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1 Introduction

Spider phobia is characterized by intense and irrational aversive reactions to spiders
(American Psychiatric Association, 2013). With a prevalence between 2.7 and 9.5% (e.g.,
Fredrikson et al., 1996; Oosterink et al., 2009; Zsido, 2017) it is one of the most common
types of specific phobias (Wardenaar et al., 2017), particularly in females (Fredrikson
et al., 1996). Considering the widespread presence of spiders in both natural and urban
environments (e.g., Bolger et al., 2000; Magura et al., 2010; Argafiaraz and Gleiser, 2017),
spider phobia can have a highly negative impact on one’s quality of life (e.g., Choy et al,
2007). Two emotions that are strongly associated with spider phobia are fear and disgust
(Olatunji et al,, 2011). From an evolutionary perspective, while fear is thought to serve
the purpose of preventing potential harm (Griffith, 1919; Fanselow, 1984; World Health
Organization, 2018), disgust has been linked to the prevention of contamination or the
contraction of infectious diseases (Matchett and Davey, 1991; Olatunji and Sawchuk,
2005; Olatunji and McKay, 2006). It is well-documented that the perception of negative
emotional stimuli leads to avoidance responses (e.g., Solarz, 1960), with exaggerated
avoidance being a characteristic symptom of specific phobias (American Psychiatric
Association, 2013). Unsurprisingly, spider-fearful individuals have been shown to exhibit
increased avoidance behavior toward spiders and are hesitant to approach them (Rinck
and Becker, 2007). However, individuals who want to overcome their fear may be willing
to approach a feared stimulus, resulting in an approach-avoidance conflict (Lewin, 1935).

Research tools have been developed to investigate the characteristics of spider phobia,
including a variety of self-report questionnaires designed to measure subjective levels of
fear of spiders (e.g., Watts and Sharrock, 1984; Szymanski and O’Donohue, 1995), as well
as disgust (e.g., Schienle et al., 2002, 2010). Additionally, fear, disgust, and approach-
avoidance responses can be induced in humans with the help of visual stimuli (e.g.,
Matthews et al., 2010; Haberkamp et al., 2017; Rinck et al., 2021), with spider images
evoking particularly strong responses for fear and disgust (Gerdes et al., 2009). Being able
to characterize the subjective levels of these psychological dimensions in spider-fearful
individuals is key to treatments that aim to reduce aversive responses through repeated
exposure (Craske et al., 2014; Benito and Walther, 2015). To present exposure stimuli in
a systematic way, it is useful to have knowledge of the aversive response that stimuli elicit.
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This knowledge also provides a foundation for computerized,
exposure-based treatments (e.g., Matthews et al, 2010). Such
treatments have the potential to become an easily accessible
treatment option in the future.

In this data report, we present the “SpiDa” dataset, which
consists of data from an online survey, in which spider-fearful
individuals filled out a variety of self-report questionnaires
indicating their level of fear of spiders (Rinck et al., 2002), disgust
propensity (Schienle et al., 2002), disgust sensitivity (Schienle et al.,
2010), and constructs such as state- and trait anxiety (Spielberger
etal., 1970; Laux et al., 1981). Participants then rated spider images

» «

according to “fear;” “disgust,” and “willingness to approach” and
underwent a follow-up after 1 week. Here, we describe the methods
that were used to obtain the dataset and provide the dataset

alongside an extensive codebook with descriptive statistics.

2 Materials and methods

2.1 Overview of experimental design

The online survey was composed of a main survey and a
short follow-up. The main survey started with the completion of
several self-report questionnaires (see Section 2.3). At this point
participants filled out the German adaptation of the Fear of Spiders
Questionnaire (FSQ; Szymanski and O’Donohue, 1995; Rinck
et al., 2002) for the first time (FSQ_1). Subsequently, participants
underwent an image rating phase consisting of 100 rating trials in
which they rated images depicting spider-related content according
to relevant psychological dimensions. After the first half of rating
trials, as well as after the second half, participants filled out a
break questionnaire stating their current levels of fear, exhaustion,
boredom, physical arousal, and disgust. Participants then rated
five neutral images before they answered the FSQ a second time
(FSQ_2). One week after the main survey, participants were invited
to a short follow-up, in which they filled out the FSQ a third
time (FSQ_3). A graphical overview of the experimental design is
provided in the Supplementary Figure 1.

2.2 Participants

Participants who took part in this online survey were 203
healthy German-speaking individuals (157 female, 45 male, one
diverse) between the ages of 18 and 45 (mean = 23.36, SD = 4.40),
with self-reported fear of spiders and willingness to overcome their
fear (i.e., “Are you afraid of spiders? Are you ready to overcome
your fear?”). Out of these participants, 192 (148 female, 43 male,
one diverse; mean age = 23.39, SD = 4.43) completed the main
survey. Participants were recruited from a university participant
database. Each participant signed up to take part via the university’s
online system for study participation (Sona Systems, https://www.
sona-systems.com) and received a link to the online survey on
the University of Vienna’s “SoSci Survey” (Leiner, 2020) platform.
As the study was conducted online, participants had the flexibility
to choose both a convenient time and location to complete the
survey. They were asked to concentrate on the study and avoid
any distractions such as music or mobile phones. Before the start
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of the experiment, participants were informed that physical and
mental agitation was to be expected due to the presentation of fear-
inducing stimuli, and that they could withdraw from the study at
any point. Moreover, participants were instructed to stop filling
out the survey in case of troublesome symptoms. Exclusion criteria
were pregnancy, past or present diagnosed psychiatric illnesses,
or a history of alcohol or drug abuse. The study was conducted
in German. Participants either received a financial compensation
(n = 152; 7 € for the main survey, 2 € for the follow-up), or
course credits (n = 40). The median time needed to complete the
main survey was 38 min. The median time needed to complete
the follow-up was 3 min. Informed consent was obtained before
the start of the experiment. Data were securely collected and
stored without the involvement of any third parties. Participants
agreed to their data being made available in online repositories in
anonymized form. The data were collected between December 2020
and May 2021.

2.3 Self-report questionnaires

Participants stated their gender, age, and current country
of residence, and subsequently answered psychometric self-
report questionnaires, which were presented to them in the
following order: (1) the validated German version of the Fear of
Spiders Questionnaire (Szymanski and O’Donohue, 1995; Rinck
et al, 2002), (2) the German adaptation of the Spider Phobia
Questionnaire (SPQ; Watts and Sharrock, 1984; Rinck et al., 2002),
(3) the German “Spinnenangst-Screening” questionnaire (SAS;
Rinck et al, 2002), (4) the German adaptation of State Trait
Anxiety Inventory (STAL Spiclberger et al, 1970; Laux et al,
1981), (5) a disgust propensity questionnaire (FEE; Schienle et al,
2002), and (6) a questionnaire indicating disgust sensitivity (SEE;
Schienle et al, 2010). The order stated above was maintained
throughout the study. However, the items of each questionnaire
were presented in randomized order to 98 participants (group
1) while 94 participants were presented with the questionnaires’
standard item order (group 2), allowing the investigation of
item order effects (Sahin, 2021). An overview of the self-report
questionnaires is provided in Supplementary Table 1, including
sum score ranges and reliability measures. Sum scores are provided
in the dataset.

2.4 Stimuli

After filling out self-report questionnaires, participants rated
stimuli from a study by Zhang et al. (2024) according to three
psychological dimensions. The stimuli consisted of 313 images
showing spiders, or spider-related content. These images were
selected with the aim to induce different levels of fear in spider-
fearful individuals, which resulted in a heterogeneous image
database, covering a broad variety of spider-related content, such
as cobwebs, cartoon spiders, small spiders, large spiders, spiders
eating prey, or spiders that are in physical contact with humans.
Each image had a size of 800 x 600 pixels and was assigned with an
individual image ID.
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2.5 Image rating procedure

For each participant, 95 images were randomly sampled
without replacement from a list that included 372 images (313
unique images and 59 duplicates). The duplicate images were
included to enable assessing the effects of repeated exposures. In
each image rating trial, an image was presented on the screen
for 3s. Subsequently the image disappeared, and 3 questions and
corresponding rating scales were presented on the screen. (1) “How
much fear does this picture elicit in you?” (2) “How much disgust
does this picture elicit in you?” Questions 1 and 2 were the same
for all participants. However, question 3 varied between the groups.
For participants in group 1, question 3 was formulated as “How
close could you come to the content shown in the picture, if you
wanted to overcome your fear?” whereas the question was phrased
as “How close could you come to the content shown in the picture
if you wanted to overcome your aversion?” in group 2. Ratings were
administered by moving a continuously adjustable slider on a 101-
point visual analog scale, one of which was positioned below each
question. For questions 1 and 2, ratings were administered on a
scale from 0 to 100% in increments of 1%. Question 3 was rated
on a scale from 0 to 10 m in increments of 0.1 m (with 0 m labeled
as “touch,” and 10 m labeled as “distance”). Participants were given
12 s to administer all three ratings. Once they had administered the
three ratings, they could click “Next” in the bottom-right corner on
the screen to proceed with the next image. If they failed to answer
the questions within 12 s, questions that had not been answered yet
were marked in red and the following warning message appeared
on the screen: “Please also answer this question—your answer to
this question is very important for the study.” Participants could
only proceed with the next trial after administering all three ratings.
The order of the three questions remained constant throughout
the survey and was identical for all participants. Moreover, the
survey included catch trials, in which participants were instructed
to position the slider to either the left or the right end of the scale
for each of the three rating scales (e.g., “Please move the slider to
the left end of the fear scale, to the left end of the disgust scale, to
the right end of the distance scale”) in different combinations. A
catch trial was accepted as correct when the ratings for all three
scales were administered according to the instructions within a
tolerance region of 5% at each end of the “fear” and “disgust”
scale, and “0.5 m” at each end of the “approach” scale, respectively.
Screenshots of the image rating procedure and the catch trials
are provided.

2.6 Image rating phase

After being presented with instructions on the rating

procedure, participants underwent some practice rounds,
which consisted of three trials with neutral images that
showed inanimate objects (such as a fork, shoes, a stone,
a sponge, or a pencil on neutral background), followed
by one catch trial. Then, they were presented with the
instructions on the rating procedure a second time and
asked to click “Start” once they were ready to start rating

spider-related images.
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The image rating phase consisted of 100 trials, composed of 95
rating trials with randomly chosen images from the image database
as described above, as well as two neutral images and three catch
trials in-between. The positions of neutral rating trials and catch
trials were the same for all participants. After 50 rating trials, as
well as after all 100 rating trials, participants answered a break
questionnaire, in which they were asked to state their current level
of fear, exhaustion, boredom, physical arousal, and disgust. For
each of the items, participants had to administer a rating on a
subjective units of distress scale (Wolpe, 1969) from 0 to 10, with
0 being the minimal and 10 being the maximal manifestation of
each attribute. Like the psychometric questionnaires, the break
questionnaire was administered in randomized item order in
group 1, and in a fixed item order in group 2. Each break
questionnaire contained a bogus item (e.g., Meade and Craig,
2012). After completing the image rating phase and the second
break questionnaire, participants underwent five additional rating
trials with neutral images.

2.7 Post-rating-, and follow-up
questionnaire

After the image rating phase, participants filled out the FSQ
a second time. The completion of the post-rating questionnaire
marked the end of the main survey. Seven days after the main
survey, participants received a link to a follow-up, in which they
were given a time window of 24 h to fill out the FSQ a third time.

2.8 Data preparation

The dataset contains responses from all participants who
finished at least the main survey, regardless of whether they also
finished the follow-up. Participants who only partially responded to
the main survey were excluded. Four participants only completed
the main survey the second time and ended it after a small number
of questions on the first attempt. The data of their first attempt
was excluded. Additionally, the second follow-up response of
one participant who completed the follow-up questionnaire twice
was excluded. To anonymize and prepare the data for sharing,
ID codes and the variable “current country of residence” were
removed. The data were cleaned and processed in R (R Core
Team, 2023) using RStudio (Posit team, 2023). Moreover, the
dataset includes the time in seconds that each participant needed to
administer image ratings, complete the self-report questionnaires
and the entire survey, respectively. The corresponding codebook
was generated with the “codebook” package (Arslan, 2019) and
includes distribution plots, summary statistics and value labels
for each variable. In addition to the original SpiDa dataset, we
also provide a filtered dataset that includes data of participants
who had an FSQ score > 24 (Rinck and Becker, 2007), answered
all bogus items correctly and did not fail more than one catch
trial during the image rating phase, resulting in a total of n =
152 participants (see data repository for details). Moreover, we
include a dataset containing the trial-wise image rating data of
these participants.
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TABLE 1 Summary statistics of questionnaire sum scores.

10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1327367

Variable n Mean Median Std. dev. Min Max
FSQ_1_sum 192 50.37 54 23.57 1 108
FSQ_2_sum 192 59.09 60 27.50 0 108
FSQ_3_sum 153 46.31 46 26.73 0 103
SPQ_sum 192 13.10 13 6.22 0 29
SAS_sum 192 14.88 16 5.59 0 24
STAI state_sum 192 42.71 40.5 12.02 23 80
STAI_trait_sum 192 44.24 43 10.23 23 71
FEE_sum 192 89.29 88.5 18.22 46 148
SEE_sum 192 16.66 16 5.61 7 34
Mean and standard deviation (std. dev.) were rounded to two decimal places.
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FIGURE 1
Average fear-, disgust-, and approach-ratings per spider image across all participants, calculated from the rating data obtained during the image
rating phase. Images were rated on 101-point scales. Specifically, the scales of fear and disgust had a range from 0 to 100% (rated in increments of
1%), while the approach scale had a range from 0 to 10 m (rated in increments of 0.1 m).

3 Dataset overview

A total 192 participants completed the main survey, 153
of which additionally completed the follow-up. Table 1 presents
the descriptive statistics of questionnaire sum scores that were
calculated based on individual question items. Summary statistics
of questionnaire sum scores of group 1 and group 2 are provided
in Supplementary Table 2. The main survey mean questionnaire
sum scores of group 1 and group 2 were very highly correlated (rs
= 0976, n = 192, p < 0.001). Figure 1 shows the distribution of
average fear-, disgust- and approach-ratings per spider image across
all participants, calculated from the rating data obtained during the
image rating phase. Approach-ratings of group 1 and group 2 were
pooled to compute the average ratings.
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4 Limitations

The present study has several limitations. Firstly, we did
not include additional mental health screening information in
addition to the self-report questionnaires. Secondly, the data
collection of groups 1 and 2 was performed consecutively,
and not in a randomized manner. Thirdly, our stimuli were
not standardized regarding colors or objects, which might
potentially have affected the image ratings. Finally, although
participants were encouraged to focus on the study and
avoid any distractions such as music or mobile phones,
we cannot rule out that some were distracted or did not
properly pay attention to the study, as they completed the
survey online.
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5 Value and use of the data

The data are beneficial for researchers studying fear of spiders
and may be used to investigate a broad variety of research questions,
and for exploratory analyses. Among others, the dataset enables
researchers to further examine associations between psychometric
self-report questionnaires and the psychological dimensions of
subjective ratings of fear, disgust, and approach-avoidance. FSQ
responses, which include follow-up data, can be used to investigate
potential habituation effects driven by the repeated exposure
to spider images. The ratings of duplicated images can be
employed to examine the effects of repeated exposure to the
same image. Additionally, the data may be used to investigate
item order effects in self-report questionnaires (e.g., Sahin, 2021).
The data can be filtered according to questionnaire cutoff scores,
number of catch trial fails or false responses to bogus items.
Further investigations could apply a similar approach in other
populations such as in different countries or with clinically
diagnosed individuals.

Data availability statement

The datasets presented in this study can be found in
online repositories. The names of the repository/repositories and
accession number(s) can be found at: https://osf.io/zw2yg/.

Ethics statement

The studies involving humans were approved by the Ethics
Committee of the University of Vienna. The studies were
conducted in accordance with the local legislation and institutional
requirements. The participants provided their written informed
consent to participate in this study.

Author contributions

Data
curation, Investigation, Software, Visualization, Formal analysis,

AK: Writing—original draft, Conceptualization,

Methodology. MZ: Data curation, Writing—review & editing,

Validation, Software. CL: Conceptualization, Methodology,
Writing—review & editing. DS: Conceptualization, Writing—
review & editing, Methodology. SG: Conceptualization,

Methodology, Writing—review & editing. SW: Conceptualization,

References

American Psychiatric Association (2013). Diagnostic and Statistical Manual
of Mental Disorders: DSM-5, 5 Edn. Washington, DC: American Psychiatric
Association.

Arganaraz, C., and Gleiser, R. M. (2017). Does urbanization have positive or
negative effects on Crab spider (Araneae: Thomisidae) diversity? Zoologia 34, 1-8.
doi: 10.3897/z00logia.34.e19987

Arslan, R. C. (2019). How to automatically document data with the codebook
package to facilitate data reuse. Adv. Methods Pract. Psychol. Sci. 2, 169-187.
doi: 10.1177/2515245919838783

Frontiersin Psychology

10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1327367

Writing—review & editing. FM: Data curation, Writing—
review & editing. FS: Conceptualization, Resources, Supervision,
Writing—review & editing, Methodology.

Funding

The author(s) declare that financial support was received for
the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article. This
research was supported by the Swiss National Science Foundation
(BSSG10_155915, 100014_178841, and 32003B_166566) and
funded in part by the Austrian Science Fund (FWF): FM was
funded from the grant doi: 10.55776/ESP133.

Acknowledgments

The authors thank Tatjana Aue for her input regarding the
question items, as well as Anne Klimesch and Fabian Renz for their
help with the experiment.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted
in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships
that could be
of interest.

construed as a potential conflict

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the
authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated
organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the
reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or
claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or
endorsed by the publisher.

Supplementary material

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found
online at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.
1327367/full#supplementary-material

Benito, K. G., and Walther, M. (2015). Therapeutic process during
exposure: habituation model. J. Obsess. Compuls. Relat. Disord. 6, 147-157.
doi: 10.1016/j.jocrd.2015.01.006

Bolger, D. T., Suarez, A. V., Crooks, K. R, Morrison, S. A, and
Case, T. J. (2000). Arthropods in urban habitat fragments in southern
California: area, age, and edge effects. Ecol. Appl 10, 1230-1248.
doi: 10.1890/1051-0761(2000)010[1230:ATUHFI]2.0.CO;2

Choy, Y., Fyer, A. ., and Lipsitz, J. D. (2007). Treatment of specific phobia in adults.
Clin. Psychol. Rev. 27, 266-286. doi: 10.1016/j.cpr.2006.10.002

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1327367
https://osf.io/zw2yg/
https://doi.org/10.55776/ESP133
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1327367/full#supplementary-material
https://doi.org/10.3897/zoologia.34.e19987
https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245919838783
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jocrd.2015.01.006
https://doi.org/10.1890/1051-0761(2000)010{[}1230:AIUHFI{]}2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2006.10.002
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org

Karner et al.

Craske, M. G., Treanor, M., Conway, C. C., Zbozinek, T., and Vervliet, B. (2014).
Maximizing exposure therapy: an inhibitory learning approach. Behav. Res. Ther. 58,
10-23. doi: 10.1016/j.brat.2014.04.006

Fanselow, M. S. (1984). What is conditioned fear? Trends Neurosci. 7, 460-462.
doi: 10.1016/S0166-2236(84)80253-2

Fredrikson, M., Annas, P., Fischer, H., and Wik, G. (1996). Gender and age
differences in the prevalence of specific fears and phobias. Behav. Res. Ther. 34, 33-39.
doi: 10.1016/0005-7967(95)00048-3

Gerdes, A. B, Uhl, G, and Alpers, G. W. (2009). Spiders are special: fear
and disgust evoked by pictures of arthropods. Evol. Hum. Behav. 30, 66-73.
doi: 10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2008.08.005

Griffith, C. R. (1919). A possible case of instinctive behavior in the white rat. Science
50, 166-167. doi: 10.1126/science.50.1285.166

Haberkamp, A., Glombiewski, J. A., Schmidt, F., and Barke, A. (2017). The DIsgust-
RelaTed-Images (DIRTI) database: validation of a novel standardized set of disgust
pictures. Behav. Res. Ther. 89, 86-94. doi: 10.1016/j.brat.2016.11.010

Laux, L., Glanzmann, P., Schaffner, P., and Spielberger Charles, D. (1981). Das
State-Trait-Angstinventar. Géttingen: Beltz.

Leiner, D. J. (2020). SoSci Survey [Computer Software]. Available online at:

Lewin, K. (1935). A Dynamic Theory of Personality: Selected Papers. New York,
NY: McGraw-Hill.

Magura, T., Horvath, R., and T6thmérész, B. (2010). Effects of urbanization on
ground-dwelling spiders in forest patches, in Hungary. Landsc. Ecol. 25, 621-629.
doi: 10.1007/s10980-009-9445-6

Matchett, G., and Davey, G. C. (1991). A test of a disease-avoidance model of animal
phobias. Behav. Res. Ther. 29, 91-94. doi: 10.1016/S0005-7967(09)80011-9

Matthews, A.J., Scanlan, J. D., and Kirkby, K. C. (2010). Online exposure for spider
fear: treatment completion and habituation outcomes. Behav. Change 27, 199-211.
doi: 10.1375/bech.27.4.199

Meade, A. W., and Craig, S. B. (2012). Identifying careless responses in survey data.
Psycholo. Methods 17, 437-455. doi: 10.1037/a0028085

Olatunji, B. O., Huijding, J., Jong, P. J., de, and Smits, J. A. J. (2011). The
relative contributions of fear and disgust reductions to improvements in spider phobia
following exposure-based treatment. J. Behav. Ther. Exp. Psychiatr. 42, 117-121.
doi: 10.1016/j.jbtep.2010.07.007

Olatunji, B. O., and McKay, D. (2006). Further exploration of the role of disgust
sensitivity in anxiety and related disorders. Anxiety Stress Coping 19, 331-334.
doi: 10.1080/10615800601055931

Olatunji, B. O., and Sawchuk, C. N. (2005). Disgust: characteristic features,
social manifestations, and clinical implications. J. Soc. Clin. Psychol. 24, 932-962.
doi: 10.1521/jscp.2005.24.7.932

Oosterink, F. M. D., Jongh, A., and de Hoogstraten, J. (2009). Prevalence of dental
fear and phobia relative to other fear and phobia subtypes. Eur. J. Oral Sci. 117,
135-143. doi: 10.1111/j.1600-0722.2008.00602.x

Frontiersin

06

10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1327367

Posit team (2023). RStudio: Integrated Development Environment for R. Boston, MA:
Posit Software; PBC. Available online at:

R Core Team (2023). R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing.
Vienna: R Foundation for Statistical Computing. Available online at:

Rinck, M., and Becker, E. S. (2007). Approach and avoidance in fear of spiders. J.
Behav. Ther. Exp. Psychiatr. 38, 105-120. doi: 10.1016/j.jbtep.2006.10.001

Rinck, M., Bundschuh, S., Engler, S., Miiller, A., Wissmann, J., Ellwart, T., et al.
(2002). Reliabilitit und Validitat dreier Instrumente zur Messung von Angst vor
Spinnen. Diagnostica 48, 141-149. doi: 10.1026//0012-1924.48.3.141

Rinck, M., Dapprich, A., Lender, A., Kahveci, S., and Blechert, J. (2021). Grab it
or not? Measuring avoidance of spiders with touchscreen-based hand movements. J.
Behav. Ther. Exp. Psychiatr. 73:101670. doi: 10.1016/j.jbtep.2021.101670

Sahin, M. D. (2021). Effect of item order on certain psychometric
properties: a demonstration on a cyberloafing scale. Front. Psychol. 12:590545.
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.590545

Schienle, A., Dietmaier, G., Ille, R., and Leutgeb, V. (2010). Eine Skala zur Erfassung
der Ekelsensitivitit (SEE). Zeitschrift fiir Klinische Psychologie und Psychotherapie 39,
80-86. doi: 10.1026/1616-3443/a000016

Schienle, A., Walter, B., Stark, R., and Vaitl, D. (2002). Ein Fragebogen zur Erfassung
der Ekelempfindlichkeit (FEE). Zeitschrift fiir Klinische Psychologie und Psychotherapie
31, 110-120. doi: 10.1026/0084-5345.31.2.110

Solarz, A. K. (1960). Latency of instrumental responses as a function of
compatibility with the meaning of eliciting verbal signs. J. Exp. Psychol. 59, 239-245.
doi: 10.1037/h0047274

Spielberger, C. D., Gorsuch, R. L., and Lushene. R. E. (1970). Manual for the
State-Trait Anxiety Inventory. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.

Szymanski, J., and O’Donohue, W. (1995). Fear of spiders questionnaire. J. Behav.
Ther. Exp. Psychiatr. 26, 31-34. doi: 10.1016/0005-7916(94)00072-T

Wardenaar, K. J., Lim, C. C. W., Al-Hamzawi, A. O., Alonso, J., Andrade,
L. H. Benjet, C.,, et al. (2017). The cross-national epidemiology of specific
phobia in the World Mental Health Surveys. Psychol. Med. 47, 1744-1760.
doi: 10.1017/S0033291717000174

Watts, F. N., and Sharrock, R. (1984). Questionnaire dimensions of spider phobia.
Behav. Res. Ther. 22, 575-580. doi: 10.1016/0005-7967(84)90061-5

Wolpe, J. (1969). The Practice of Behavior Therapy, 1 Edn, 2. Print. New York, NY:
Pergamon Press.

World Health Organization (2018). International Statistical Classification of Diseases
and Related Health Problems (11th Revision). Geneva: World Health Organization.

Zhang, M., Karner, A., Kostorz, K., Shea, S., Steyrl, D., Melinscak, F., et al. (2024).
SpiDa-MRI, behavioral and (f)MRI data of adults with fear of spiders. BioRxiv.
doi: 10.1101/2024.02.07.578564

Zsido, A. N. (2017). The spider and the snake—a psychometric study of two
phobias and insights from the Hungarian validation. Psychiatr. Res. 257, 61-66.
doi: 10.1016/j.psychres.2017.07.024


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2024.1327367
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2014.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-2236(84)80253-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0005-7967(95)00048-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2008.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.50.1285.166
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2016.11.010
https://www.soscisurvey.de
https://www.soscisurvey.de
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-009-9445-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0005-7967(09)80011-9
https://doi.org/10.1375/bech.27.4.199
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028085
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbtep.2010.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615800601055931
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2005.24.7.932
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0722.2008.00602.x
http://www.posit.co/
https://www.R-project.org
https://www.R-project.org
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbtep.2006.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1026//0012-1924.48.3.141
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbtep.2021.101670
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.590545
https://doi.org/10.1026/1616-3443/a000016
https://doi.org/10.1026/0084-5345.31.2.110
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0047274
https://doi.org/10.1016/0005-7916(94)00072-T
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291717000174
https://doi.org/10.1016/0005-7967(84)90061-5
https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.02.07.578564
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2017.07.024
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org

	The ``SpiDa'' dataset: self-report questionnaires and ratings of spider images from spider-fearful individuals
	1 Introduction
	2 Materials and methods
	2.1 Overview of experimental design
	2.2 Participants
	2.3 Self-report questionnaires
	2.4 Stimuli
	2.5 Image rating procedure
	2.6 Image rating phase
	2.7 Post-rating-, and follow-up questionnaire
	2.8 Data preparation

	3 Dataset overview
	4 Limitations
	5 Value and use of the data
	Data availability statement
	Ethics statement
	Author contributions
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	Conflict of interest
	Publisher's note
	Supplementary material
	References


