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Manual for the Activity Preference Questionnaire (APQ) 

D.T. Lykken, A. Tellegen & C. Katzenmeyer 
University of Minnesota 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The Activity Preference Questionnaire or APQ is a 74-item scale 

designed to measure trait anxiety, i.e., individual differences in the 

disposition to be fearful, shy or apprehensive. High scorers on the APQ 

tend to be rather timid and make an effort to avoid most of the ordinary 

risks and stresses of everyday life because they find such experiences to 

be more aversive and distressing than the average person might. People with 

low APQ scores, on the other hand, tend to be relatively darinq and venture-

some because they are less concerned than the average person is with possib-

ilities of physical danger or social embarrassment. The APQ has one of the 

highest heritabilities yet reported for any personality variable, suggesting 

f that it measures a component of qenetic temperament. There is reason to 
l 

suppose that high-scorers may be more inclined to develop neurotic adjustment 

patterns of various kinds while psychopathic behavior is more commonly 

associated with low APQ scores. It should be emphasized, however, that 

personality development results from the complex interaction of many basic 

traits with the rich uniqueness of the individual learning history; no single 

temperamental disposition will manifest itself in the same way or to the 

same degree in every individual. Low trait-anxiety can find expression 

equally in the psychopathic criminal or in the brave policeman, in 

·,, conscienceless hedonism or in moral heroism. High trait-anxiety may make ,: 
Casper Milquetoasts of some men while leading others to become poets, saints 

or social reformers. 
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Tne present revised APQ contains separate 30-item scales concerned with 

~ Physical Anxiety (apprehension of physical dangers) and Social Anxiety (social 

.. 

timidity), respectively, plus a 14-item Validity scale. As explained later 

in this Manual, extensive dimensional analysis indicates that items of the 

type used in the APQ load on two, rather than just one, large common factors; 

the Physical and Social Anxiety sub-scales, which measure these two factors, 

inter-correlate about .4 in the normal qeneral population. The Validity scale 

is useful in detecting careless or random responding or misunderstanding of 

the test instructions and has also been shown to be effective in detecting 

deliberate "faking." The APQ is self-administered and can be hand or machine 

scored. The revised scale takes from ten to twenty minutes to complete and 

not the least of its virtues is the fact that most subjects rather enjoy 

responding to these items. 

II. BACKGROUND 

A. The Original 1957 APQ. 

In connection with some earlier research on the psychopathic personality 

(Lykken 1957), it was desired to have a questionnaire measure of anxiety

-proneness which would be relatively fake-proof and free of the usual 

emphasis on psychiatric and somatic symptoms characteristic of MMPI-type 

items. A set was drawn up of brief descriptions of experiences or events 

which most people would regard as unpleasant. Some \'lere intended to be 

unpleasant mainly because of their frightening or embarrassing character 

J (e.g., "r1aking a parachute jump," "Finding you've forgotten your billfold 

after eating dinner in a restaurant"). The others were intended to be 

onerous but not friqhteninq (e.g., "Having to walk 5 miles along a highway 

for gas," "Spending an evening with some boring people"). These experiences 
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were rat~d for unpleasantness by a small group of subjects using a 10 point 

scale; then test items were constructed by pairing a frightening with an 

onerous experience which had about the same average unpleasantness rating. 

The respondent•s task was to choose which of each pair of alternatives he 

would regard as the lesser of evils if one of them had to happen to him. 

The number of endorsements of the non-frightening or onerous alternative 

was taken as the •anxiety• score. 

This rather crude 33-item scale showed good internal consistency (odd-even 

r = .78 for N = 67), indicating that the items indeed tended to measure the 

same thing. The re-test stability \'/as also fairly high (!.. = .72 for N = 48) 

over a two week period. Moreover, unlike the Taylor t1anifest Anxiety Scale 

(MAT) or the He 1 ch Anxiety Index, this test separated a group of "primary .. 

psychopaths from normal controls in the same way as did the autonomic condition

ing and avoidance learninq measures employed in the study mentioned above. 

This approach to the measurement of anxiety proneness seemed to have 

several novel and promising features. The scale had the advantages of the 

forced-choice format, was free of response bias and apparently uncontaminated 

by social desirability influences. The scale was surprisingly subtle; a class 

of graduate students in clinical psychology who took the test were unable to 

guess what it was intended to measure altho~gh they had no difficulty in 

separating the "frightening" from the "onerous" alternatives wl1en that possibil

ity had been pointed out to them. t·1ost important, this approach makes relatively 

simple demands upon the respondent. He is not asked to reveal intimate or 

embarrassing facts about himself. He is not required to give an accurate 

recapitulation of his symptom history nor to make insightful comparisons of 
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himself with others in respect to the intensity of his feelings or the 

frequency of certain behaviors. Instead, he is merely asked to imagine how 

he would feel if confronted with various experiences ---most of them familiar 

or commonplace --- and to indicate which of two such experiences he thinks 

he would find least unpleasant. Although his powers of imagery might be 

weak or strong, the test format requires only that, at least for the majority 

of the items, the alternative which would seem more unpleasant to him in 

real life will also seem more unpleasant as he things about it in the test 

situation. That is, the factors which govern his behavior in the test 

situation are thought to correspond reasonably well to the way in which 

anxiety normally acts to influence bheavior choices in everyday life. These 

considerations, toqether rli th the promising em pi rica l fi ndi nqs mentioned 

earlier, led us to believe that it should be worthwhile to re-build the test 

more carefully and on a larger scale as described in the following section. 

B. Construction of the 1968 APQ. 

A large pool of sentences was collected, each describing some experience 

or event which most people would regard as unpleasant. This pool was edited 

down to a total of 360 such alternatives which were then rated by a group of 

40 judges for "unpleasantness" to give a rough index of intensity. Next, the 

360 alternatives were classified into ten a priori type-cateqories {e.g., 

experiences involvinq physical danger; experiences involving hostility, 

expressed or received; experiences involving tiresome or monotonous tasks; 

etc.}. It was possible to select a subset of 40 alternatives which seemed to 

be generally representative of the total list by choosing four experiences from 

each of the ten content categories, with each set of four ranging from high 

to low in degree of rated unpleasantness. The remaining 320 alternatives were 
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split into two sets of 160, these sets being also matched for category type 

and for intensity within category. 

The alternatives were then printed on IBM cards, one to a card, giving 

two decks of 200 cards each (the 40 representative alternatives were included 

in both decks). College student subjects were given a box containing the 

two decks plus two sets of 10 index cards and instructions. These subjects, 

working at home, sorted both decks for 11 Unpleasantness, 11 using a 10-point 

scale and a forced-rectangular sorting pattern. Half of the Ss sorted Deck A 

first and Deck B at least one day later; the other half began with Deck B. A total 

of 436 males and 348 females rated the alternatives in this manner. 

The results of these sortinqs were collated and the alternatives inter

-correlated, the sexes being analyzed separately. Because of computer 

limitations, only 100 alternatives could be handled at a time so each deck 

was split into matched halves yielding eight 100 by 100 correlation matrices 

(four for each sex) for subsequent factor analysis. In addition, the 40 

alternatives which had been included in both decks were correlated across decks 

to yield re-test reliability estimates. These re-test correlations were quite 

high as item reliabilities go, averaging about .60; these results were especially 

encouraging since the 160 alternatives with which these 40 were sorted were 

entirely different in Decks A and B. The mean •unpleasantness• ratings for 

the 40 items ranged from 2.5 to 9.2 and were almost identical in the two 

sortings, indicating that the two decks were, in fact, well matched and that 

these items behaved very similarly in the two contexts. 

The four 100 by 100 correlation matrices for each sex were next subjected 

to extensive factor analysis. Varying numbers of principal component factors 
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were rotated to orthogonal solutions by both the Quartimax and the Varimax 

,-., criteria and to oblique solutions by means of the Oblimin criterion. Since 

factor analysis was being employed here entirely as an heuristic aid, the 

details of these analyses will be omitted. All four sets of alternatives 

produces in both sexes a strong, bipolar first factor having a mixture of 

'frightening' alternatives with strong positive loadings and a mixture of 

'onerous' alternatives with moderate negative loadings. Such a result was 

to be expected on our hypothesis that a qeneral 'anxiety-proneness' factor 

runs through the various content categories of 'frightening' alternatives 

since the forced-rectangular sortinq pattern used required, e.g., that a 

high-anxious S must sort the onerous alternatives toward the low end of the 

'unpleasantness• scale if he has sorted the 'frighteninq' alternatives toward 

the high end. 

Four judges were asked to independently label the various factors 

resulting from the several analyses and these identifications were then 

compared and reconciled at a joint meetinq. Some ten to twelve factors could 

be named with reasonable agreement in each of the factor matrices examined; 

perhaps half of these appeared repeatedly in the analyses of different matrices, 

for both sexes and with different rotational solution. Takinq all the analyses 

together, a total of 33 factors could b~ labeled with reasonable agreement. As 

shown in Table 1, these included some 22 factors involving 'frightening' alter

natives and 11 factors involving 'onerous• alternatives. 

Table l About Here 

It appeared at this stage that experiences involvinq failure and the 
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Table 1. All identifiable factors obtained in analysis of the four sets 
of 100 alternatives each. {436 male and 348 female raters, 
analyzed separately.) 

1. 'Anxiety• Factors 

1. Gross physical danger, threatened by overwhelming force. 

2. Social rejection, other's dislike or disdain you, being left 
out of 11 in-group 11

• 

3. Disgusting, revolting, sickening experience, 11my gorge rises at it. 11 

4. Squeamishness; neither revolting nor frightening yet .. gives you 
the shudders ... 

5. 'Major medical': Doctors, hospitals, medical emergency, medical 
worry, pain, etc. 

6. Mortification: 11 My most embarrassing manent. 11 

7. Hostility toward others; you do something knowing it may make 
saneone angry. 

8. Hostility from others; another individual shows anger toward you, 
is aggressive. 

9. Eerie, •spooky' experiences, frightening without clear logical 
justification. 

10. Death; any experience concerned with, implying or possibly involving 
having contact with dying, dead bodies, etc. (not one's own death). 

11. Being evaluated; presenting one's self before others to be judged, 
graded' etc. 

12. High places; risk of falling, vertigo, etc. 

13. Risk of pain; actions involving risk of hurtful injury or pain. 

14. Stage fright; fear of performing before groups of people. 

15. Shyness; fear of social interactions with one or a few persons (e.g., 
with any stranger, with persons in authority, with celebrities, etc.) 

16. Speaking up; social or inter-personal situations in which one must 
or should speak up, express his views, defend his rights, etc. 

17. Inadvertently antagonizing others; through thoughtlessness, careless
ness or sheer accident, one's actions lead to offending or injuring 
others. 

(continued) 



Table 1 (continued) 

18. Panic; items suggesting uncoordinated struggling, flight, loss 
of contra 1. 

19. Unpleasant associations of childhood. 

20. Being :rapped- physical; being physically prevented from escaping 
from painful or dangerous situation or place. 

21. Guilt; feeling chagrined or guilty about an action which conflicts 
with one•s own standards of morality or character. 

22. Shame; awareness (or fear of discovery) by others of an action which 
they might regard as shameful; may or may not conflict with one•s 
own standards. 

11. •onerous• Factors 

1. Chores; routine household tasks, etc. 

2. Moderate physical discomfort, moderate or nagging aches and pains, etc. 

3. Tasks involving tiresome repetition, doing something over and over, etc. 

4. Frustration; being held back, prevented from reaching a goal. 

s. Irritation; circumstances which nag, annoy, are a nuisance, interrupt, etc. 

6. Waiting; wasting time in tiresome waiting for someone or something. 

7. Hard physical labor; fatigue, sore muscles, etc. 

8. Being trapped-- social; forced by social convention to remain in or 
to tolerate an unpleasant or tiresome situation. 

9. Being trapped -- restraint; being physically encumbered or restrained 
without the present situation being necessarily dangerous or painful. 

10. Being bossed; having to submit to authority; having one•s actions 
closely controlled or restiicted by the will of another. 

11. Cleaning, scrubbing, fixing up. 
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manifestation of inadequacy or incompetence were under-represented in our 

,~ 1 is t of alternatives. Fifty new a 1 ternati ves were therefore written and 

'• 
combined with 50 items representative of the 360-item pool and then submitted 

for 'unpleasantness' ranking by a new sample of 100 judges. These data 

provided intensity scores for the new alternatives which were reasonably 

comparable to those obtained for the main pool and factor analysis of these 

data indicated that the new items fitted reasonably well into the factorial 

structure previously obtained, loading such factors as 11 Being evaluated, .. 

11 Speaking up, 11 11 Inadvertently antagonizing others, .. 11 Guilt, 11 11 Shame, 11 and the 

1 ike. 

During this period, various experimental forms of the APQ anxiety scale 

were constructed from the new pool of alternatives and used in various appli

cations both in our laboratory and elsewhere. These scales were built by 

pairing a 'frightening' alternative with an 'onerous' alternative of about 

the same average unpleasantness rating. Several hundred such items were 

constructed and submitted to various normal groups to provide data for item 

analysis. Items having internal validity coefficients qreater than .3 and 

difficulty levels between .25 and .75 were retained for later use. 

C. The 1968 Forms of the APQ. 

Although it seemed neither possible nor desirable to attempt to measure 

separately all of the 22 'Anxiety' factors listed in Table 1, inspection of 

that list suggested that one could reasonably cluster those 22 factors into 

groups representing the three superordinate dimensions of Physical Anxiety 

{experiences involving physical danger), Social Anxiety (exreriences involving 

social stress, embarrassment, and the like) and Eqo Threat (experiences of 
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guilt, shame, failure, and the like). Therefore, three sub-scales were 

constructed from items involving 'frighteninq' alternatives loaded on the 

appropriate factors. It is important to note that the forced-choice format 

of the APQ assumes that the 'onerous' alternatives used on, say, the Physical 

Anxiety_ sub-sea 1 e do not have a COI11110n factor runni nq through them. Thus, if 

'irritability• is a trait-unity, then pairing physical anxiety alternatives 

with alternatives describing irritatinq experiences may produce a scale which 

measures either 'physical anxiety' or 'irritability' or some compound of both. 

For this reason, care was taken in constructing the anxiety sub-scales to 

insure that the 'onerous' alternatives used in each sub-scale were drawn 

from several or most of the 11 'onerous' factors shown in Table I. The success 

of this procedure has been confirmed by subsequent factor analyses of the APQ 

items, i.e., pairs of alternatives (rather than of 'unpleasantness' ratings 

of the separate alternatives as before) in which the resulting factors seem 

clearly to have been determined by the 'anxiety', rather than the 'onerous', 

a 1 ternatives. 

Enough items were available so that it was possible to divide each sub

-scale into matched halves and thus to construct two parallel forms of the 

APQ \'lith 100 items in each. Each form included a 32-item Ph,xsical Anxiet,x 

sub-scale, a 32-item Social Anxiety sub-scale and a 16-item Ego Threat 

sub-scale in addition to a 20-item validity scale. The total Trait Anxiety 

score was obtained by summing the endorsements of the 'onerous' alternatives 

on the three anxiety sub-scales. Eiqht of the 80 'anxiety• items were common 

to both forms. 

The Validity Scale. Validity keys in personality instruments have proven 
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useful for identifying respondents who have faked or slanted their responses 

or those who have responded carelessly or randomly. For the APQ it was 

reasoned that validity scales might be constructed from items formed by 

pairing two 'anxiety' alternatives or two 'onerous' alternatives of different 

intensities. Subjects responding honestly and deliberately to such items 

would be expected to endorse the less unpleasant alternative and this 

tendency should be unrelated to the subject's level of anxiety reactivity. 

A 20-item scale was constructed alonq these lines, consisting of 10 'anxiety'

-'anxiety' pairs and 10 'onerous'-'onerous' pairs. Validity scale items were 

interspersed among the content items to serve the additional purpose of 

helping to prevent subjects from guessing what the test measures from the 

item format; i.e., the inclusion of A-A and 0-0 pairs prevents the induction 

that all of the items pit a frightening experience against an unpleasant but 

non-frightening one. 

III. BACKGROUND FOR THE PRESENT REVISION 

In 1971, a study was made of the relationship between 'unpleasantness' 

ratings of the separate alternatives which are paired in the forced-choice 

APQ items and responses to the items themselves. Some 250 Ss took Form A 

of the 1968 APQ together with Block's (1965) Eqo Resiliancy (ER) and Ego 

Control (EC) scales. A week later these same Ss rated the 200 alternatives 

of these 100 APQ items for 'unpleasantness' (10 point scale, unforced 

distribution) and also took the EPI (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1964), producing scores 

on Neuroticism (N) and Extraversion (Ex). 

The mean 'unpleasantness' rating of the anxiety alternatives correlated 

.73 with the mean rating of the onerous alternatives. Thus, there seems to 

be a general disposition, ,.Tendency to rate an experience as very unpleasant,~~ 
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which manifests itself independently of item content. This tendency correlated 

modestly (about .25) with both neuroticism (N and ER) and introversion-extro

version (Ex and EC). Scores on the P-scale of the APQ correlated .61 with 

the mean ratings of the •anxiety• alternatives used in the P-scale items, but 

correlated only .05 with the mean ratinqs of the corresponding onerous 

alternatives. Correlations for the S-scale were .48 and .05 respectively. 

What these findings seem to mean is that •unpleasantness• ratings of risky 

or embarrassing experiences are determined jointly by trait anxiety and by a 

kind of stylistic tendency to say "bad" or "good" while only this latter 

factor runs.through ratings of the onerous alternatives. Forced-choice 

matching of anxiety and onerous alternatives suppresses the stylistic or 

rating factor, so that the APQ items are significantly loaded only on either 

the physical or social fear dimensions of trait anxiety. 

These data also provide a nice confirmation that we were successful in 

insuring that APQ scores would be determined by the anxiety rather than the 

onerous alternatives, i.e., that these scores measure individual differences 

in fearfulness and shyness rather than differences in susceptibility to boredom, 

frustration, discomfort, and the like. The correlations of the APQ E and i 

scales with mean "unpleasantness" ratings of the onerous items used in these 

scales were .05 and -.05, respectively, and the corresponding correlation for 

total APQ score (TA) was -.01. 

The "unpleasantness" ratings of the separate alternatives were also 

intercorrelated and factor analyzed, with 4, 6, 8, 10 and 12 orthogonal factors 

being separately rotated according to the Varimax criterion. It will be 

recalled that, in the construction of the 1968 APQ, alternatives were rated 

by a forced-sort procedure in which each subject was required to place an equal 
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number ·of alternatives in each of the 11 categories of "unpleasantness." 

~ Because of this forcing, factor analysis of these data yielded a strong 

bi-polar first factor on which emotional alternatives appeared with positive 

loadings and onerous alternatives loaded neqatively. In the 1971 study, the 

ratings were done without forcing so that, for example, if a subject tended 

to rate most emotional items high on "unpleasantness" he was not then required 

to rate the onerous items toward the low end of the scale. As expected, there

fore, the bi-polar 11 frightening ~· onerous" factor did not appear in the 1971 

analysis. Instead, there appeared four identifiable factors, one clearly 

defined by~ (physical fear} alternatives, another defined by a mixture of i 

(social fear) and~ {ego threat} alternatives, and two more concerned with 

onerous alternatives only. Not only did the a priori E items fail to define 

a third, independent trait anxiety dimension but in fact the E items were 

indistinguishable from the S items in their factor loadings. 

In 1972 both Forms A and B of the 1968 ~PQ were given, a week apart, to 

200 students in a local junior college, a population representing a wider range 

of both age and ability than is found in University undergraduates. The 160 

items (excluding the two 20-item validity scales) \'/ere then intercorrelated and 

factor analyzed. It should be emphasized that this analysis is of forced-

<hoice items rather than of ratings of separate alternatives as in the previous 

study. Again, the results seem quite clear, as shown in Table 2. There is a 

Table 2 About Here 

strong first factor defined entirely by P items and a second factor, not quite 

so strong as the first, defined by an admixture of S and E items. The weaker 



TABLE 2 

Results of the 1972 factor analysis of combined items from 
Fonms A and B of the 1968 APQ. (N = 200.) 

Factor 1. Physical Anxiety 

Item 
Type 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

p 

Loading 

.53 

• 53 

• 51 

• 51 

• 50 

• 49 

.49 

• 48 

• 48 

. 47 

. 47 

. 45 

• 44 

.44 

. 44 

.44 

. 44 

.44 

. 43 

.43 

Emotional Alternative of Indicated Item 

Driving a car at 95 miles an hour. 

Jumping feet first from the 20 foot diving tower . 

Making a parachute jump • 

Hiking over a mountain trail during the avalanche season • 

Riding alone in the first car of a roller coaster • 

Riding a long stretch of rapids in a canoe . 

Driving in the country and seeing a tornado cloud moving 
toward you . 

Being in an air raid. 

Jumping down 15 feet into soft earth . 

Being given an electric shock as part of a medical experiment • 

Sleeping out in an area where rattlesnakes have been reported • 

Being lost in a swamp at dusk . 

Entering a basement storeroom full of scurrying cockroaches • 

You'~at the circus and suddenly two lions get loose down 
in the ring . 

Riding a runaway horse. 

Standing on the very top rung of a ladder to wash a second 
floor window . 

A drunk gets smart with you on the street. 

Bouncing over rough water in a high speed outboard being driven 
by a reckless friend . 

You are in a bank when suddenly three masked men come in with 
guns and make everyone raise their hands. 

Balancing along the top rail of a picket fence. 

(continued) 
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Table 2 (continued) 

Item 
Type Loading Emotional Alternative of Indicated Item 

P .43 Finding yourself in the midst of a fighting mob. 

p • 42 Swimming in very rough ocean water . 

Factor 2. Social Anxiety 

s 

s 

E 

E 

s 

E 

s 

E 

E 

E 

s 
E 

s 

.54 

. 51 

• 48 

.46 

• 43 

.42 

.41 

.41 

.39 

.39 

• 39 

.38 

• 38 

At a party you overhear saneone say about you, "Doesn't 
he ever take a bath?" 

Having to blow your nose while in a group of strangers . 

Finding out people have been gossiping about you • 

Saying hello to a friend and having him look at you and 
walk on without speaking. 

Knocking over your water glass in a restaurant • 

Some fast-talking person at a party starts teasing you 
unmercifully and your face begins to burn and your hands 
tremble. 

You pass someone on the street and say, "Hello Charley," and 
then realize it isn't Charley. 

You are interviewed on TV but become tongue-tied and make a 
poor showing. 

People at a party are telling jokes. You tell a long drawn-out 
story but no one laughs. 

After a swim you come back to where you left your girl (boy) 
friend and find three strange men (girls) sitting with her (him). 

Being cursed by an old friend . 

You spend.hours fixing a fancy barbecue for some guests but 
they eat very little and seem not to like it . 

Going to a party where no. one knows you. 

Factor 3. Stage Fright 

s 
s 

s 

• 56 

.47 

.46 

You must make a speech to 100 people . 

In school, having to give a report in front of the class. 

Being unexpectedly asked at a church dinner to stand up and 
introduce the speaker. 

(continued) 
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Table 2 (continued) 

Item 
Type 

s 

s 

Loading 

.44 

. 42 

Emotional Alternative of Indicated Item 

It is the first day in a new class. The teacher asks each 
person to stand up and tell about himself. 

Introducing yourself to a total stranger • 
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third factor seems to be concerned with stagefright; we interpret this as 

.~ a component or facet of the Social Anxiety dimension. We have seen this 

kind of occurrence in a number of previous analyses in which components of 

the two principal or higher-order dimensions appear separately as more and 

more factors are rotated. Thus, for example, we might sometimes find a 

.. fear of heights 11 facet becoming dissociated from the principal Physical 

Anxiety dimension, and so on. The important point about this study, as in 

the 1971 analysis of rating data, was that the a priori E or 'ego threat' 

items do not appear as a separate dimension but behave indistinguishably from 

the rest of the S items. Therefore, it was apparent that the 1968 APQ ought 

to be revised to eliminate the E scale. (It should be mentioned also that in 

none of our analyses of item intercorrelations have there appeared any 

identifiable onerous factors. As was our intention, it appears that responses 

to the APQ items are determined by the anxiety rather than by the onerous 

a 1 tern a ti ves. ) 

IV. THE 1973 REVISION OF THE APQ 

Previous studies had provided an abundance of data on all 200 items of the 

1968 Forms A and B so that we could proceed directly to the construction of a 

single new scale composed of the best items from both Forms. For the new 

Validity Scale, composed of pairinqs either of two emotional or two onerous 

alternatives, it was decided to omit those V items for which the probability 

of endorsement of the more unpleasant alternative was greater than .25. This 

rule produced a 14-item V scale with a mean of about 2.5 and an SD of 1.5. 

Y scores higher than 5 on this scale suggest random, careless or dishonest 

responding. 

New P and S scales were constructed from those items having the highest 
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loadings on the P and S factors in previous studies. It was found that the 

•• internal consistency of both scales increessed with scale length up to about 

30 items. Although 2 items shorter than the 1968 scales, the new 30-item ~ 

.. 

and ~scales show a homogeneity (estimated from Kuder-Richardson Formula 20) 

of .82 and .79, respectively (these are means of reliabilities estimated 

separately for males and females.) The corresponding homogeneities for the 

1968 scales were .78 and .72. The composite Trait Anxiety (TA) scores, which 

is the sum of the ~and ~scores, showed a homogeneity of .84 in the same 

sample of college students. 

Re-test stability of the new scales is quite hiqh, .85 to .91 over a 

two-week interval for normal college students (computed separately for males 

and females.) This indicates both that the scales have good reliability and 

that the traits which they measure are relatively stable, at least in healthy 

young people. These reliability data are summarized in Table 3. 

Table 3 About Here 

Relevant also to this question of stability is evidence that the trait(s) 

measured by the APQ are strongly heritable. Table 4 shows the results of a 

study of 72 pairs of same-sex college-age twins who were given a previous 

version of the APQ containing~ and~ scales of only 20 items each. The 

intra-class correlations of P and S for the 43 monozygous pairs were .66 and 

.61, respectively, as compared with .29 and .30 for the 29 dizogotic pairs • 

For the total TA scores, the 1·1Z correlation was .77, compared with .31 for the 

DZ twins. These data suggest that, for this population of healthy young adults, 

some 92 percent of the reliable variance of the TA score may be genetically 



~ 

Testing 
Fonn of Test Interval 

Test-retest stabilit~ 

1968 1 week 

1968 1 mo. 

1968 1-3 mos. 

1973 2 weeks 

1973 2 weeks 

Homogeneity (KR-20) 

1968 

1973 

1973 

Table 3 

Reliability of the APQ 

N* 

69 (B) 

179 (B) 

109 (B) 

161 (F) 

101 (M) 

448 (B) 

161 (F) 

101 (M) 

p 

.89 

.71 

.86 

.89 

.90 

.76 

.80 

.84 

s 

.84 

.67 

.79 

.85 

.87 

.74 

.78 

.80 

*Groups of males (M), females (F), or both sexes (B). 

TA 

.85 

.73 

.86 

.86 

.91 

.84 

.82 

.86 
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determined. 

Table 4 Here 

• Table 5 provirles nonnative data on the new scales. Females score about 

half a standard deviation higher than males on S and a full SO higher on ~ 

and TA. This substantial sex difference has been consistently found in 

several forms of the APQ and in many separate studies. In terms of the 

proportion of items answered in the keyed {11 fearful 11
) direction, the male 

means are 42% and 45% on ~and~. respectively, compared to 61% and 53% for 

females. The standard deviation for both sexes is about 18% of the possible 

range of scores for both P and S and about 15% for TA. 

Table 5 About Here 

The intercorrelations of APQ sub-scales are shown in Table 6. First of 

all, it should be noted that~'~ and TA from the 1973 Revision are very highly 

correlated with their predecessors in the 1968 APQ, which means that validity 

data which have accumulated from studies using earlier versions of the test {and 

which are summarized in the next section of this Manual) should apply equally 

well to the new scales. Secondly, there is the vexing problem of the low 

intercorrelation between P and S. In e~rlier studies with the 1968 version, 

this correlation has ranged from .2 to .5 in normal males or females, in a 

VA Hospital sample of schizophrenic males, and in a large group of male juvenile 

offenders. The correlation for the 1973 Revision ranges from • 17 to .33. On 

what basis can two measures, sharing only from 4 to 25 percent of their variance 

in common, be said to both be manifestations of the same 11 trait anxiety11 ? 



Table 4 

Heritability of APQ scores. Based on a 1971 short-form using 
20-item f and~ scales. Subjects were college-age, same-sex 
twins, diagnosed for zygosity by blood-typing (14 systems) and 
finger printing. 

MZ Female 

MZ Male 

MZ Total 

DZ Female 

DZ Male 

DZ Tota 1 

N(pairs) 

27 

15 

43 

15 

14 

29 

Heritability: 2(RMz - Roz) = 

Intra-Class Correlations 

p 

.69 

.42 

.66 

.11 

.36 

.29 

.74 

s 

.47 

.70 

.61 

.17 

.39 

.30 

.62 

TA 

.72 

.70 

.77 

.22 

.46 

.31 

.92 



Table 5 

APQ Normative Data: 1973 Revision 

--- Males ---

I' v p s TA N 
Mean 2.41 12.57 13.38 25.95 101 

so 1.36 5.81 5.57 9.39 

--- Females ---
Mean 2.50 18.43 15.96 34.39 161 

so 1.58 5.19 5.35 8.20 
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Table 6 Here 

The original 1957 APQ combined S and P items in a single scale which was 

reliable, stable a11d produced appropriate group differences. Probably for this 

reason, subsequent work has emphasized what we would now call theTA score, i.e. 

the sum of P and S. Perhaps the only way in which such usage could be justified 

theoretically would be on the assumption that~ and i are alternative manifesta

tions of a common temperamental disposition, just as teasing, criticizing and 

physical attack may be alternative manifestations of a common trait of aggressive

ness but only poorly correlated one with another. That is, we propose that there 
' 

is a general factor of trait anxiety, common to both scales, which is part of 

temperamental endowment. Thus, we find that the intra-class correlation of 

:- one b1in's P-score with the co-twin's S-score is .42 for MZ as compared to 

.09 for DZ twins. Yet each of the scales also contains a specific factor which 

are uncorre 1 a ted \'lith each other and which account for perhaps another 60 

percent of the heritable variance. Therefore, while theTA {= P + S) score 

may continue to serve as a useful summary estimate of the extent to which 

trait anxiety operates as a guiding or limitinq factor in the individual's life, 

it is apparent that the P and S scores should also be considered separately. As 

we shall see, it is not uncommon for a subject to be relatively bold and venture

some in a context of physical threat and yet timid in the face of social stresses; 

the lion in the jungle may become a mouse in the dra~tinq room and vice versa. 

V. VALIDITY 

Some of the validity data presented in this section are based upon the use 

of earlier forms of the APQ. The available data indicate that the successive 

revisions of the test have served to increase the homogeneity and reliability 
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of the P and S scales without changing their factorial composition. The 

correlation of the 1973 scales with those of the 1968 revision is about as 

high as the reliabilities of the earlier scales would permit. Therefore, most 

of the findings outlined below can be assumed to apply equally well to the 

current form of the test. 

A. Discriminant Validity 

The reliability data, together with the results of the twin study, make it 

clear that the APQ is measuring something with high internal consistency and, 

at least in normal Ss, also with high retest stability. One of the intriguing 

things about the APQ, however, is that it is negligibly correlated with most 

other commonly used tests and inventories; \'/hatever the APQ is measuring so 

reliably is a factor· or factors not now being assessed in the typical psycho

metric battery. 

1. Social Desirability 

One reason for the original decision to use a forced-choice item format 

for the APQ was the desire to avoid contamination from the factor of social 

desirability. Some evidence of success in this respect is available in two 

studies which correlated the APQ with scores on the Marlo\'le-Crowne Social Desir

ability Scale (CrO\-Jne & ~·1arlowe, 1960). Hines (1969), using a sample of 73 high 

school juniors and the 1957 APQ found a correlation of-. 12. Strahan {1972), 

with a sample of 46 British University students, reported correlations of .03 

and .04 for the Sand P scales, respectively. 

2. Intelligence and Ability. 

While a certain minimum intelligence-educational level is required for 

valid administration of any standardized self-report instrument, it is obviously 

desirable that personality trait measures should not be dominated by individual 



-17-

differences in intellectual ability. Katzenmeyer (1967) gave the ,\PQ to 

some 75 students at a first-rate private college and correlated the results 

with these student's scores on the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT), the 

Cooperative English Test (CET) and the high-level Concept Mastery Ability 

Test (CMAT). These correlations, which were done separately for males and 

females, ranged around zero, the highest value (-.39) being the correlation 

between APQ-S and the CMAT for males. Katzenmeyer (1967) also correlated 

APQ scores with performance on the ACT Achievement Test for 202 male and 62 

female students in a local junior college, a considerably more heterogeneous 

sample than the one previously mentioned. Again, the correlations are all low 

but most are negative. APQ-P, especially, shows a consistent low-negative 

relationship with the ACT scales and -.22 and -.24 with ACT total score for 

males and females, respectively. Overall, while there appears to be a 

tendency for higher intelligence to be associated with lower trait anxiety 

{consistent, perhaps, with the common finding that "good" traits go together), 

the shared variance between the two domains is probably less than 10 percent. 

3. The Stronq Vocation Interest Blank. 

Katzenmeyer (1967) also correlated the APQ with the scales of the SVIB 

for his 264 junior college students. As would be expected, the relationships 

are q·uite weak although they do form a consistent pattern. The P-Scale 

correlates negatively (-.31, -.20) with the SVIB Aviator and Forest Service 

scales but positively (.21, .25, .27) with interests characteristic of Bankers, 

Teachers, and Yr1CA Secretaries. The S-Scale correlates negatively with SVIB 

sales occupations scales for both sexes. 

4. The Minnesota f.1ultiphasic Personality Inventory. 

The APQ in its various forms has been repeatedly correlated with the scales 
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of the l~t·1PI for both normal and psychiatric samples with the consistent 

finding of- small and generally insignificant relationships. A typical result 

for 85 male and 66 female students is shown in Table 7. As could be predicted 

from this table, a factor analysis of these data reveals that the APQ scales 

are not significantly loaded on either of the two main common factors of the 

MMPI as well as being only weakly correlated with the scales taken individually. 

Rose (1964) determined the mean r~~1PI profiles of psychiatric patients 

scoring in the upper and lower 20 percent on the APQ, 9 males and 12 females 

in each extreme group. The mean profiles for the high-APQ patients were (in 

the Hathaway coding system) 728 11 4 1 5016 for males and 78246 1 3019 for females. 

This is an anxious, worried, neurotic profile seen in anxiety reactions, 

obsessive-compulsives and schizoid patients. Thus, Gilberstadt 1 s & Duker 1 S 

(1965} actuarial interpretation of this code type lists the following cardinal 

features: "Shy, inadequacy feelings, fearful, lackinq confidence, difficulties 

jn interpersonal and heterosexual relationships, •.•• "and so on. The mean 

profiles for the low APQ patients were 41 7852369 for males and 4 1 683~ for 

females. Accroding to Gilberstadt & Duker, this orofile among psychiatric 

patients is associated with diaqnoses of personality trait disturbance or 

passive-aggressive personality, aggressive type, i.e., with people described 

as "irresponsible, immature, demanding, egocentric, impulsive .••• , careless, 

restless ..•. , acting-out. 11 

Table 7 .:Here 

5. The Telleqen Personality Inventory .. 

This is a set of six nearly orthoqonal scales developed in connection 

with a continuing study of individual differences in hypnotic susceptibility. 



Table 7 

Correlation of APQ (1968) with the 

Clinical Scales of the MMPI 
,. 

MMPI Males Females 
r Scales (N=85) (N=66) 

s p s p 

L .20 .14 .16 .24 

F .16 .01 .27 .04 

K .00 .10 -.22 .06 

Hs -.08 -.14 -.21 -.09 

0 .11 .07 .23 -.15 

Hy -.06 -.20 -.27 .02 

Pd .01 -.24 -.28 .03 

Mf -.07 -.04 .03 .04 

Pa .13 -.16 -.03 -.05 

Pt .06 -.02 .05 -.09 

Sc .13 -.04 -.07 -.09 

Ma -.21 -.35 -.35 -.08 

Si .24 .08 .33 -.14 
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One of the six, "Absorption", measures a new dimension which shows the 

r highest correlations (.40-.60, in several studies) with hypnotic susceptibility 

yet reported. "Neuroticism" measures the ubiquitous first factor of the MMPI ,. 
i 

but is both broader in content and yet higher in reliability than Eysenck's 

"N", Block's "ER" or Byrne's "R-S" scales (KR-20 = .92). "Authoritarianism" 

is a highly reliable (KR-20 = .86) measure of the dimension studied by the 

Berkeley group in connection with the F-Scale. 11 Impulsivity", "Social 

Closeness .. and .. Social Potency" represent the three nearly orthogonal components 

of the widely studied Introversion-Extraversion variable; like the other 

Tellegen scales, these three all show homogeneities greater than .80. Correla

tions of the APQ \'lith the six Tellegen scales are given in Table 8. Once again, 

the relationships generally are weak, supporting the view that the APQ is 

Table 8 About Here 

measurinq something new. Both the S and P-Scales are neaatively correlated 

with Impulsivity and Social Potency and positively correlated with Authoritar

ianism. It is also noteworthy that S and P have similar patterns of correlation 

generally. 

6. "Anxiety .. Scales 

Of the several published scales which are alleqed to measure "Trait 

Anxiety .. , "t1anifest Anxiety" or the "Anxiety Factor", i:t is now well estab

lished that most of these correlate near the limit of their reliabilities with 

each other and with the omnipresent factor of Neuroticism, whether in the form 

of Eysenck' s "W, Block's "Ego Resi 1 iency .. or the "Pt"-sca le of the MMPI. As 

might therefore be predicted from its weak relationship to Neuroticism, the 

APQ is only weakly correlated with other "anxiety" scales. Several studies have 



Table 8 

APQ Correlations with the Tellegen Scales 

Males (N=92) Females (N=l47) 

; 
p s rr. p s TA 

Neuroticism .10 .09 .12 .10 .33 .28 

Fluidity -.05 -.02 -.05 -.05 .09 .03 

Impulsivity -.21 -.23 -.27 -.20 -.07 -.17 

Authoritarianism .31 .37 .41 .15 .24 .26 

Social Closeness .17 -.06 .07 .14 -.04 .06 

Social Potency -.32 -.32 -.39 -.16 -.22 -.25 

p .33 .82 .18 .76 

s .81 .78 
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found correlations between the APQ and Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale 

ranging from zero to low (.45} positive. This lack of relationship is not a 

function just of the difference in format since the correlations with Heineman•s 

(1953) forced-choice version of the TMAS is no higher (Katzenmeyer, 1967}. 

Katzenmeyer also found a negligible relationship between the APQ and the IPAT 

Anxiety Scale and the second-order "anxiety" factor of the Cattell l6PF Scales 

as well. Other studies have reported near-zero correlations with M1"1PI .. anxiety .. 

indices including Welch•s Anxiety Index and the Scales 11 A" and 11 R11
• In view 

of the fact that the Spielberger (1969) "Trait Anxiety .. Scale, like the n~s 

and the IPAT, is also very nearly a pure culture of the Neuroticism factor, 

it is not surprising that correlations bet\'leen the APO and the Trait Anxiety 

Scale are also negligible; e.g., .06 and .08 in a recent study of our own 

involving 25 normal Ss who \'/ere retested one week later. 

Somewhat different results might have been expected from the Hunt S-R 

Anxiety Inventory (Endler, Hunt & Rosenstein, 1962) since some of the content 

of this test is very similar to APQ content. On the other hand, the task set 

for the subject is very different. In the S-R Inventory, S is asked to rate 

how upset he would expect to be in each of the situations described, rather 

than to simply choose between two alternative situations, as in the APQ. Thus, 

as in all the other putative 11 anxiety" scales, the S is invited to admit his 

fears, weaknesses, defects or worries and, in consequence, the Hunt S-R seems 

to measure Neuroticism like all the others. In Katzenmeyer•s study of the 

APQ, correlations with the Hunt ranged from .20 (S-Scale, males) to .42 (S-Scale, 

females). 

It should perhaps be emphasized that this pattern of neqliqible correlations 
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between the APQ and other widely used 11 anxiety 11 scales is considered to be 

a virtue of the test. The other scales mentioned all measure Neurotic;sm, 

an important dimension, to be sure, but one which has spa\'med a 1 arger number 

of competing yards,icks than any other psychological factor with the possible 

exception of general intelligence. Ue believe that trait anxiety - the 

disposition to be timid or fearful in situations of social stress or physical 

danger- is a separate dimension, related to but quite distinct from 

Neuroticism. 

B. Convergent Validity 

The APQ's high reliability and stability, its unusually hiqh heritability, 

indicate that this test is certainly measuring something. That this 11 Somethingu 

may be trait anxiety is suggested by the test format and rationale; a respondent 

who indicates, more often than not, that he would prefer some onerous but 

non-frightening experience to one involvinq elements of physical danger or 

soci a 1 embarrassment is presumably one for \'#hom fear motivation plays a stronger 

than average role in determining behavior choices in everyday life. We turn 

now to a more positive array of evidence in support of this position. 

1. The Ajective Check List. 

Katzenmeyer (1966) asked 315 college students, who had taken the APQ and 

also the TMAS, to describe themselves in the terms of the Gough Adjective Check 

List {1957). The 50 males and 50 females who scored highest on the APQ were 

compared with the 50 of each sex scoring lowest to determine which adjectives 

differentiated the qroups. The findings may be seen in Table 9. The Check List 

Table 9 About Here 

asks the respondent to indicate which of 300 adjectives are self-descriptive and 



S-Scale 

; 

P-Scale 

TA-Scale 

Table 9 

Adjectives which differentiate (P< .02) groups 
scoring high vs low on the APQ 

High 

Low 

highstrung, nervous, shy, tense 

assertive, attractive, clever, forceful, independent, 
individualistic, insightful, intelligent, original, 
outspoken, progressive, unemotional 

patient, serious 

adventurous, calm, daring, frank, good-looking, 
headstrong, imaginative, informal, lazy, mischievious, 
rebellious, reckless, relaxed, restless, spunky 

nervous, patient, shy, tense, timid 

adventurous, attractive, calm, daring, frank, greedy, 
good-looking, imaginative, in forma 1, independent, 
individualistic, mischievious, original, progressive, 
rebellious, relaxed, self-seeking, sexy, spontaneous, 
spunky, temperamental. 
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there are large individual differen~es in the number of endorsements. 

~ Low-scorers on both APQ scales endorse several times as many adjectives as 

do high-scorers. High-scorers describe themselves as nervous, patient, shy, 

tense and timid. Low-scorers say that they are adventurous, attractive, calm, 

daring, frank, greedy, independent, individualistic, lazy, mischievious, 

original, progressive, rebellious, self-seeking, sexy, spontaneous, spunky 

and temperamental. When the S and P-Scales are considered separately, we find 

such adjectives as assertive, forceful, independent, outspoken and unemotional 

distinguishing the S-Scale while adventurous, daring, headstrong, reckless and 

spunky are contributions of the P-Scale. Remembering that we are dealing here 

with •normals•, it seems apparent that these results comport well with the view 

that the APQ is tapping dimensions of anxiety proneness or trait anxiety, as 

intended. 

When high- and low-scorers on the TMAS (i.e. Neuroticism) are contrasted, 

the findings are quite different. People of both sexes who score high on the 

TMAS employ mainly undesirable adjectives in describing themselves while low

-scores use mainly desirable ones. Fear-relevant adjectives do tend to appear 

more often in the self-descriptions of high-scorers but this may be because 

such words have the undesirable, •sick• or self-critical connotation. It is 

apparent that the self-concept displayed by the TMAS high-scorers in Table 10 

conveys very well the essence of Neuroticism but that it does not succinctly 

indicate high trait anxiety as a distinct and specific entity. 

Table 10 About Here 
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Table 10 

Adjectives which differentiated (P< .02) 
groups scoring high vs low on the TMAS. 

Low 

calm 
confident 
contented 
optimistic 
stable 

anxious 
awkward 
bitter 
careless 
complaining 
confused 
defensive 
dissatisfied 
dreamy 
gloomy 
highstrung 
i rri table 
moody 
nervous 
pessimistic 
self-pitying 
temperamenta 1 
touchy - tense 
unstable 
withdrawn 
worrying 
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Katzenmeyer (1966) also cross-t~bulated the APQ and the TMAS, selecting 

the 25 Ss haling the highest scores jointly on both tests, another 25 who 

scored high on the APQ but low on the TMAS, 25 who scored low-high and 25 who 

scored lm·test on both. It was then determined which adjectives differentiated 

each of these quadrants from each of the other three. As can be seen in 

Table 11, as compared to the other three quadrants, Ss who were low on both 

Table 11 About Here 

the APQ and the TMAS (low trait anxiety and low neuroticism) more often 

described themselves as 11 Charming," .. daring, .... qood-natured, .. "practical, .. 

"humerous .. and "natural .. and less often said that they \'/ere .. awkward," 

"nervous," or "preoccupied." This is the lo,.t-anxiety individual described 

in favorable terms; in the extreme, this might be the way in which the 

Cleckley (1955) psychopath would characterize himself. In contrast, the 

low-APQ, high-TMAS individual, while also lm-1 in trait-anxiety, sounds more 

self-critical (perhaps more honest, certainly more •neurotic•); he is 11 affected, 11 

"lazy," 11 inmature, 11 11 quarrelsome 11 and not 11 helpful, 11 11 honest11 or "self-denying ... 

The high-high scorers have much to say about themselves and it•s all bad; they 

are "anxious,~~ 11 disorderly, 11 11 high-strung, .. "tense, .. 11 unattractive .. and .. unhappy ... 

The high-APQ, low-TMAS group are rather interesting. Lackinq the neurotic•s 

willingness to say anything negative about themselves, they do not admit to 

being .. nervous, .. 11 Shy 11 or 11 timid 11 
- at least not as often as the high-high 

group (remember that an adjective appears in Table 11 only if it differentiates 

the given quadrant from all three other quadrants). Hiqh trait-anxious but low 

neurotic Ss say positive but rather conventional, conformist things about 

themselves; they are "efficient, 11 11 formal, .. 11\'lholesome, 11 and not "cynical, .. 



:HIGH 
TMAS 

• 

'LOW 

'TMAS 

Table 11 

Adjectives which differentiated each quadrant from the 
other three in the cross-classification of APQ and T~~S scores 

High APQ Low APQ 

More: Anxious More: Bossy 
Disorderly Distractible 
High-strung Deceitful 
Irritable Dissatisfied 
Tense Invnature 
Touchy Impatient 

Opinionated 
Quarrelsome 
Rebellious 
Selfish 
Temperamenta 1 

Less: Adaptable Less: Cooperative 
Calm Friendly 
Cheerful Helpful 
Contented Honest 
Cool Patient 
Healthy Persistent 
Relaxed Self-denying 

Thoughtful 

More: Cautious More: Charming 
Conservative Confident 
Conventional Daring 
Foresighted Deliberate 
Formal Good-Natured 
Handsome Humorous 
Responsible Natural 
Unselfish 
Wholesome 

Less: Cynical Less: Awkward 
Demanding Dependent 
Dominant Nervous 
Frivolous Preoccupied 
Indifferent Shy 
Lazy Talkative 
Rebellious 
Restless 
Sarcastic 
Self-centered 
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"rebellious .. or "reckless ... In sum, high-TMAS Ss have a poor self-concept; 

if they are also high on the APQ, their critical self-descriptions sou~d 

neurotic with a theme of tension and anxiety; if their APQ is low, they seem 

to see themselves ~s sociopathic rather than neurotic. Low-TMAS Ss have a 

positive self-concept; H trait-anxiety is high, a low Tt4AS seems to imply well 

functioning defenses with possibly a certain rigidity. Those scoring low on 

both tests seem to be the happiest, the most self-accepting, but as we shall 

see the 1~1-APQ individual is often under-socialized in the conventional sense 

and sometimes psychopathic by any standards. 

2. Free Response Correlates. 

A technique that is useful in exploring the. construct validity of any 

personality trait measure is to ask Ss to respond to open-ended questions 

chosen to elicit material relevant to the construct at issue. Thus, some 300 

college students who \'tere given the 1973 APQ were also asked, .. Which of your 

own characteristics do you dislike? 11
, 

11 What kinds of things can you do that 

many other people might be reluctant or unwilling to do? .. , and so on. Subsequently, 

those Ss scoring more than one standard deviation above or below the mean on 

the APQ were identified and their answers to the free-response questions were 

compared in much the same way as the adjective check-list data cited above. 

The spontaneity and potential richness of the free-response format is of 

course paid for by the attendent difficulties of quantifying or summarizing 

such material. The following tabulations, however, convey the gist of the 

findings. 

a) .. What kinds of things can you do that many other people might be reluctant 

or unwilling to do?.. Responding to this question, 61 percent of the low-APQ 

Ss mentioned behaviors that seemed to imply a relative freedom from fear. 
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Examples: "I can take chances."; "I':n willing to go up to people I don't 

r know and start a conversation."; "Sky diving."; "I can indicate my dis

pleasure with the way things are going."; "Break the law."; "Challenge societal 

structures and taboos." etc. Only 29 percent of high-APQ Ss gave 'fearless' 

answers and these were mostly of a different sort. Examples: "I can look at 

myself honestly."; "I can act 'goofy' sometimes."; "~1ake a fool of myself."; 

"Act dumb.". 

b) "What kinds of things \'lould you do more of than you do no\'1 if you could be 

sure that you wouldn't feel frightened or embarrassed doinq them?" Some 40 

percent of the low-APQ Ss either left this item blank or wrote something like, 

"I can't think of anything." Only 7 percent of the hiqh-APQ scorers failed to 

respond. 

c) "Which of your own characteristics do you dislike?" Of the high-APQ Ss, 

50 percent mentioned qualities that suggest timidity or vulnerability. Examples: 

"Shyness"; "I'm too easily hurt by things people say"; "Lack of self-confidence"; 

"Would like to be more outgoing and less easily upset 11
; "Insecurity, nervousness"; 

etc. Subjects in the low-APQ group most often mentioned defects like, "Arrogance", 

"Sometimes irritable", "Inclined to be loud and over-bearinq", "Lazy", and so 

on. Only g· percent of this group complained about being inhibited in any way 

or fearful. 

3. The APQ and "Harm Avoidance". 

If the high-APQ scorer is indeed fearful and timid, has high trait-anxiety, 

then he should be less attracted to situations involving strong stimulation, 

excitement and danger. As we have already seen, inventories which invite 

respondents to indicate how much they dislike or are upset by danger and risk

-taking seem to be so contaminated by Neuroticism that they correlate poorly 
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with t.he APQ. On the other hand, items such as, .. I would like to try 

surf-board riding ... , 11 Parachute-jumping is a hobby that appeals to me. ·•, 

or 11 lf I discovered a cave I would explore it right a\'Jay, even if I weren't 

sure how risky it was ... , seem to be less susceptible to such contamination 

and have been used to define a personality dimension called .. Harmavoidance .. 

(Jackson, 1967) or 11 Thri 11 Seeki ng 11 (Zuckerman, 1964). As might be expected, 

this dimension is fairly strongly correlated with the P-Scale of the APQ. In 

a study of 92 male and 147 female students who took both the APQ and the 

Harmavoidance scale of Jackson's Personality Research Form (PRF), the correlations 

between Harmavoidance and the P- and S-Scales of the APQ were .67 and .19, 

respectively, for women and .72 and .26 for men.· In another sample of 44 males 

and 50 females,· the P-Scale correlated -.35 and -.49, respectively, with 

Zuckerman's Thrill Seeking Scale. 

4. The APQ and Sociopathic Behavior. 

It was mentione~ earlier that the original form of the APQ had proven 

capable of discriminatinq a group of 'primary psychopaths', prisoners selected 

to fit a set of criteria listed in Cleckley's classic monograph, from another 

group of prisoners who did not fit the Cleckley criteria and also from a 

group of normal controls. These 'primary psychopaths' also showed significantly 

poorer performance on an avoidance learninq task (Lykken, 1957). Schachter & 

Latene (1964} identified qroups of psychopathic and non-psychopathic prisoners 

using the APQ as one of their criteria and also found that their groups differed 

significantly on the same avoidance learning test. Interestingly, it was found 

that when these same low-APQ psychopaths were pre-injected with adrenaline, for 

the purpose of phasically increasing their levels of arousal and hence of 

emotional reactivity, their avoidance learning scores rose to normal levels. 
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Hauser (1959) found a correlation of -.54 between the score on the 

original short form of the APQ and a self-report measure of the variety of 

minor legal offenses admitted by a group of college students. London (1965) 

similarly reports significant relationships between the APQ and frequency of 

drinking, smoking, dating, and number of speeding tickets reported by college 

males, low scorers admitting more of these behaviors. LatanEf!} Hheeler (1964) 

gave the APQ to a group of Naval enlisted men who had taken part in a body

-gatherinq detail at the site of the crash of an airliner. High APQ scorers 

admitted more subjective disturbance after this experience, had been more 

inclined to write long, cathartic letters home describing what had happened, 

and felt more inclined to avoid air travel themselves in future than did 
. 

those with lo\'1 APQ scores. Chabot (1968) found that delinquents in two 

institutions scored significantly lower on the APQ than a group of normal 

adolescent controls and those more incorrigible types in the custodial 

institution also scored significantly lower than the delinquents newly admitted 

to a diagnostic reception center. Using a competitive task in which Ss could 

set the shock levels used to punish their opponents, Denqerink (1971) found 

that low-APQ Ss used higher shock settings (i.e. were more aggressive) than 

high-scorers. In a study of juvenile offenders during the year after their 

release from a correctional institution, Higgins (1973) found that, of those 

scoring below the median on the APQ, 83 percent were recidivists within 12 

months, as compared to 45 percent of those scoring above the median. If these 

results can be replicated, they might suggest that conventional correctional 

methods - notoriously ineffectual in altering patterns of anti-social behavior -

have their least effect of all on individuals \'·lith low trait-anxiety. Hhile 
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not Wd•lting to suggest that participation in sport parachuting necessarily 

' implies a sociopathic character structure, it may be appropriate to include 

here Katzenmeyer's (1966) finding that members of a sky-diving club scored 

significantly lower on the APQ than did a matched group of non-participants, 

the greatest difference beinq on the 'physical anxiety' sub-scale. The IPAT 

Anxiety Scale failed to differentiate these same groups. 

It should be emphasized, however, that the APQ is not a measure of psycho

pathic deviancy and the tendency of some researchers to score it in reverse and 

then to treat the result as an index of .. sociopathic tendency .. is to be deplored. 

It is true that, on the original scale, Lykken (1957) found a group of 'primary 

psychopaths' to score significantly lower than did prisoners who did not meet 

the Cleckley (lg55) criteria, who in turn scored about like the normal controls. 

However, neither Borkovec (1970), Hare (1972) nor Schmauk (1970) \'tere_ able to 

discriminate between 11 psychopathic 11 and "non-psychopathic .. criminals or 

delinquents usinq later versions of the APQ. It is reasonable to suppose that 

a child blessed with low trait-anxiety will be less responsive to the fear and 

punishment on which society so heavily relies in shapinq conformity to ethical 

and legal norms. But it is obvious that averaqe or even high-anxious Ss can and 

do become criminal or sociopathic and it is equally obvious that appropriate 

parental guidance, emphasizing positive reinforcement and especially careful 

cultivation of the sense of pride and self-respect, can lead low-anxious 

children to develop into responsible and productive citizens. 

On the other hand, the possibility should be considered that the APQ 

may be vulnerable to a peculiar kind of distortion when administered, e.g., in 

a prison setting. Thus, \'le know that Ss who are una\'lare of what the test is 

supposed to measure but who are instructed to "fake good 11 will show an increase 
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in Total Anxiety score, averaging nearly one SO, without much concomitant 

increase i~ V-score (see Section VI, below). When a subject is motfva+ed 

to portray himself as responsible and hard\'torking and as not impulsive or 

frivo 1 ous, then it may be that he wi 11 endorse more of the 1 onerous 1 a Her

natives than he would actually choose in real life, alternatives which seem 

to him to show that he has great patience, remarkable tolerance for boredom 

or discomfort, and unusual capacity for hard work. This possibility might 

account for several studies in which mean APQ scores of prison inmates were 

actually higher than the means for normal males. Pending further data on this 

point, the interpretation of such findings must be left open. 

5. The APQ and 11 State" Anxiety. 

Although designed as a measure of enduring individual differences in 

anxiety reactivity or "trait anxiety," some little evidence is at hand to 

suggest that the test does respond·appropriately to phasic changes in anxiety 

level, i.e., that subjects taking the test under stress conditions tend to 

score higher than they otherwise would. This of course might be expected from 

the test format on the assumption that any frightening stimulus becomes 

increasingly salient or evocative to a subject under environmental stress. 

Thus, we assume -- but have no data yet to show this -- that patients newly 

hospitalized with anxiety reactions and not yet on drugs will score higher than 

they would after successful treatment, although many such patients might be 

expected to show higher than average APQ scores at any .time, signifying higher 

than average .. trait" anxiety. Chabot (1968) found that juvenile offenders newly 

admitted to a diagnostic detention center show higher APQs than offenders who 

have resided for some months in a custodial institution. This comports with the 

clinical observation that these adolescents are anxious and distressed when first 
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admitted for evaluation but it may also reflect a tendency for the low 

trait-anxiet~· juveniles to be less likely to be paroled or given foster home 

placement. 

One rather curious study of the response of ~he APQ to phasic changes 

in state anxiety involved the use of a highly trained hypnotic subject in 

Blum's (1961, 1963) laboratory who had been intensively 'programmed' to 

experience graded intensities of anxiety on command, ranging from acute panic 

in response to the number "100 11 to a moderate discomfort in response to the 

number "20. 11 An advantage of using a well-trained hypnotic subject for these 

purposes is that amnesia can be post-hypnotically induced for each experience 

with the test. On each testinq, this subject re-read the instructions, asked 

similar questions, commented on the same items, and generally gave a convincing 

impression of being unaware that he had ever encountered the scale previously. 

Under normal conditions, this subject scored at about the mean for college 

males but when a moderate-to-strong level of anxiety was induced hypnotically, 

his score rose by some four standard deviations; this finding was repeated 

with another form of the test. Under the moderate anxiety conditions, his 

score was about three SDs above the mean. This subject was accustomed to 

performing varied experiments under hypnotically induced states of anxiety or 

arousal and appeared to have no knowledge or hypothesis about what the APQ was 

supposed to be measuring. 

6. Psychophysioloqical Correlates of the APQ. 

Such theorists as r,1almo (1957), Lindsley (1957) and Schachter & Latene' 

(1964) assume that generalized autonomic and CNS arousal or activation is a 

concomitant of the 'excited emotions' such as fear and rage, i.e., that an 
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anxious subject can be expected to show proportionate autonomic ar:d CNS 

arousal (although, of course, an aroused subject is not necessarily anxious). 

Therefore, one might expect moderate correlations between the APQ and such 

an index of autonomic arousal as tonic skin conductance or such an index of 

CNS activation as the two-flash threshold (a measure of the temporal resolving 

po\'ler of the visual system). Rose (1966) reported correlations of .43 between 

the APQ and tonic SC and -.63 with the TFT (both correlations in the expected 

direction and highly significant) in a heterogeneous sample of psychiatric 

patients. Luther (1965) reports similar findings in two non-psychiatric samples 

but insignificant correlations in his psychiatric patients. Both Peterson 

(1968) and Maley (1967) failed to find significant correlations in small 

patient samples but methodological difficulties in both experiments make them 

difficult to interpret. He have noted a tendency for such psychophysiological 

correlations to be attenuated \'lllen the APQ is taken at a different time than 

the experimental measures and this may reflect the effect of phasic variations 

in both variables. 

Valins (1967) compared hiqh and low APQ scorers in respect to their heart

rate response to various intensities of noise and shock, finding both groups 

showing similar increases in HR as the stimulus intensity increased. However, 

the groups differed markedly in their HR response to the warnings which preceded 

the stimuli, e.g. "Here comes a strong shock" or "Here comes a \'leak one." The 

low-anxious group showed increasinq cardio-acceleration after being warned that 

a strong noxious stimulus was imminent while the high-anxious Ss showed 

deceleration to all of the warnings. On present evidence, the best interpre

tation of these findings seems to be that the accelerations shown by the 

low-anxious Ss to the strong stimulus warnings have the effect of minimizing 
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the extent and duration of the distur·bance produced by the subsequent shock 

while the deceleration shown by the hiqh-anxious Ss is an 'orienting reflex' 

which is maladaptive in this situation, tending to augment the disturbing 

effects of the shock {Lykken, 1967). 

Lykken, Telleqen & Macindoe {1972) presented male Ss with a series of 

48 painful electric shocks, half of the shocks being given without warning 

and the other half preceded by five-seconds by a warning tone. Heart rate 

was monotired throughout. Ss with low APQ scores showed less than half as 

much cardio-acceleration in response to the painful, unpredictable shocks 

as did Ss with high APQ scores. On the trials where the warning signal was 

provided, low-APQ Ss gave a larger anticipatory acceleration that did the high 

scorers, just as in the Valins study. In fact, the pre-shock acceleration 

was twice as large for the low-anxious as for the high-anxious Ss. In response 

to the shock itself, however, the position was reversed; hiqh-APQ scorers 

showed acceleration {about as much as low-scorers did on the unwarned trials) 

while low-APQ scorers showed virtually no response at all to the painful but 

predictable shock, their average heart rate curves merely returning to baseline 

levels. Noting that cardiac acceleration seems to be a part-of the ''defensive 

reflex .. (e.g., Graham & Clifton, 1966), Lykken et !l {1972) suggested that 

premonitory acceleration prior to a painful shock would seem to be an adaptive 

mechanism. Since this preparatory response is stronqer in low-anxious Ss, it 

may serve to reduce the subsequent disturbance caused by the shock itself whereas 

high-anxious Ss seem to be more vulnerable to their stimulus environment even 

under conditions where the painful stimuli are predictable. 
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VI. THE VALIDITY KEY 

It will be recalled that the tiems of the APQ are fanned by pairing a 

'frightening' alternative with an 'onerous' alternative of similar intensity. 

The 14 items of the V-Scale, in contrast, were constructed by pairing either 

two 'onerous' or two 'frightening' alternatives of very different intensity. 

For example: 

(a) You stumble in a crowded bus and drop your packages. 

{b) You're on stage in the school play and realize that you have 

forgotten your lines. 

This item pairs two 'social anxiety' items. The first alternative is consider

ably weaker than the second, as indicated by the fact that b is rated as being 

considerably more unpleasant than! by most Ss. The rationale of the V-Scale 

therefore is that someone who frequently chooses as "less unpleasant~~ that 

alternative which most people regard as more unpleasant is probably not respond

ing validly to the other test items either. He may have misunderstood the 

instructions (and is endorsing the worst rather than the preferred alternative), 

or he is responding carelessly or randomly, or he is trying deliberately to 

give a.false impression. Scores on the V-Scale average about 2.5 (~ 1.5) and 

their distribution is positively skewed. Scores of 6 or more carry a strong 

presumption that the associated S- and P-scores may be invalid. 

If one knows what the APQ is intended to measure and also how the items are 

supposed to work, then the APQ - like most personality scales - is easy to fake. 

However, un 1 ike most persona 1 ity tests, Nha t the APQ is intended to measure is 

not immediately obvious and the inclusion of the 14 V-Scale items helps to 

obscure the 'onerous-vs-frightening' format of the P- and S-Scale items. Workinq 

with the 1968 version of the APQ, Katzenmeyer (1966) conducted a series of 'faking' 
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studies using colleqe student Ss. 

In the ~irst study, subjects were asked to imagine themselves applying 

for a job in industry ('fake good' condition) or as a member of the armed 

forces being tested for some undesirable duty which they wanted to avoid 

('fake bad' condition). Fifty-three Ss took the APQ under normal instructions 

and again under the 'fake good' instructions (counter-balanced for order and 

sex) and 82 Ss comprised the 'fake bad' group (also counterbalanced). A third 

group took the APQ twice under normal instructions to insure that mere 

repetition of testing had no systematic effect either on the anxiety score or 

on the validity score. In the 'fake good' condition, only the males showed 

a significant change in anxiety score which increased (about 1 SO on the 

average) while their mean validity scores increased only sliqhtly. Thus, while 

the validity key is not very effective detecting distortions resulting from 

a 'fake good' test attitude, this motivation does not seem to affect APQ scores 

in women and tends to elevate them in men, a result probably not in the 

direction the subjects would have intended had they been aware of what the 

test was supposed to be measuring. 

In the 'fake bad' condition, only the females managed to change their 

APQ scores, which decreased about 1 SO on the averaqe, which is again opposite 

to the direction of change one might expect if the Ss had been aware of the 

intent of the test. For both males and females, the 'fake bad' test attitude 

markedly and significantly increased the (in)validity scores about 3 SO units 

on the average. Thus, the 'fake bad' motivation does not seem to lead to 

systematic increases in APQ scores and does lead to marked increases in scores 

on the validity keys. 

In another experiment, 41 subjects took the APQ under normal instructions 
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and again under both 'fake high anxious' and 'fake low anxious' instructions. 

They were asked to imagine that they were being tested for a potentially 

dangerous job in military intelligence, one which would require them to 

perform well under stress. For the 'low anxious' condition they were to 

imagine that they strongly wanted to be selected for the job and conversely 

for the 'high anxious' condition. The APQ Nas taken first under normal 

. instructions and then the order of the two faking conditions was counter

balanced. Thus, for the faking conditions, the subjects were aware that the 

APQ was intended to assess their anxiety-reactivity or ability to cope with 

stress situations. 

With these very specific and revealinq instructions, subjects were able 

to change their scores considerably in the intended directions; a decrease of 

nearly 3 SDs under 'fake loN anxious' instructions and a corresponding increase 

under 'fake high anxious' instructions. However, there \'las also a marked and 

highly significant increase of about 2 SDs in their scores on the validity 

key, under both faking conditions. 

In summary, a respondent who knows that the test is intended to measure 

his fearfulness or 'trait anxiety' can easily increase or decrease his score 

as he chooses; the V-Scale score will also increase, but many such invalid 

records will not be detected. In the respondent does not know the purpose of 

the test but is "fakinq good 11
, then his anxiety scores will tend to be somewhat 

elevated, possibly because he thinks he can qive an impression of virtue by 

pretending to prefer some of the 'onerous' alternatives. 11 Faking good" is 

not well detected by the V-Scale. "Faking bad", on the other hand, tends to 

decrease anxiety scores but rather markedly elevates the V-score. In general, 

the Validity Scale offers only partial protection against calculated and 
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syste~atic deception. Its greater value lies in its ability to detect . -

careless or random responding or the occasional Ss who misunderstand tne 

instructions and answer each item in reverse. 
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ACTIVITY PREFERENCE QUESTIONNAIRE 

CAPQ> 

(Revised: 1973) 

DIRECTIONS 

Read Carefully 

One way of understanding a person better Is by studying the kinds of 
activities or experiences he likes or enjoys. This test employs the similar 
approach of studying the pattern of your dis I i kes. In each of the i terns on 
the following pages --- and In the sample item below--- "h'lo activities or 
experiences are described which most people would consider at least mildly 
unpleasant. Some of them are very unpleasant indeed. In some instances, 
you wi I I find that similar things have actually happened to you; In the 
others, you can at least imagine what they would be·like. 

Your task is to try to imagine yourself in each of the two situations and 
then, pretending that either one or the other had to happen to· you, to decide 
which one you would prefer--- which of the two you would take as the 'lesser 
of evi Is.' Mark the alternative you would prefer (a) or (b) in the space 
next to the Item number on the answer sheet. 

SAMPLE ITEM 

(a) Having to work late one night. Cb) Being run over by a train. 

Most people (!) wi II feel that "a" Is the lesser evi I in this case and would 
therefore mark an "a" in the appropriate ·pI ace on the answer sheet. Answer 
every item in the test. Work rapidly, bu·t consider the alternatives in each 
i tern care fu I I y. P·l ease do not rna rk the test book I et. 

- - - - - Remember: Indicate the alternative that you would prefer. 



I. (a) Sitting around alI Sunday afternoon with nothing to do. 

(b) Cutting out i"he spot led parts of a bushel of potatoes. 

2. (a) Watching an operation. 

{b) Your favorite hat is lost or stolen. 

3. (a) Run a steam presser in a laundry for a week. 

(b) Being caught in a blIzzard. 

4. (a) Going to a party where no one knows you. 

(b) Cleaning out a basement. 

5. (a) Cleaning up your house after floodwaters have left it fi lied with mud. 

(b) Making a parachute jump. 

6. (a) Having to tel I someone you know they're lying. 

(b) Spending a hot summer afternoon painting a bedroom eel ling. 

7. <a> Sitting through a long lecture with a runny nose and no handkerchief. 

(b) Having your date at a dance leave without you. 

8. (a>. Being cursed by an old friend. 

(b) Lf ck stamps for I ,000 letters. 

9. (a) Attempting to beat a railroad train at a crossing. 

(b) Spraining your ankle so that you can't walk on it. 

10. (a) You spend hours fixing a fancy barbecue for some guests but they eat 
very little and seem not to I ike it. 

(b) Distributing 1,000 handbi I Is in mailboxes from door to door. 



I I. (a) Walking a mile when It's 15 degrees below zero. 

(b) Being near where a volcano erupts. 

12. (a) Having a gabby old woman sit down next to you on the bus. 

(b) Catching a bad cold the day before a big party. 

13. (a) Having to walk around all day on a blistered foot. 

(b) Sleeping out on a camping trip in an area where rattlesnakes have 
been reported. 

14. (a) Balancing along the top rai I of a picket fence. 

(b) Walking up four flights of stairs. 

15. (a) Shining four pairs of shoes. 

(b) Having to blow your nose while In a group of strangers. 

16. (a) You're in a bank and suddenly three masked men with guns come in 
and make everyone raise their hands. 

(b) Sitting through a two-hour concert of bad music. 

17. (a) Having to walk half a mile through a soaking rain without a coat. 

(b) Walking near a whirling airplane propeller. 

18. (a) Being cal led on in school. 

(b) Cleaning paint off your hands. 

19. (a) Spending tt1e day wearing tight, uncomfortable shoes. 

(b) Finding yourself in the midst of a fighting mob. 

20. (a) You stumble in a crowded bus and drop your pac~a9es. 

(b) You're on stage in the school rfay and realize that you have forgo1·ten 
your lines. 
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21. (a) Standing In a long line for something. 

(b) Being given an electric shock as part of a medical experiment. 

22. (a) You walk into a public toi Jet and find that it's the wrong one • 

(b) You must wait In line for two hours to pay a parking ticket. 

23. (a) You have to stay in bed alI day with the flu and a sick headache. 

(b) Some fast-talking person at a party starts teasing you unmercifully 
and your face begins to burn and your hands tremble. 

24. (a) Having the pilot announce that there Is engine trouble and he may have 
to make an emergency landing. 

(b) Working a week In the fields digging potatoes. 

25. (a) Painting a large frame house. 

(b) Shoveling the walks after a snowstorm. 

26. (a) Being a guest on a sal lboat during a great storm at sea. 

(b) Having to stay home every night for two weeks with a sick relative. 

27. (a) Your car is stolen and you don't have theft insurance. 

(b) You're riding a horse that suddenly starts gal loping out of control. 

28. (a>. Getting your back badly sunburned. 

(b) After a swim you come back to where you'd left your girl (boy) friend 
on the beach and find three strange men (girls> sitting with her (him). 

29. (a) Starting off in the morning, you step in a puddle and get your £~oe 
and stoc~ing soaking wet. 

(b) Jumping feet first from the 20-foot diving tower at the beach. 

30. (a) Scouring and cleaning a potful I of burned oatmeal. 

(b) Knocking over a glass In a restaurant. 
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31. (a) Having someone get mad and tell you off. 

(b) Playing cards with people who are more ski I led than you are and then 
making a dumb mistake. 

32. (a) Taker a roller coaster ride • 

(b) Wash three storm windows on both sides. 

33. (a) Finding out people have been gossiping about you. 

(b) Working all day In the hot sun. 

34. (a) Tying up a trailer ful I of papers for the school paper sale. 

(b) Seeing a tornado cloud moving toward you whl le you're driving In the 
country. 

35. (a) Riding a long stretch of rapids In a canoe. 

(b) Waiting for someone who Is late. 

36. (a) Being seasick every day for a week while on an ocean voyage. 

(b) Due to a fire in your room, you must stand on the ledge of the 25th 
floor of the hotel. 

37. (a) Belching In church during prayer. 

(b) Copying tour pages of the dictionary. 

38. (a) Being chosen as the "target" for a knife th ro'l/ i ng act. 

(b) Being sick to your stomach for 24 hours. 

39. (a) Having your grocery bag break and spll I on a crowded street. 

(b) Having your empty car smashed by a runaway truck. 

40. (a) You have spent hours preparing for a picnic but it rains just as 
you start to eat. 

(b) You overhear someone comment on how strangely you are dressed. 



41. (a) Being a rcs7uurant df:.;h•11aster for one week. 

(b) Being interviowe:i on TV, you become tongue-tied and make a poor shc.wlng. 

42. (a) 8urniny your arm by accidently leaning against a hot-water pipe. 

(b) Swimming where sharks have been reported. 

43. Ca) While with a group of new people you try to tel I a story but the others 
talk and no one listens to you. 

(b) You have parked your car t n a pub I i c lot and return to find a big 
dent in the door. 

44. (a) Walking barefoot In a room where some glass has been brol~en. 

(b) Walking barefoot across a burning hot sandy beach. 

45. (a) H~ving to take a bath In cold water since the hot water heater Is broken. 

(b) Having to introduce two people whose names you've forgotten. 

46. (a) Bsli1g at a circus when suddenly two I Ions get loose do\'m in the ring. 

(b) Arriving at the circus and discovering that you've forgotten your 
tickets. 

47. (a) Ganging your head on a cabinet door. 

(b) Having to go out with a visiting relative. 

48. (a). Out in the middle of a frozen lake, you realize that the Ice Is 
unsafe. 

(b) You find that vandals have slashed all four tires on your car. 

49. (a) Finding that you're the only one who dressed up for a party. 

(b) Mopping the floor of a hospital corridor. 

50. (a) You must scrub the kitchen floor on hands and knees. 

(b) You must make a speech to 100 people. 



41. (a) Being a rcstilurant dlshwaster for one week. 

(b) Being interviewe:i on TV, you become tongue-tied and make a poor shc.wln~. 

42. (a) 8urniny your ann by accidently leaning against a hot-water pipe. 

(b) Swimming where sharks have been reported. 

43. (a) vJh i lu with a group of new people you try to te II a story but the others 
talk and no one listens to you. 

(b) You have parked your car In a public lot and return to find a big 
dent in the door. 

44. (a) Walking barefoot in a room where some glass has been brol~en. 

(b) Walking barefoot across a burning hot sandy beach. 

45. (a) H~ving to take a bath ln cold water since the hot water heater Is broken. 

(b) Having to introduce two people whose names you've forgotten. 

46. (a) Bsli1g at a circus when suddenly two lions get loose do\'m in the ring. 

(b) Arriving at the circus and discovering that you've forgotten your 
tickets. 

47. (a) Ganging your head on a cabinet door. 

(b) Havir.g to go out with a visiting relative. 

48. (a). Out in the middle of a frozen lake, you reul ize that 1-he Ice Is 
unsafe. 

(b) You find that vandals have slashed all four tires on your car. 

49. (a) Finding that you're the only one who dressed up for a party. 

(b) Mopping the floor of a hospital corridor. 

50. (a) You must scrub the kitchen floor on hands and knees. 

(b) You must make a speech to 100 people. 



51. (a) Giving blood for the blood ba~k. 

(b) You're in the b~ck seat of a driverless car which suddenly starts 
rol! ing downhi I I. 

52. (a) Rowing a boat across a large lake. 

(b) Bouncing over rough water In a high-speed outboard being driven 
by a wild friend. 

53. (a) Helping carry a dead body to the ambulance. 

(b) Carrying a truckload of firewood into the basement. 

54. (a) Having to spend half a day In a closet. 

(b) Overhearing a friend say something sarcastic about your parents. 

55. (a) Having to stay in bed with the flu and a sick headache. 

(b) Having your hands shake and your mouth go dry as you try to talk 
in fro~t of a group. 

56. (a) Sn~ez i l"g I oud I y dur l ng a quiet moment ~t the symphony concert. 

(b) Accidentally dial lng a wrong number twice in succession. 

57. (a) P(~op I e at a party are te IIi ng jol(es. You te II a I ong drawn-out 
s-rory but no one I aughs. 

(b) You've been looking fonvard to a party but get sick and can't go. 

58. (a) You have to get out of bed an hour earlier than usual. 

(b) You pass someone on the street and say "HI, Charley" and then realIze 
It isn't Charley. 

59. (a) Whitewashing a long board fence. 

(b) ~lashing 20 storm wIndows on both s l des. 

60. (a) Having so~~one say something Insulting about a member of your fc~i ly. 

(b) Slipring in the mud and getting your new clothes soaked end dirty. 



61. (a) Being in a flood. 

(b) Carrying a ton of coal from the b3ckyard Into the basement. 

62. (a) You return to your car parked downtown and find you've lost your 
only set of keys. 

... ..., ..... 

(b) Having somsone walk In while you are absent-mindedly picking your nos~. 

63. <a> A.doctor has examined a sore in your throat and you are waiting to 
flnd out whether It's cancer. 

(b) Being wheeled into the operating room to have your appendix remo'led. 

64. (a) Working outside all day when it's 90 in the sh;:,de. 

(b) Saying 'hello' to a friend and having him look at you and walk on 
without speaking. 

65. (a) Spi I ling paint alI over your shoes. 

(b) Discovering your feet are dirty when you undress for a medical 
examination. 

66. (a) 83ing chased by a huge and angry but I. 

(b) Spending a month In bed. 

67. (a) Having to run unti I your throat is sore and there's a pain in your 
side. 

(b) Helping push a stalled car on a winter morning. 

68. (a) Finding that you have been short-changed and must return to the 
store to ask for the r·est. 

(b) Sandpapering a wooden chair to get It ready for re-painting. 

69. (a) Washing a car. 

(b) Driving a car at 95 miles an hour. 

70. (a) Asking someone to pay you money that he owes you. 

(b) Sleeping one night on the floor. 



, 
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71. (a) Having to stand up on the bus. 

{h) Introducing yourself to a total stranger. 

72. <a> Whitewashing a long board fence. 

73. 

(b) Unscrewing a broken light bulb with your fingers from a 'live' 
socket. 

(a) Riding a motorcycle. 

·(b) Running out of Ink while writing a note. 

74. (a) Taking a long ri.de In a taxi and then finding you don't have 
enough money for a tip. 

(b) Getti~g paint in your hair • 
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APQ Scorl:1g Key 

1973 Revision 

'"' Items responded to For scales P, S, and V separately, sum the number of 
In the keyed dTrectlon • 

. I 

KeyeJ Keyed 
Number Scale Alt. Number Sc~le /dt. ---
I v b 41 s 8 
2 p b 42 p a 
3 p a ~3 s b 
4 s b 44 v a 
5 p 8 45 s 8 
6 s b 45 p b 
7 v b 47 v a 
8 s b 48 p b 
9 p b 49 s b 
10 s b 50 s a 
II p a 51 v b 
12 v b 52 r a 
13 p a 53 p b 
14 p b 54 s a 
15 s 8 55 s a 
15 p b 56 v a 
17 p a 57 s b 
18 s b 58 s a 
19 p a 59 v b 
20 v b 60 s b 
21 p a 61 p b 
22 s b 62 5 a 
23 5 a 63 v a 
24 p b 64 s a 
25 v a 65 s a 
25 p b 65 p b 
27 F a 67 v a 
28 s a 68 5 b 
29 p a 69 p a 
30 s a 70 t:: b .... 
31 v a 71· s a 
32 p b 72 p a 
33 5 b 73 p b 
34 p a 74 5 b 
35 p b 
36 p a 
37 s b 
38 p b 
39 v b 
40 s a 


