a mediation chain are a difficult component of any study 

design and mediational analysis.  It may be that the current study is only investigating 

one component of the mediational process, and that other mediators may in fact be 

operating within the proposed mediational models.  It is unlikely that we have uncovered 

all possible sources of influence in these relationships.   

Finally, it may be important to consider the last assumption of the Product-of-

Coefficients in Regression procedure, the assumption regarding Theoretical vs. Empirical 

Mediators.  In describing that assumption, MacKinnon (2008) discusses that, “It is 
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unlikely that a true mechanism can be demonstrated in one statistical analysis. Mediation 

analysis provides information regarding possible mediating mechanisms. These analyses 

inform the next experiment that provides more information until a series of studies 

provides convincing evidence of a mediating mechanism.”  Thus MacKinnon proposes 

that “inference regarding a true mediating mechanism is most likely to emerge based on a 

body of research evidence rather than one study” (MacKinnon, 2008, p.67).  This 

suggests that the current study may be the first of many steps toward establishing a more 

complete understanding of the mediational processes that contribute to changes in stress 

and anxiety levels after hypnosis. 

 
Limitations of the Study 

One of the primary limitations of the study is that the sample consisted entirely of 

undergraduate college students at a private, religiously-affiliated university. Thus, 

generalizability of results to a greater population demographic cannot be assumed due to 

several demographic variables that predominate in this population (age, ethnicity, and 

level of education).  Perhaps investigation of these relationships would result in different 

findings in a more diverse population.  

 Another limitation involves the fact that the majority of the study participants 

were enrolled in psychology classes at the time they participated in the study.  This 

experience of being actively engaged in learning about psychological principles could 

have impacted students’ perceptions of hypnosis as well as their responses to items of the 

Balanced Index of Psychological Mindedness.  It may be interesting to investigate these 

same relationships in individuals who have had no recent exposure to the study of 

psychology within an academic setting. 
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Additionally, there was a limitation involving one of the study’s measures.  The 

Balanced Index of Psychological Mindedness (Nyklicek & Denollet, 2009) has currently 

only been investigated for use with populations in the Netherlands.  Since this measure 

has not yet been examined for use with populations in the United States, generalizability 

of findings from this measure may be limited. 

It is also important to note a psychometric limitation of the current study.  It is 

possible that measurement error and problems with scale validity could have influenced 

results.  This may be more likely because several single item rating scales with unknown 

reliability and validity (of current scores) were used in the study.  These single item 

scales were the visual analogue scales used to measure expectancy of hypnotizability, 

current anxiety and current stress.  Furthermore, the use a few of these scales to calculate 

difference scores could possibly compound any existing problems with reliability. 

Finally, the current study may have been limited by insufficient power.  The 

preliminary power calculation for the current study determined that, based upon a 

predicted moderate effect size between psychological mindedness and hypnotizability 

(similar in magnitude to the correlation between empathy and hypnotizability), a sample 

size of approximately 70 participants would be sufficient to detect significant 

correlations.  However, perhaps with a smaller effect like the one found between 

psychological mindedness and hypnotizability, greater power would be necessary to 

detect a significant relationship. 

 
Directions for Future Research 

While the correlation between psychological mindedness and hypnotizability was 

nonsignificant with the current population in the current study, it is still important to note 



 

50 
 

that a small positive correlation was observed.  Despite the fact that the current study did 

not demonstrate significance of that correlation within the current population, it is 

possible that future studies with increased power and different populations that are larger 

and more heterogeneous may be able to demonstrate significance.   

Additionally, as expectancy and attitudes toward hypnosis have been consistently 

demonstrated to be positive correlates of hypnotizability, future research aimed at 

determining what factors may predict positive expectancy and positive attitudes toward 

hypnosis may be a productive avenue to identify which individuals may benefit most 

from hypnosis.   

Furthermore, discovering ways of increasing individuals’ positive attitudes 

toward hypnosis and augmenting their expectancy of hypnotizability and benefit from 

hypnosis may also be a productive avenue that could increase the number of individuals 

who experience the fullest benefit from hypnosis in clinical settings.   

Finally, as MacKinnon (2008) points out, “In general, true causal relations cannot 

be known exactly, but observed manifestations of mediational theory can be repeatedly 

tested, thereby generating a body of research to bolster a mediational hypothesis.  

Mediation results from one study inform the predictions for the next, more detailed, study 

in the same or different research context” (MacKinnon, 2008, p.20).  This highlights the 

contribution of the current study as an important, but not final, step in the process of 

coming to better understand mediational processes operating (or not operating) behind 

changes in stress and anxiety levels after hypnosis.  This statement thus emphasizes the 

opportunities for future research that builds upon the results of the current study by 
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proposing additional and/or different mediating variables to further investigate important 

causal relationships.  

It may be that investigating mediational models with different or more variables 

included in the models, using this same procedure for testing the models, could be a 

productive avenue for future research.  However, it may also be productive to investigate 

these and similar models using path modeling procedures since these types of procedures 

would offer goodness-of-fit indices and potentially have the advantage of ease of 

interpretation.  The valuable information provided on goodness-of-fit of the model to the 

data as well as a potentially more clear-cut way of viewing the models could be a 

valuable step for future research.   
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