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Abstract

A total of 405 respondents evaluated different vignettes (combinations of messages) in four separate but parallel studies, these studies dealing with

the breakdown of the healthcare system, the breakdown of the environment, the spread of infectious disease, and terrorist incidents, respectively.

The combinations of messages were created by experimental design, allowing statistical deconstruction of the messages into additive models, with

each element generating a coefficient showing how the element drives the rating of ‘can’t deal with the situation’. Ten messages were the same across

the studies, and were extracted for comparative analysis. Clustering the pattern of these ten coefficients across the four studies, independent of study,
suggested three groups; Mind-Set 1: Low basic anxiety but sensitive to specific stressors”; Mind-Set2: “Not particularly discriminating but also possibly anti-
religious”; Mind-Set 3:”Ouverwhelmed and obsessive”. The analysis provides a new approach to understanding how people respond to anxiety-provoking
situations, an approach emerging from experimentation rather than from personality-oriented psychological research.

Introduction

As this century proceeds, we are increasingly accustomed to news
which increases our anxiety. One need only listen for a half hour of
news to hear of unexpected failures of the government to protect its
citizens, the fear in the population caused by terrorists who deliberately
destroy property and people alike, the rampant diseases which can
shut down entire nations as did the Covid-19 virus, and of course
those who proclaim that the environment is on its way to making the
world inhabitable. One does not need a set of published references for
these and many other causes of anxiety. The newspapers will do. But
for those who are interested, a sense of the importance of the topics
can be seen in Table 1. Table 1 shows the number of ‘hits’ from a search
of the four topics, first using Google (up to and including 2022), then
Google Scholar (up to and including 2022), and finally Google Scholar
only for 2003, the year that the study was run. What is interesting is
the focus on the heath system and the environment as most important.
Both of these may be said to be future rather than immediate.

The four studies reported here come from an attempt undertaken
almost two decades ago, in 2003, to understand the way people think

about problem situations. The approach was rooted in background
of consumer research, experimental psychology, and statistical
design. Rather than asking people to talk about problems, something
that is commonly done by qualitative researchers, the focus was to
systematically create combinations of messages (vignettes), dealing
with issues presumed to drive anxiety (e.g., issues about the destruction
of the environment), present these vignettes to respondents, obtain a
rating of the vignettes and then deconstruct the ratings into the part-
worth contribution of each element as it drives the feeling of ‘can’t
deal with it!

The approach just described above is a process which began as a
standard research approach called conjoint analysis [1], and evolved
into a variation called Mind Genomics [2,3]. The difference is simple.
Both methods, conjoint analysis and Mind Genomics, work with a
set of basic ideas or messages, which messages are combined by an
underlying procedure known as experimental design [4]. Conjoint
Measurement creates one set of combinations, and presents this one
set of combinations to many respondents, each respondent evaluating
the same combinations but of course in a different order to reduce so-

Table 1: ‘Hits’ produced by a Google® and Google Scholar® search.

Anxiety about
Environment Destruction Breakdown of Health Care System Spread of Infectious Disease Terrorism Incident(s)
Nature of problem (system versus personal) System System Personal Personal
Nature of Danger Future Now Now Immediate
Google 2022 41,900,000 83,600,000 25,000,000 9,640,000
Scholar up to 2022 3,360,000 3,080,00 428,000 260,000
Scholar 2003 only 74,700 31,800 5,480 4,700
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called order bias. One of the benefits of Conjoint Measurement was
the fact that it required the researcher to think deeply about the topic,
and to create the single set of vignettes, the combinations of messages,
in such a way that they made sense.

Some years after the introduction of Conjoint Measurement
in its mathematical psychology form, viz., theory, by mathematical
psychologists [1] and the popularization by Wharton School
professors Paul Green and Jerry Wind [5], it became obvious that
one improvement might alleviate the problem of requiring the ‘right
guess about the vignettes to test. This improvement was to create a
basic experimental design, as does Conjoint Measurement, but then
permute the design, so each respondent evaluates vignettes created
according to the same design structure, but the actual combinations
would change [6]. In simple terms, this meant that each respondent
would evaluate what turns out to become a totally separate set of
combinations.

The experimental design ensures that the elements or messages
are statistically independent of each other, allowing for analysis by
standard, off-the-shelf methods like OLS (ordinary least squares)
regression. The analysis enables the researcher to estimate the
contribution of each element in the vignette as a ‘driver’ of the
response. Equally important was the realization that no one had to
know ‘the answers’ ahead of time, nor spend time identifying the ‘best
combinations’ to test. By having each respondent evaluate different
permutation of the design, in effect the strategy makes conjoint
measurement into an exploratory tool, not a confirmation of one’s
best guess. One could go into the study without any knowledge, and
still identify ‘what works.

The foregoing leap, from one design to many designs, is
reminiscent of the advances made by the MRI, which takes many
‘pictures’ of a single underlying object, such as body tissue, each
picture from a different angle. Afterwards, the computer program
recombines these pictures into a three-dimensional representation of
the underlying object. In a like manner, the Mind Genomics approach
takes many ‘pictures’ of the topic, each picture dictated by the specific
combinations in a single permuted design. The result is that for say
100 respondents, one can create a much more detailed, more inclusive
picture of the underlying topic, testing the response to many different
combinations, rather than testing the response to one combination
many times.

The It! Studies and specific ‘Deal With It

The development of Mind Genomics software during the late
1990’s and early 2000’s allowed the researcher to set up studies using
the Mind Genomics platform. During that time, the author’s business
(Moskowitz Jacobs, Inc.) expanded the use of Mind Genomics,
moving to studies about the everyday. The ability to set up studies
with as many as 36 messages (elements), run the studies using the
permuted design, and return in a few hours with the results allowed
Mind Genomics to deal with topics on a wider scale. By ‘wider scal€’
is meant that that a research project would not be limited to one
specific topic, such as the best messages for coffee but might comprise
15-30 related studies, e.g., on foods or beverages [7]. These studies
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would constitute foundational studies’ of a topic, studies deal with the
ordinary facets of daily life, and in their entirety constituting a new
form of integrated database about human decision in the ‘everyday’
world.

The four studies reported here come from a of 15 studies called
Deal With It!, studies dealing with anxiety-provoking topics. The
specific focus in this paper is the response to a set of messages, each
of which was the same but in four topics: Environment Degradation,
Infectious Disease, Breakdown of the Health Care System and Terrorist
acts, respectively. The objective was to understand the degree to which
messages about these 15 different anxiety-provoking situations would
be perceived as most disturbing. The studies comprise two involving
the person in an intimate way (terrorism, spread of infectious disease,
particularly relevant in an age of Covid-19), and two involving a
breakdown in external structure, (breakdown of the health care
system; breakdown of the environment).

The topics were selected from a variety of issues current in the early
years of this millennium. The respondents were invited to participate,
and selected the one topic which interested them. All 15 topics were
available for choice. Figure 1 shows the ‘wall’ of studies available to the
respondent. The respondents were invited by a Canadian company,
Open Venue Ltd. Which provided respondents from the United States.

Elements (Messages) The Raw Materials for the Study

A hallmark of the It! studies, such as Deal With It! comes from
the fact that for the most part the elements or messages in the studies
are either parallel or often the same. Table 2 shows the array of 36
elements used in the Terrorism study. The underlying structure of the
study comprises four questions, these questions remaining the same
across all 15 studies (e.g., Question 1, What Happens), etc.

The left side of Table 1 shows the ‘rationalé’ for the element. The right
side of Table 1 shows the specific text for the answer. Each of the four
questions generates nine answers, the elements. The actual questions
and answers are left to the researcher, with the Mind Genomics process
providing only the design and research template. Across all 15 studies,
only Question 3 used the same elements. The three remaining questions
comprised answers appropriate for the topic. The analysis in this paper
will use only the nine elements or answers generated from Question
3 (elements E19-E27), and the God answer, E28. The texts of these
elements were almost identical across the studies.

The Mind Genomics process works by combining elements
(answers to questions), according to an underlying experimental
design. The combination is put together so the elements appear
stacked, one atop the other, without connectives, as shown in
Figure 2. The actual experimental design comprises 60 vignettes or
combinations with the number of elements in each vignette varying
from as few as two to as many as four. The elements appear equally
often among the set of 60 vignettes. Finally, each respondent evaluates
a unique set of 60 vignettes, different from the combinations evaluated
by any other respondent. This is the permuted design [6]. It encourages
the researcher to experiment, because the researcher need not select a
single set of combinations to test. Rather, one can throw the ideas into
the Mind Genomics ‘hopper’ and the strongest elements will emerge.
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Welcome to the Deal With It! survey.

We are interested in leaming how you are Dealing with It! given today's changing world.
Please select the survey that you would like to participate in by clicking on one of the yellow buttons.
You can participate in as many surveys as you wish.
{ You can participate in each survey only once)
Fell free to send this link to all your friends.
Disclaimer: If you are under age 18, please get a parent's permission before completing this survey

€ “Franken Foods”

€ Social Interactions

€ Fear from Health Care System
¢ Income Loss

¢ Aging

€ Loss of Assets
€ Infectious Diseases
¢ Environment

¢ Relationships

@ obesity

€ Sexual Failure

@ osing your Health
€ Phobias

Cwar

€ Terrorism

Figure 1: The ‘wall’ of the 15 available studies for the ‘Deal With It! Project.

A Computer virus let loose that impacts your everyday businesses...

You never expected it to happen to you or someone close to you...

All the stress just builds up... you feel overwhelmed

You think that your Local police will keep you safe

How well can you deal with this TERRORISM ISSUES

situation?

Rating Scale
1828384 B5 Re R7 B8 B9
1= Easily... 9 =Not at all

Figure 2: Example of a four-element vignette and the rating scale.

It is important to emphasize here that the vignettes are not
‘polished, nor do they have to be complete sentences. They can be
phrases, presumably written to paint a mental picture. The reality of
Mind Genomics experiments is that the respondent does not take the
time to read the entire vignette, but rather ‘grazes’ for information.
Recent studies during the past five years have incorporated response
time, defined as the time elapsed from the presentation of the vignette
on the computer and the time that the response is assigned. The
various elements are not processed equally rapidly. Responses take the
time to read the vignette, as shown by the fact that some elements
are characterized by short response times (read quickly), and other
elements are characterized by long response times (read slowly; see
www.BimiLeap.com).
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The instructions at the start of the study, along with the rating
scale at the bottom of Figure 2, require the respondent to consider all
the messages as belonging to one idea, and to use the scale to rate one’s
feeling. The scale is anchored at both ends with 1 representing ‘easy to
deal with) and 9 representing ‘unable to deal with’ this situation.

The 60 vignettes evaluated by each respondent on the 9-point
scale were incorporated into a database. Each respondent thus
generated 60 rows of data. The first set of columns contain data about
the respondent, information such as study, panelist identification
number, and information about the panelist obtained by a self-
profiling classification. That information is not reported here, simply
because it is off-topic, and generally does not correlate with mind-set
membership, the topic of this paper.
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Table 2: The 36 elements for the Deal With It! study on terrorism, showing the rationale for each element and the actual element.

Rationale for the element Question 1 - What happens?
E01 Media talking about the issue The media talking about potential terrorism acts...
E02 Threat A bomb threat for a building that is a false alarm...
E03 More intense description A bomb under your car...
E04 More intense description Bombs blowing up in the middle of a building...
E05 More intense description Fire raging through a building...
E06 More intense description Contamination of the food supply...
E07 More intense description A deadly disease like smallpox or anthrax let loose...
E08 More intense description A Computer virus let loose that impacts your everyday businesses...
E09 Most intense description A dirty nuclear bomb set off ...
Question 2 - Where does it happen?
E10 No one is affected In a non-populated area...
Ell More affected In a heavily populated area...
E12 Kids An area crowded with children...
E13 Parents/ seniors An area crowded with senior citizens. ..
E14 Others An area filled with tourists...
E15 Warning level 1 When you least expect it...
El6 Warning level 2 During a Yellow alert...
E17 Warning level 3 During an Orange alert...
E18 Warning level 4 During a Red alert...
Question 3 - What is your response?
E19 Alone and helpless You are all alone... and you feel helpless...
E20 Can't stop thinking about it You think about it, you just can't stop thinking about it... and you feel uneasy...
E21 Get away You'd drive any distance to get away from it...
E22 Scared You are scared ... inside and out
E23 Sensory You experience it all ... seeing, smelling, tasting
E24 Overwhelmed All the stress just builds up... you feel overwhelmed
E25 Memory loss- maximum depression You experience temporary memory loss because there's just too much to take in...
E26 Family and friends While surrounded by family and friends...
E27 Turning point At a special moment... in your life
Question 4 - What will help you in this situation?
E28 Highest global authority You trust that God will keep you safe
E29 Next highest global authority You believe that international cooperation in the United Nations will keep you safe
E30 Next highest global authority You think United Nations Forces will keep you safe
E31 Next highest global authority You believe that Homeland Defense will keep you safe
E32 Next highest global authority You believe that the Center for Disease Control will keep you safe
E33 Local authority You think that your Local police will keep you safe
E34 Local authority You think that your Local hospital will keep you safe
E35 Media keeps you informed Its important for the Media will keep you informed
E36 contact with family and friends You need to contact your friends and family to make sure they are OK...
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The second set of 36 columns code the presence/absence of the
element. The only information relevant for the analysis at this point is
whether the element was absent from the vignette (coded 0) or present
in the vignette (coded 1). No metric information about the elements
is relevant. The coding is called ‘dummy variable’ coding because of
the registration no/yes. The final column was the nine-point rating
assigned to the vignette. This nine-point scale was transformed to
create a second dependent variable. Ratings of 1-6 denoting ‘can
deal well or at least somewhat with the situation described” were
transformed to 0, and a vanishingly small random number added
to ensure that the regression modeling would have variation in the
dependent variable. Ratings of 7-9, denoting ‘cannot deal with the
situation described” were transformed to 100, and again a vanishingly
small random number was added to the transformed variable.

The data matrix described above is configured for straightforward
statistical analysis. Recall that each respondent evaluated the precisely
correct set of vignettes, combinations of elements, so that all 36
elements were statistically independent of each other. The result is the
straightforward estimation of the parameters of the equation or model
describing the relation between the presence/absence of each of the 36
elements and the binary transformed rating. The equation is expressed
as the simple formula:

Binary Rating (Top 3 > 100) =k +k (E01) + k,(E02) ...k, (E36)

6

For each respondent, the OLS (ordinary least-squares)
regression estimated the contribution of each of the 36 elements to
the transformed (binary) rating, as well as estimating the additive
constant, k. The additive constant represents the expected binary
value that would be observed in the case of no elements present
in the test vignette. Clearly all vignettes comprised a minimum of
two and a maximum of four elements, so the additive constant is a
computed, purely theoretical correction factor, but one which will
allow for interpretation.

For our analysis, we will work with the individual level models,
after all 36 coeflicients and the additive constant were estimated from
the original experiment. For the specific analysis in this paper, we focus
only on the additive constant, and the ten common elements across the
four studies (E19-E28). These elements have virtually the same wording.
The remaining 26 elements are more topic specific. They are discarded
from the subsequent analyses presented here, but were necessary for the
initial analyses that generated the coefficients E19-E28.

Results - Total Panel

Table 3 shows the models for the four studies, by total panel. Keep
in mind that these elements are comparable across the four conditions
(H=Health system breaks down I = Infectious disease breaks out; T =
Terrorism, E = Environment breaks down).

Table 3: Additive constant and coefficients for the total panel, for four separate studies (H = breakdown of the health care system; I =breakout of an infectious disease; E = breakdown of

environment, T = terrorist attack).

Section A: Total Panel - All elements shown H I E T
Additive constant 36 27 24 22
E19 You think about it when you are all alone...and you feel so helpless -3 -1 3 0
E20 When you think about it, you just can't stop... -4 -1 2 0
E21 You'd drive any distance to get away from it... -1 -4 1 -2
E22 You are scared ... inside and out -3 1 2 -2
E23 You experience it in all your senses... -2 0 -2 3
E24 All the stress just builds up... you feel overwhelmed -1 4 -2 3
25 You experience temporary memory loss because there's just too much to take in... 3 2 7 0
E26 Family and Friends play a big role in your life... -6 -5 -6 -3
E27 At a turning point in your life... -2 -3 0 -3
E28 You trust that God will keep you safe -12 -7 1 -5
Section B: Total Panel - Only elements with positive coefficients H I E T
Additive constant 36 27 24 22
E19 You think about it when you are all alone...and you feel so helpless 3
E20 When you think about it, you just can't stop... 2
E21 You'd drive any distance to get away from it...
E22 You are scared ... inside and out 2
E23 You experience it in all your senses...
E24 All the stress just builds up... you feel overwhelmed 4
E25 You experience temporary memory loss because there's just too much to take in... 3 2 7
E26 Family and Friends play a big role in your life...
E27 At a turning point in your life...
E28 You trust that God will keep you safe
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Our first analysis looks at the additive constant. Keep in mind that
the high numbers for the additive constant mean that it is hard to cope
with the problem, viz., that the respondent simply ‘cannot deal with
it The additive constant is the expected inability to ‘deal with it’ in the
absence of specific elements. The magnitude of the additive constant
suggests that the breakdown of the health-care system is far more
‘anxiety provoking’ than is terrorism or environment breakdown.
Anxiety about health can either be manifest in the breakdown of the
health-care system (additive constant 36), or an infectious disease
(much lower additive constant, 27). Both are higher than the additive
constant for environment breakdown (additive constant 24), and for
terrorism (additive constant 22), respectively.

Keep in mind that the respondents in this study represent a cross-
section of individuals in the United States, most of whom had not
been exposed to disease, to environment issues like global warming,
or to the problem of terrorism. The results of the study might differ
were the same study to be run with today’s population.

Moving beyond the additive constant, Section A of Table 3, we
see the coefficients for the total panel, for the 10 ‘common’ elements
E19-E28. The positive coeflicients give us a sense of the proportion
of respondents who would vote 7-9 on this scale if the element were
included in the vignette. Looking at the first column, labelled H
(pertaining to breakdown in the health care system) we see only one
positive coefficient, and indeed a small one, for E25: You experience
temporary memory loss because there’s just too much to take in... The
coeflicient is quite low (+3) but positive meaning that were we to
include this element in a vignette, an additional 3% of the respondents
would rate the vignette 7-9, viz., unable to deal with the problem. The
additive constant for H (breakdown of the health care system) is 36,
viz. a baseline without any elements. In turn, incorporating element
E25 into the vignette would add 3%, so that the sum would be 39%.
This is, we expect 39% of the respondents to say that they cannot deal
with the breakdown of the health care system when we present the
message: You experience temporary memory loss because there’ just too
much to take in...

Table 3 shows a large number of elements which are 0 or negative.
The negative values do not mean that these elements ‘reduce anxiety,
but rather mean simply that these elements do not increase anxiety, do
not lead the respondent to say ‘I cannot deal with this? These elements
may do nothing at all, viz., be irrelevant. They are just not anxiety-
drivers.

Section B of Table 3 shows the positive coefficients. The convention
is to shade all coefficients of values 8 or higher, because from OLS
regression this magnitude of coefficient emerges as statistically
significant (viz., about two standard errors above 0). The sheer absence
of strong performing elements becomes obvious when we look at the
preponderance of empty cells, corresponding to of +1 or lower (viz., 1,
0 and negative coeflicients, respectively).

Clustering to Create Mind-sets

A hallmark of Mind Genomics is the ability to pull out segments
or clusters of respondents with similar patterns of coefficients, doing
so by well-accepted statistical procedures. All the individual level
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coeflicients from the four different studies were entered into a common
database. Each row comprised information about the respondent, the
actual study topic, the additive constant, and the 10 coefficients from
the respondent’s own model for the 10 common elements E19-E28.

The clustering procedure [8], k-means clustering, estimates the
distance between pairs of respondents based upon the expression:
D = (1-Pearson R). The Pearson R, correlation coeflicient, shows the
strength of the linear relation between two sets of variables. When the
relation is perfect, the Pearson R is +1, and the distance, D, is 0. When
the relation is perfectly inverse, the Pearson R is -1, and the distance,
D, is 2.

The clustering program, k-means, place the respondents first
into two mutually exclusive clusters (mind-sets), and then into three
mutually exclusive clusters. The objective of clustering is to reduce
a set of ‘cases, here respondents, into a set of groups, such that the
groups are parsimonious (fewer groups or mind-sets are better than
more groups), and interpretable (the groups should ‘make sense’ in
terms of the coefficients which score the highest in the group). The
two-cluster solution (viz., mind-sets) was hard to interpret, even
though it was the more parsimonious solution. The three-cluster was
solution was easier to interpret. Indeed, as the number of clusters
increases, the cluster becomes easier to understand, but the results
may be less instructive, and solution becomes far less parsimonious.
For mind-sets, fewer mind-sets are more instructive than many mind-
sets. Fewer mind-sets may be a more general solution, and thus more
appropriate as a foundation on which to build deep knowledge.

Table 4 present the coefficients for the three clusters or mind-sets,
these mind-sets emerging when all of the data across all respondents
in the four studies were combined into one data set. The only data used
for the clustering were the coefficients of elements E19 to E28, the ten
common elements, across all respondents and across all four studies.
In this way it becomes possible to combine the data to find general
patterns, and to see how these patterns ‘play out’ in the individual
studies once the patterns are established independent of study.

Table 4 shows three sections, one for each mind-set. After the
mind-sets were established, each respondent was assigned to one
of these mind-sets. The averages of the coeflicients in Table 4 were
computed for all respondents from the specific mindset, and the
specific study. With three mind-sets and with four studies, there are
12 sets of data, each set comprising the 10 averages corresponding to
the 10 common elements (E19 - E28). Thus, Section 1 in Table 4 refers
to the average coeflicients of all respondents in Mind-Set 1, first for
the breakdown of the healthcare system (H1), then a breakout of an
infectious disease (I1), then the breakdown of the environment (E1),
and finally a terrorist attack (T1).

Mind-Set 1

Section A of Table 3 suggests a relatively modest level of anxiety
for H (breakdown of health care system), I (breakout of infectious
disease disease) and E (breakdown of environment). All three additive
constants are in the mid-20’s. In contrast, Mind-Set 1 does not
respondent with as much basic anxiety when it comes to terrorism,
with an additive constant of 14.
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Table 4: Additive constant and coefficients for the three emergent mind-sets, across the four separate studies (H = breakdown of healthcare system; I =breakout of an infectious disease; E =
breakdown of environment, T = Terrorist attack).

Section A: Mind-Set 1 across all four studies - Low basic anxiety but sensitive to specific stressors” H1 I1 El T1
Additive constant 26 24 23 14
E19 You think about it when you are all alone...and you feel so helpless 9 12 14 8
00 When you think about it, you just can't stop...
E21 You'd drive any distance to get away from it...
E22 You are scared ... inside and out 12 9 9 8
E23 You experience it in all your senses... 2 5
E24 All the stress just builds up... you feel overwhelmed 10 6 3 10
E25 You experience temporary memory loss because there's just too much to take in... 18 11 23 9
E26 Family and Friends play a big role in your life... 8 4 8
27 At a turning point in your life... 11 10 10 6
E28 You trust that God will keep you safe
Section 2: Mind-Set 2 across all four studies “Not particularly discriminating but also possibly anti-religious” H2 12 E2 T2
Additive constant 44 34 22 32
E19 You think about it when you are all alone...and you feel so helpless
E20 When you think about it, you just can't stop...
E21 You'd drive any distance to get away from it...
E22 You are scared ... inside and out
E23 You experience it in all your senses...
E24 All the stress just builds up... you feel overwhelmed
E25 You experience temporary memory loss because there's just too much to take in...
E26 Family and Friends play a big role in your life...
E27 At a turning point in your life...
E28 You trust that God will keep you safe 10 17 27 22
Section 3: Mind-Set 3 across all four studies “Overwhelmed and obsessive” H3 13 E3 T3
Additive constant 43 23 27 21
E19 You think about it when you are all alone...and you feel so helpless 2 10 7
E20 When you think about it, you just can't stop... 13 15 17 17
E21 You'd drive any distance to get away from it... 8 8 2 5
E22 You are scared ... inside and out
E23 You experience it in all your senses... 7 7 6 4
E24 All the stress just builds up... you feel overwhelmed 12 5 6
E25 You experience temporary memory loss because there's just too much to take in... 3
E26 Family and Friends play a big role in your life...
E27 At a turning point in your life...
E28 You trust that God will keep you safe
Looking at Mind-Set 1 shows us 20 out of 40 study-element E22  You are scared ... inside and out

combinations generate strong anxiety, suggesting that Mind-Set 1 . L
L ) k . E25  You experience temporary memory loss because there’ just
comprises individual subject to anxiety. That patterns are similar .
. o too much to take in...

across the four anxiety-provoking situations.

. . E27 At a turning point in your life...
Mind-Set 1 shows most anxiety to four elements:

) ) Mind-Set 1 shows minimal anxiety for three statements:
E19  You think about it when you are all alone...and you feel so

helpless E20 When you think about it, you just can’t stop...
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E21 Youd drive any distance to get away from it...

E28 You trust that God will keep you safe
Mind-Set 2

Section B shows us a group of respondents with substantially
different patterns. From the additive constants we get a sense that
at a basic level, Mind-Set 2 is quite anxious about the breakdown
of the healthcare system. The additive constant is 44, meaning that
in the absence of elements, but just knowing that the topic is the
breakdown of the health care system 44% of the responses will be 7-9,
viz cannot deal with it. Mind-Set 2 is modestly concerned in general
about infectious disease (additive constant 34) and terrorism (additive
constant 32). Mind-Set 2 is far less concerned about the breakdown of
the environment (additive constant 23).

Although Mind-Set 2 seems to be more anxious than Mind-Set
1, at least at a basic level as shown by the additive constants, Mind-
Set 2 does not respond strongly nine of the ten messages chosen for
analysis. The only exception is the mention of God, which causes
strong anxiety in all four studies. It may be that Mind-Set 2 represents
those individuals with an anti-religious bent, or at least agnostics,
and who do not want to deal with the issue of religion in anxiety-
provoking situations.

Mind-Set 3

When we look at the elements which drive the greatest anxiety
among respondents in Mind-Set 3, we get a sense of Mind-Set 3 being
overwhelmed and obsessive. Element E20 summarizes this mind-set
best, and is a strong performer across the four studies: When you think

about it, you just can’t stop...
Distribution of Mind-sets across Studies

These data were taken from four studies, each study posing a
different problem. Table 5 shows clearly that the three mind-=sets
appear approximately equally across the four studies. The distributions
are remarkably similar.

Worthy of note is the fact that the breakdown of the health care
system was the study most frequently chosen by the respondents.
Recall from Figure 1 that the respondents were presented with the
full set of 15 studies. Most of the 15 Deal With It! studies ended up
having 100 or so respondents. The 110 respondents for the failure of
the health care system is on the high side, suggesting that in 2003 this
topic interested the respondent more than did the other studies, like

terrorism, which ended up with 100 respondents.

Table 5: The distribution of mind-sets 1-3 across the four studies.

Total MS1 MS2 MS3
Total 405 140 129 136
Health System Breakdown 110 45 33 32
Terrorism 100 32 31 37
Environment Breakdown 98 30 35 33
Infectious Disease Breakout 97 33 30 34
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Discussion and Conclusions

The notion of emotions and anxiety has long been a topic of
interest for researchers as well as clinicians. Clinicians working with
people suffering from anxiety understand the nuances of anxiety,
and can adjust their response to their clients in accordance with the
nature of the anxiety presented by the individual client. It was this
recognition which motivated the original studies two decades ago. The
desire was to marry the power of Mind Genomics experimentation to
situations that would be considered anxiety provoking.

At that time there were some studies emerging from experimental
psychology, dealing with anxiety. These studies, however, these
studies did not combine the power of language, experimentation,
and human experience to understand the nuances of anxiety. Anxiety
was at best either a general topic in the area of clinical, school, or
performance psychology [9-11]. The focus in these clinical studies was
the nature of anxiety, the way people become anxious, the approaches
to reduce anxiety, and for the world of physiology, the neurological
underpinnings of anxiety. There are papers dealing with about anxiety
as a response to the everyday stressors of life (e.g., [12-15], as well as
the standard clinically-oriented papers focusing on the psychological
causes and behavioral manifestations of anxiety (e.g., [16]).

In contrast to the psychology underpinnings of anxiety, the It!
studies had started out after success with the approach studying foods
and beverages [17]. With food and drink, three overwhelmingly clear
mind-sets emerged in topic study after topic study (viz., a study on
potato chips versus a study on beer). These three mind-sets were the
Elaborates, Imaginers, and Traditionals, respectively. The emergence
of these basic mind-sets was clear, perhaps because food is tangible,
and simple to understand.

As the Mind Genomics system became more familiar, and as
results began to accumulate, it was clear that the approach of giving
messages need not be limited to studies of products themselves, but
could be expanded to situations such as ‘buying in a store’ (Buy It!),
‘insurance’ (Protect It!), and afterwards to the topic of anxiety in daily
life (Deal with It!, from which these data are taken). When the Deal
With It! studies were first run, the objective was to discover whether
or not anxiety as expressed when one reads about everyday stressors
could be deconstructed into different major mind-sets, as was the case
with food [18].

The data as reported here confirms that it both straightforward
and enlightening to study different topics with Mind Genomics,
with some but not all of the elements created to be appropriate for
the specific topic. As long as the researcher can incorporate the same
elements in different studies, and use the same rating scale, it becomes
straightforward to compare similar test stimuli across conditions.
In the present study the comparison is made with th 10 common
elements, across four studies run in the same way, but dealing with a
different cause of anxiety.

Given the simplicity of the approach, now templated albeit with
16 elements rather than with 36 elements (see www.BimiLeap.com), it
is becoming increasingly possible to ‘map’ the nature of anxiety across
countries, times, and situations, as well as identify people by their
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individual patterns. Whether there are two, three or more mind-sets
in anxiety is not the issue. That question can be answered by ongoing
research, studies that are easy, fast, and inexpensive to implement. The
real topic is whether from these studies we can begin to create a new
science of society, one created from the inside out, from the mind of
the person outwards. This approach, almost an inner psychophysics
of mind in society, if done expeditiously and without overthinking,
might well become a major direction for social science in the coming
decades. A beginning effort in that direction is represented by recently
published books on Mind Genomics applied to the law [19], and Mind
Genomics applied to societal issues in the United States [20].
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