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INTRODUCTION

Controlled behaviour or emotion can be determined as being conscious, can 
be initiated, is not automatic, and can be resisted. 

One  of  the  important  aspects  of  hypnosis  is  the  change  in  the  control 
processes and in the governing of behaviour respectively. By the effect of the 
suggestion  the  hypnotized  person  could  feel  his/her—overt,  observable  or 
hidden, not observable—behaviour to be involuntary. That means, hypnotic 
changes  are  experienced  as  automatic,  effortless;  as  not  initiated,  just 
“happened”. Weitzenhoffer (1974) calls this involuntary behaviour  “classical 
suggestion effect”. 

According to the contemporary approach, hypnosis is multidimensional. That 
means, suggestion can cause changes in different functions of the hypnotized 
person:  cognitive,  emotional  and  control  functions.  Changes  in  control 
functions can take place on more levels—overt behaviour or inner experience
—as well. 

In this thesis control processes in hypnosis are being analysed in four main 
respects:

(1) Experience  of  voluntary control,  and  involuntariness  respectively are 
being  investigated  in  different  contexts,  and  with  different  types  of 
suggestions. 

(2) Ways of producing the classical  suggestion effect,  and the  cognitive 
efforts to achieve it are being analysed. 

(3) Reactions on the contradictory communication of the hypnotist, namely 
counter  suggestions  that  contain  incongruous  behavioural  and 
imaginational instructions. 

(4) The main theme of this dissertation is to investigate, in what extent it is 
possible to resist suggestion effects, what kind of mental strategies are 
being used for it,  and how much cognitive effort for the resistance is 
needed. 

All  of these considerations are being compared to different factors inherent 
hypnosis  (cognitive  processes,  relating  to  the  hypnotist)  factors  outside 
hypnosis (dissociative capacity, childhood parenting styles), and expectations 
in connection with hypnosis. 

In our experiment the subjects first participated in a usual group hypnosis with 
test suggestions, then in a second session they were requested just before the 
hypnosis induction to resist the suggestions (that were the same as before) 
without the hypnotists knowledge of this request.
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Experience of involuntariness 

In the experience of involuntariness intention, and awareness of intention are 
separated. In the cognitive respect changes could take place in monitoring, 
and control functions of consciousness. The connection between the mental 
representation of  the self,  and the representation of  perception, memories, 
thinking or action could be temporarily suspended. That generates a decrease 
in the experience of  agency. Hypnotized persons often do not initiate; this 
function is being taken over by the hypnotist. The experience of “happening by 
itself”  in  psychoanalytic  respect  means  a  regressive  change  in  voluntary 
control, namely, a regression to an earlier way of functioning when the mind 
functions according to primary process thinking. 

Regarding  the  connection  of  the  experience  of  involuntariness  and  the 
behaviour  comes  up a  question:  in  what  extent  does  hypnotic  experience 
represent the control of behaviour. In this aspect there is no agreement among 
investigators. According to Lynn, Rhue and Weeks (1990) the experience of 
involuntariness could have more meanings. In case of real loosing of control 
the hypnotized person is not able to act in another way, that means he (she) 
cannot resist suggestions even with an intention for it.  Another meaning of 
involuntariness  is  when  the  suggested  response  is  being  elicited  directly, 
automatically, but the subject can resist when there is a request to do so. 
According to  the third meaning,  involuntariness is  only an experience,  the 
subject actually keeps control over his (her) behaviour. In case of the priority of 
these explanations opinions differ among investigators, and there are different 
views in  the  respect  of  what  kind  of  changes  hypnotic  suggestions  could 
produce  in  the  awareness,  and  in  the  cognitive  processing  respectively: 
whether there exists a real disconnection (dissociation) in cognitive systems. 

Cognitive efforts in order to produce suggestion effects

In producing suggestion effects the need for the subjects’ active collaboration, 
cognitive activity is stressed by many authors. In this respect, susceptibility to 
suggestions refers not only to the ability to reach trance state but refers to a 
style of attentional and  cognitive  processing as well. According to Sheehan 
and  McConkey’s  (1982)  investigation,  three  main  styles  of  information 
processing, and creating hypnotic responses can be separated among highly 
hypnotizable persons: (1) Concentrative style: attention to the communication, 
and suggestions respectively. The subject insists on the text word by word, 
and  expects  passively  to  happen  what  the  hypnotist  communicates;  (2) 
Independent  style:  concentrating  not  only  on  the  communication  of  the 
hypnotist but on the kind of experience that would be the best for the subject 
himself in that situation as well; (3) Constructive style: not only attention and 
special  interpretation  but  actively  seeking  opportunities  to  produce 
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experiences. The subject receives suggestions and mentally works on them 
(even in an imaginative way) in order to produce the appropriate response. 

In applying cognitive strategies, or producing suggestion effects subjects take 
different degrees of effort. Cognitive effort means the intention and effort that 
is applied in order to experience the suggested events. This effort makes use 
of the cognitive resources (e.g. attention, short term memory). Taking effort for 
effortlessness—that is the paradox of the classical suggestions. Passive style 
means in this respect, to do nothing in order to produce the suggested event, 
just to expect it to happen. 

Summarizing the investigations on cognitive strategies or effort, it can be seen 
that different kinds of cognitive strategies (active and passive) are used in 
order to produce the suggested effect.  Regarding the relationship between 
hypnotic susceptibility and cognitive effort, there is no agreement among the 
authors.  According  to  certain  investigations,  lowly  hypnotizable  subjects 
passively expect the effect of it, even if they are involved in the suggestion. 
Theories  presuming  real  disconnection  in  consciousness,  according  to 
relatively  objective  measurements,  presume  that  effortlessness  could  be 
experienced  only  by  highly  hypnotizable  subjects  as  the  dissociation  of 
consciousness can be engendered on them. Subjects low in hypnotizability 
rather  make  conscious  effort  to  produce  the  suggested  effects  since  the 
hypnotic induction does not elicit strong selective attention filtering process at 
them. In our opinion, the results strongly depend on the method applied at 
measuring the effort, and the fact whether the measuring is focused on the 
perceived or the actual (not necessarily conscious) effort.  

Cognitive conflict in suggestion

Investigations present that certain subjects are able to produce the suggested 
effect  even  if  the  suggestion  implies  cognitive  conflict,  namely  when  the 
behavioural  and  imaginational  instruction  expresses  a  contradiction.  At 
increasing the conflict the lowly hypnotizable subjects are less able to perform 
the  suggestions  comparing  to  the  highly  susceptible  subjects:  It  is  more 
difficult for them to imagine a movement opposing to the suggestion, and in 
the meantime to experience the suggested effect. 
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Resistance against hypnosis 

There are two fundamental forms of resistance against hypnosis (and altered 
states  of  consciousness  respectively):  (1)  unconscious,  and  (2)  conscious 
(intentional)  resistance.  Unconscious  resistance  develops  spontaneously; 
conscious resistance can be expressed in spontaneous behaviour as well, but 
usually it  is a planned, intentional response to the demand of the situation 
(experiment). Researches usually investigate the possibilities and relations of 
conscious resistance.  In order  to  investigate the nature of  involuntariness, 
those methods could be appropriate that are directed to investigate the ability 
of resistance after a previously submitted instruction.     

In  one  type  of  researches  on  intentional  resistance  against  neutral 
suggestions subjects  are  requested  to  resist  the  suggested  effects. 
Summarizing researches in this area it can be seen that people are usually 
able  to  resist  if  they are  requested  to  do  so.  Highly  susceptible  subjects 
comparing to lows experience their behaviour more involuntary in hypnosis 
with  resistance  instruction  as  well.  Some  results  indicate  that  highly 
susceptible  subjects  have  more  difficulties  at  resisting  especially  if  the 
resistance  instruction  is  presented  after  the  hypnosis  induction.  The 
connection  between  hypnotic  susceptibility  and  the  ability  to  resist  is  not 
unambiguous. Recent researches are directed mainly to investigating different 
moderating  factors  in  a  certain  context.  Regarding  resistance  behaviour 
results show that most people are able to resist neutral suggestions, but the 
extent of the ability, and the experience of involuntariness could be influenced 
by different cognitive and affective factors. Fundamental influence is attributed 
to context, and previous normative information, expectations: if subjects are 
informed that most people are able to resist, the proportion of resistance is 
greater than in a case of an opposite information. Furthermore, an essential 
role  is  attributed  to  relational  factors,  namely  the  way  of  the  hypnotized 
subjects’  experiencing  their  relation  with  the  hypnotist,  and  how  far  they 
experience the resistance instructor as a pleasant person. It is presumed as 
well  that  at  some subjects  the inner dynamics could change,  that  means, 
someone who is not able to resist in one experiment,  could probably be able 
to do that in another situation if the context changes. 

Some authors have analyzed the extent of coercion shown up at experiencing 
the suggested effects or the involuntariness respectively. General conclusion 
was that hypnotized persons can experience their behaviour to be involuntary 
if they do not feel a compulsion to perform the suggestion. People cannot be 
hypnotized against their will or neglecting their consciousness, they usually do 
not loose totally control over their behaviour, their ability to decide to cooperate 
is  retained.  Everybody  is  aware  of  the  fact—at  least  in  some  sense—if 
someone  else  took  over  the  responsibility  of  his/her  behaviour.  Hypnotic 
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influence could be coercive only for extreme highly hypnotizable people; for 
highly susceptibles it has a strong but not coercive effect.

QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES

The main hypotheses of the investigation

1. It is supposed that the experience of the involuntariness doesn't show up 
only on the level of experience, but it can indicate in some cases that the 
suggested behaviour is irresistible, that is, the hypnotized subject cannot 
resist even if he wants to and commits everything to resist. In this case 
the dissociation of the control of behaviour takes place.

2. It  is  supposed  that  the  behaviour  is  automatic at  some  subjects, 
although they can resist. In this case the effect of hypnosis produces the 
dissociation of the initiative or intention.

3. It  is  expected that  there  exist  some  cases,  in  which  involuntariness 
emerges on the experimental level only, that is, hypnosis produces the 
dissociation of the experience.

4. The nature of the experiencing involuntariness can vary from person to 
person, even in the case of one person from suggestion to suggestion, 
and it can be different at the distinct suggestion types.

Observed variables and measuring tools

-  Behavioural  response to  suggestions  —  subjective  and  observer 
estimation.
- Mental strategies of producing the suggested effect — content analysis of 
experiences.
- Cognitive effort in order to produce the suggested effect — Likert scales, 
subjective and rater estimation.
-  The  experience  of  hypnosis:  involuntariness,  altered  state  of 
consciousness,  direction of  attention,  vividness of  imagery,  tendency to 
resist — Likert scales.
- Mental strategies of resisting the suggested effects — content analysis of 
experiences.
- The experience of resisting the suggested effect: motivation to, and effort 
for resistance — Likert scales, subjective and rater estimations of effort.
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-  Archaic involvement — Archaic Involvement Scale (Nash and Spinler, 
1989),  a  Hungarian version with  negative scales  as well  (Bányai,  Gősi-
Greguss et.al., 1990).
-  General  dissociative capacity — DIS-Q (Vanderlinden, Van Dyck, et al., 
1993). 
-  Expectations,  attitudes — content  analysis of  completion of  unfinished 
sentences.
- Memories on parenting style in childhood — Likert scales.

Procedure

The experiment took place in two sessions. The hypnotist was unaware of 
both the goal of the experiment and the instructions to the participants by the 
experimenter.  The  hypnosis  contained the  same  suggestions  in  the  same 
order in both sessions. 

In the  first session participants were greeted by the experimenter, and then 
their attitudes were measured. Thereafter the participants were prepared for 
hypnosis. Then the hypnotist appeared for the first time, and guided the group 
hypnosis. The hypnotist  left,  and the further instructions were given by the 
experimenter again. The subjects filled up the questionnaire of the first session 
by describing their  experiences during the hypnosis according to the given 
guidelines, and answered—among others— questions about parenting styles. 
That was followed by the filling up of the Archaic Involvement Scale, and the 
DIS-Q. On the  second session on arriving, every subject got a card with a 
letter of either “A” or “B”. Subjects were sorted to groups of “resistance” and 
“control”  in  this  way.  As they were together in  the room,  the experimenter 
asked the subjects with card “B” (control group) to go to another room for 
some time with a co-experimenter. This way the two groups were temporarily 
split in two different places. Then both groups got a preliminary instruction: the 
task  of  the resistors was to resist  the suggested effects during the whole 
hypnosis,  staying  in  their  places  and  cooperating  with  the  hypnotist.  The 
control group got the usual instruction to cooperate. Participants should not 
have known what happened with the other group during the separation. After 
the  two  groups  joined  again  the  hypnotist  appeared,  guided  the  hypnosis 
session, and left the room. As in the first session, questionnaires were filled up 
again. The resistance group was given a questionnaire for resisting hypnosis; 
the questionnaire of the control group regarding experiences was the same as 
in the first turn. Thereafter the  Archaic Involvement Scale was filled up again. 
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RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

All of the four hypotheses were supported by the results.

1. We found individuals who were unable to resist certain suggestions despite 
their  intention  and  effort  to  do  so.  This  indicates  that  the  experience  of 
involuntariness is not purely an experience, but in certain cases the suggested 
behaviour is irresistible; that is, the hypnotized person is not able to resist in 
spite  of  intention and effort.  So,  the  dissociation  of  behavioural  control  is 
possible. 

2. There were individuals on whom the initiation of behaviour, the  intention 
was  dissociated,  the  behaviour  itself  proceeded  automatically.  This  is 
indicated  by the  fact  that  the  involuntariness  of  the  suggested  behaviour 
occurred together with the passivity of the subjects (rated by themselves). It 
was even more characteristic at the cognitive suggestions that passivity (or 
lack  of  activity)  resulted  in  more  passed  suggestions.  (Highly hipnotizable 
subjects  were  more  passive  in  producing  cognitive  suggestions  than 
moderately  or  the  lowly  hypnotizables.)  The  automatism  at  the  highly 
hipnotizable subjects performing counter suggestions could be seen by the 
“variability” of their  responses, that is,  their  movement directly followed the 
actual  behavioural  or  imaginational  suggestion of  the hypnotist.  In case of 
resistance, automatism revealed itself by the dissociation of the intention itself: 
subjects, although they did not want, were still able to resist suggestions.

3. For most of the subjects, involuntariness appeared really on the level of 
experience.  They could  easily resist  suggestions.  They were  the  ones  for 
whom hypnosis elicited the dissociation of experience. 

4. It was proved that the nature of involuntariness can change from person to 
person, and even at one person from suggestion to suggestion; and it could be 
different in the single types of suggestions. 

Considering our questions we have got the following main results:

Possibility of resisting suggestions

A further—not mentioned so far—form of the connection between the intention 
to resist and the behaviour could be seen by not wanting to resist and not to 
resist.  More  kinds  of  motivational  factors  and  cognitive  mechanisms 
respectively are supposed to stand in the background of this. For most of the 
cases the lack  of  resistance was a  conscious decision when the need to 
experience, and curiosity respectively, played a more dominant role than the 
demand of the experiment. In those cases where the lack of resistance could 
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be attributed to the suggestion effect (e.g. forgetting to resist, feeling lack of 
energy), self control—in another sense—was decreased as well by hypnosis. 
Amnesia,  and  falling  asleep  respectively  that  occurred  relatively  often  in 
hypnosis  with  resistance  instruction,  represents  an  unconscious  form  of 
resistance, or resisting the resistance instruction. Intention to experience the 
suggested effect revealed most frequently with those suggestions (pleasant 
place, age regression, dream) which provided the most pleasant or the most 
interesting experiences for people with a strong need for self-knowledge, or 
who were curious to find unusual experiences.

The pattern of intention to resist and the behaviour of resistance changed from 
person to person and from suggestion to suggestion as well.   

The classical suggestion effect appeared in the resistance situation as well: 
the more intensive was the experience of involuntariness the less was the 
proportion of resistance.

The relationship between hypnotizability and behavioural resistance did not 
prove  to  be  unambiguous.  That  allows  to  conclude  that  in  the  actual 
behavioural  resistance,  besides  hypnotizability,  other  factors—trait, 
expectations, situational and relational aspects—could play an important role. 

Resistance was followed by not only behavioural but experiential features as 
well.  During  hypnosis  with  a  resistance  instruction—comparing  to  the 
cooperative  one—the  main  experiential  features  of  hypnosis  changed: 
decreased involuntariness,  less  deep alteration of  consciousness and less 
vivid imagery was common. 

Mental strategies and effort in order to produce and to resist suggestion 
effects

In accordance with other researches, our experiment supported the fact as 
well, that hypnotized persons use different mental strategies both to produce 
and to resist suggestion effects. In producing the suggestion effect, most of 
the  subjects  followed  the  directions  included  in  the  suggestions.  Lowly 
hypnotizables showed active strategies more frequently than medium or highly 
hypnotizable subjects. The most frequent resistance strategies proved to be 
directing  away attention,  creating  an  opposite  suggestion,  and  the  action-
centred resistance (doing something else).

Considering hypnosis  globally,  there  was  no relation  between passing  the 
suggestions  (hypnotisability),  and  the  amount  of  effort  to  produce  the 
suggested effect. Considering cognitive suggestions alone, subjects high in 
hypnotizability  experienced  producing  the  suggested  effect  more  passively 
than mediums or lows. The conclusion may be drawn, that inner experiences 
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are being produced more automatically by suggestions than overt behavioural 
responses. 

Results support the assumption that resistance needs active cognitive effort. 
The power of the suggestion effect could be expressed by the degree of the 
mental effort in order to resist it. Subjects made more effort in order to resist in 
the case of previously passed suggestions than in not passed ones. Highly 
susceptible subjects needed more (primarily subjectively experienced) activity 
to successful resistance, that is, resistance for them was more difficult than for 
mediums or lows. The most effort was taken by mediums. Comparing to highs, 
they are presumed to be more able to mobilize their will because of the less 
alteration  in  their  consciousness.  For  them  could  mean  the  resistance 
instruction a real cognitive challenge.

Comparing the activity for resistance at the different types of suggestions, it 
could  be  seen  that  the  most  effort  to  resist,  independently  of  the  actual 
resistance, was taken at the ideomotor suggestions; and the slightest activity 
was shown at the cognitive suggestions. The explanation could be mainly in 
the above mentioned effect of interest (intention to experience). On the other 
hand, the subject of the resistance can be caught in the most unambiguous 
way at ideomotor suggestions. 

The  relationship  between efforts  to  produce the  suggested  effect  and  the 
resistance  proved  to  be  complex.  But  for  cognitive  suggestions,  the 
relationship  was  manifested  unambiguously:  the  suggestions  that  were 
experienced in the first session as passive, were more disposed to be passed 
in hypnosis with a resistance instruction. These results support the notion of 
automatic activation of imagination. Probably, there is more difficult to control 
the inner experiences than the overt behaviour. Furthermore, it is possible as 
well that no intention emerged to control the inner experiences (it cannot be 
seen).

Reactions on conflict in suggestions

Our results showed that individuals react in different ways on contradictions in 
suggestions. One part of the subjects, mainly highly susceptibles, were able to 
pass the suggestions in spite of a contradictory image as well. 

During  the  delivery  of  the  suggestion  many  subjects  experienced  the 
contradiction. More of them did not experience conflict, or when they did so, 
they tried to solve the conflict by accepting a special own interpretation (as an 
unambiguous suggestion), and their further behaviour was adapted to that. 

“Varying” responses were found in high proportion at highly hypnotizables (the 
movement followed the ongoing behavioural or imaginational suggestion).
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In the context of resistance the proportion of passing the counter suggestions 
decreased, compared to the first session, because of multiple conflicts. But 
the fact that some persons responded to the hypnotist’s communication even 
in this way, supports automatisms, and the ability to tolerate conflicts as well. 

The  relationship  between  self  control  in  hypnosis  and  transference 
attitude to the hypnotist (archaic involvement)

In  the  context  of  resistance a  positive  regressive relation to  the  hypnotist 
proved  to  be  slight.  But  the  resistance  situation  was  favourable  for  the 
negative aspects of transference. Subjects who scored higher on the positive 
Archaic  Involvement  Scale  resisted  in  a  lower  proportion.  So,  highly 
hypnotizable  subjects  were  inclined  to  disregard  the  demands  of  the 
experiment, and they behaved according to the intention of the hypnotist and 
the suggestion. Negative archaic involvement had a slight relationship with 
resistance: the more was the negative archaic involvement, the higher was the 
proportion of the resisted suggestions.

Considering the connection between the experience of  resistance and the 
archaic involvement, our results indicate that in a regressive relationship the 
alteration of motivational factors contribute considerably to the fact, that the 
subjects  do  not  resist  the  suggestion  even  if  there  are  strong  external 
demands to resist.  The communication of the hypnotist has an exceptional 
importance for the subjects, and that has a great effect on their behaviour. 
Most  probably,  someone  does  not  resist  suggestions  in  spite  of  external 
demands if the hypnotist is experienced as an authoritative character, and the 
subject needs to submit him/herself to this authority. 

From the  results  considering  the  relationship  between involuntariness  and 
archaic involvement, we concluded that the context of resistance makes a 
direct  relation  between  the  positive  transference  to  the  hypnotist  (archaic 
involvement) and the experience of involuntariness. This relation could make 
even the experience of the suggested response to be felt as coercive as well. 

Our  results  show,  that  the  resistance  has  a  connection  with  the  archaic 
involvement experienced only in the actual hypnosis. It seems, that previously 
experienced relations with the hypnotist are insignificant for the fact, that the 
subject how intensively wants to resist, and how much he (she) is able to do 
that. This indicates that the actual experience of the involvement (“here and 
now”)  of  the  hypnotized  person  goes  together  with  the  alteration  of  the 
motivation. 
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Relations of the self control in hypnose to factors outside of hypnose

Regarding  the  general  dissociative  capacity  —  first  of  all  among  highly 
hypnotizable persons — those who were more inclined to act dissociatively, 
were less able to resist compared to those with lower dissociative ability. The 
greater dissociative capacity was shown especially at those nonresistors, who 
experienced  their  behaviour  involuntary.  This  result  needs  for  further 
reinforcement. 

Regarding attitudes towards volitional control and the possibility of resistance, 
the few correlations indicate that in some cases there can be a relation with 
attitudes (experiencing the expected experience)—but that is independent of 
overt behavioural response.

In connection with parenting styles we did just simplified measures. Altogether 
our  results  showed that  the  successful  resistance  could  relate  to  parental 
severity and to the opportunity to take part in the family decisions. We drew 
the  consequence  that  childhood  family  characteristics—in  addition  to 
investigating connections with hypnotisability—are worth to be investigated in 
relation to resistance, and the experience of hypnosis respectively as well, as 
this  method provides a  more  exact  picture  of  the  variations of  the actual 
behavioural control.  

In  sum,  we  can  state  that  our  results  support  the  influence  of  hypnotic 
suggestions to the experience of  self  control.  In contrast  with  the study of 
Lynn, Rhue and Weeks (1990) our result is in agreement with Bowers’ (1992) 
dissociated  control  theory,  and  Hilgard’s  (1991/2008)  neodissociation 
approach. The nature of the involuntariness of the classical suggestion effect 
however,  is  complex,  and it  can manifest  itself  in  different  ways;  and this 
relates to different—cognitive and affective—mediating factors that only partly 
can  be  available  for  awareness,  the  other  part  is  not  represented  in 
consciousness. 

The  goal  of  this  thesis  was to  investigate  the connections;  causal  factors 
remain for further researches. 
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