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 HBethlem ﬁw&( and Maucfafey Haspﬂafs, lﬂncmﬁ

ADs 'f-“'f"ﬁ et

Ina smd v of ﬂ‘:c‘ww influencing recognition-memory for z‘hi&? sources of mﬂmdﬂ- S
statements, a final sample of 107 subjects, aged 1516, first rated their a,gfecfmrwf-] o
with 24 statements concerning dmg»M 12 of which Were: mzr:bumf foone, and 12
1o another, fictiiously named newspaper. Later, the statemenis were m?hmwzf w
.tmf::wcm with half the names altered, and wbj‘em had to mr{zmm which names- m:r&--__
correct (Le., unaltered). Discriminarion sensitivity was very significantly h rgfra*r* ina
condition wimrz:* the initinl relations Hip benween the sources and the stalements was
systematic, so that the 12 most pro-drug statements were attributed 1o one newspaper
and the 12 mosr anti-drug staterrents 1o the otlter; than in two conditions where the.
initial relationship was random, in which discrimination was at-chanee level, In the
Sfirst of these conditions, subjects were also more likely to claim that the attributed
source was correct £f they had previously agreed with the statemeny, Overall, subjects

wWerd more gecurate in dzﬁsummm:mg correct and MCOrrect sources for statements 1o

which they had previously given a more fmn:!@mm Or 4 more negarive mspmmf on

the agreement scale.

INTRODUCTION '

One of the most basic assumptions of cognitive psychology, and f;:aft the ﬂpphc:.ﬂuom
of cognitive theory in social psychology, is that individuals will attempt to simplify
stimulus information through the proeess of categorization (an cr, Goodnow and
Austin, 1956). Stimulus sequences which can be ‘churked’ (1 o
suggest some apparently meaningful framework (e:* g.. Epstein, 1961) are more
easily recalled than dis¢onnected sequences of the same length. Stimuli wfm:h fal
also be judged as more ditferent from each other in terms
of their perceived positions on some attribute than stimali of equivatent magmmt.lﬁf -
.'ﬁ"ff-a:.,qfekl 19‘?{—? T‘l]ft‘:l and Wllka& o

into distinet classes. may
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Rﬁ?ﬁﬁﬂfﬁ‘d I? C?c:mbw }9}‘,,& L
meed }2 Febmary [5‘;? 7g ::.‘_'.:: o .

.....
1




.........................................................................................................................................................................

244 J. Richard Eiser, Joop van .-a£f¢rr Phga fmd Mi&}fzﬁfmi’ R (’}rmfjp N

"196"%} A ﬂ'u;,ms ary u:smhtmn f‘c:sr thz&» L‘Lttm ﬂ‘ifﬁ*tﬁ‘: npp&m:s m bﬂ‘ ﬂmt ﬂw wpiﬁrﬁ» -
' ;('i;mw aml Sumhm 19?2 I fc 1‘35‘1}) 50 thm rtmay prrmije an md f:m dmrjmum-a- '
tion, - - R SUE TR
P ‘Within social psychology thmﬁ 18 How nc}ﬁsxﬁﬁmhm ue'ﬂ: ence: that: bupﬁnmpmedf T
 classifications increase discrimination in judgement tasks. This aiamﬁﬁ;mmn may
 take the form of group m{,‘mb&mhm eitherof hy pc:dhutmai stimuhis persons (Ta 3ff;~';! e
‘Sheikh and '{:l-mrdnm 1964), or of others with whom the subject believes he s
- interacting (Tajfel, 1978); or,in attitudinal judgements, it may take the fc)rm either
‘of the auppnsw source of attitude statements or of the Sﬂbjwth own Jevels of
Eiser, 1971; Eiser and Mower White, 1975). For

y .

agreement with the statements { -
example, sub;u:tg in the Eiser (1971) study mwd aseries of statements in terms of
their permissiveness or restrietiveness on the issue of the. non«medical use of drugs.
When the mote permissive statéments were presented as caming from one news-
~ paper and the more restrictive statements from another, subjecty’ ratings were
mMore pt:‘}l‘wum (ﬂubjm,tb diseriminated. morve between the statement groups) ihdt‘i
in ¢ control condition when subjects were not given information about the sup-
'- pnsmi source of the statements. Depending on the response language used, subjects
- may also discrimingte in their sziwmmta hutwmn St Jtm‘lmrm Ehw fJ m:i Eicmptdblﬁ“ o
o _.«;md undceeptable. o o L
‘The question of how subjective Ll;w-;xfwfumm lrtﬂtmncﬂ memory and mcmgmtmn o
hm received rather less attention from sociul payuimﬂa,gnhm over recent years. Barly

.....

research suggesting an influence of attitude on recall of attitude statements (Levine
Cand Murphy 1943; Jones and Kohler, 1958} has been disputed {Gmmmm ﬁnd:; '
- Sakumura, . 1967). Related research on the influence of ethnic attitudes on a per-
- --mﬂ s ability to identify anothers e&thm:: group m@mbmahlp {Lindzey and Rt)gﬂmkkvﬁ o
1950) has g generally confounded discrimination sensitivity (the ability to assign
- mmah correctly to differenr categories) with response biag (the tendency to assign
more stimuli to one particular category regardless of their specific features). An
important exception in the ethnic identification field s the study by Dorfman,
Keeve and Saslow (1971), which found a relationship between anti- semitism and
sensitivity of diseriminating Jewish from non-Jewish facinl photogr ap 15, |
"Two more recent studies have investigated the influence of subjeets’ attitudes on
their mw&,mtmn memory for :11L1Ludgf statements whilst dmtmbumhm&, hcnsitmlyi
and response bias effects. Eiser and Mook (1978) had subjects rate a series of
attitude staterments for agreement, and then replawd some of these with slightly
reworded statements from « parallel version of the attitude scale, When asked to
say whether the wording of the statements had or had not been changed, auleecta _
‘were more likely to elaim that the wording of a statement was correct (‘same as
before’) if they imd previously agreed with the statement; and were more accurate
in discriminating changes from original wurdmg» in statements 1o whiclt they had
gw@n @ moderate rather than an extreme agree or disagree response, Upmeyer and
Layer (1974) presented subjects with fuvourable and unfavourable statements
~ describing a pt::lltis::mn whom they zz;mhmtud fmw}u@bly (Emnﬂt} o unfﬂ%mmbty.f AT
~ (Barzel or gtmuss;) The politicians’ numes were then changed.on some items, itt}d-"-ﬁ]‘f- o
subjects were required to identify any such ﬁhﬂﬂ&ﬁﬁ The use of pammmm names .
~ improved discrimination as compared with a. control condition where the lubels X
and Y were used u‘lawad There was w;dfmc& aof an ﬁf[’act nf‘ &umwm .:tmmcim on
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response bias, in that SUbj:..Ct% were more likely to recall unfaw&urabiﬁ rhﬂr;i famuru-
able statements as being characteristic of Strauss rather than Brandt, According to
Upl‘t’lb}?ﬁ?l‘ and Layer, such ‘output accentuation” depends on a ‘rule of correspon-
dence’, ie. evaluative and deseriptive cmﬁﬁ;mtﬁncy betwem thﬁt content r:)t’ !:he-
statements and the superimposed Jabels, o - S BT
Since such evaluative and dﬂﬁcrmtwe& consistency d}?p@ﬂﬁ a net:fzssary ez:mdztmn',
of judgemental accentuation (Eiser and Mower White, 1974, 1975), there would

seem a case for dtiempuiag to draw the two research pa‘ths (judgﬁtmem and

recognition-memory) closer together. In the ;udgemam tradition, it is tvaally

argued that superimposed classifications provide an aid to discrimination, i, they -
help to reduce cognitive overload through highlighting the redundancy inherent ; m

stimulus information. Upmeyer and Layer argue that the main effects of super- -
imposed classifications on recognition-memory ap&mte at the level of output rather
than input. However this argument seems to run counter to the lmpiwatmnﬁ of
research on ‘chunking’, and is not in fuct established by their study, which does not -
involve a direct comparison to determine subjects' recognition-memory fora super-

imposed classification under conditions when it is either systematically or mndemly
associated with a discriminable atiribute of the stimuli presented.

In 3udg&:mmt msi».s u supmmpmﬂ,d c,flabszfmatmn syqtematlcally related to th%l |

thdt dm’mmmﬂ dmes nm (Emr :ami ‘Stmtﬁb@ 197 ’Iajfeﬂ 195Jj Thﬂ pms&nt &tut’ly --

therefore tests the hypothesis that a systematic classification will be more accu-
mmiy discriminated in a mtzcgmtwnwmt‘mmy task than will a random classification,

using attitude statements as stimuli. Also, this study investigates whether subjects
miay be mare prepared to accept us correct an association between a stimulus series
AI“HJ a mpgnmpcmd a,las:,zfimmm whlch IS ﬁ}’&lé’:mﬁtﬁ: mthei‘ tha.‘n mndﬁnh ? '
ihal the cmm[mmmn uam_l daeg 11@1: as in thmr stucly have esmbhshcd ASSOGIQHGIIS?' :
of value for the sub]:,f:t’-; The question of subjects’ own attitudes therefore is
confined to their evaluation of the statements, and the issue of their evaluations of
the superimposed labels does not arise. In this respect, the present amdy provides

an opportunity for seeiug how far the Eiser and Monk (1978) results can be

generalized to a situation when what subjects have to remember is not the Precise
wording of the statements, but the sources to which they are attributed.

A total of 112 pupils, agcd 15-16 yeam from two comprehensive schools in S. E
London served as subjects, of whom five were excluded for incomplete rﬁ:ﬂpm‘jses
Apprcmmﬁwlv two-thirds of the sub;eus were girls. They were administered a

question during a normal classroom period for voluntary and anonynious G(:mpl&— -

tion (some two or three additional pupﬂ*; declined to participate after seeing the

questionnaire). The questionnaire was in two separate parts, and was handed 10

subjects with part 2 enclosed inside a large envelope and part 1 clipped to the
outside. Subjects were instructed to cc}mplcte part 1 before l,akmg c}u’l part 2 both
paris being put dek into the: envelopc on campl&tmm - -
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Part | of the questionnaire contained 24 statements expressing “different opin-
tons about the use of drugs, whether cannabis should be legalized, etc.”. Subjects
were told: *These different opinions are often published in newspapers, in articles
written by journalists, or in letters from members of the public. We have collected
24 such statements of opinion from two different newspapers. We can't tell you the
real names of the newspapers, since this might bias your answers, so we have made
up 4 fictitious name for each newspaper. We have called one of the newspapers The
Gazene and the other The Messenger. Underneath each statement you will find the
“name” of the newspaper in which it appeared™. They were then instructed to rate
their own agreement with cach statement in terms of a 100 mm linear scale from ‘1
disagree very much’ (scored as 0) to '1 agree very much’ (scored as 100). They were
further instructed ‘Please pay attention to the newspapers in which the statements
appeared, as we'll be asking vou about your impressions of the two newspapers
later on’. No more explicit warning was given that their recall for the names would
be tested. nor that there could be a systematic relationship between the favour-
ability of the statements and the newspaper names.

Part 2 consisted first of a rating task relevant to the attitude issue but not to the
hypothesis examined in this report, and fulfilled the function of an intervening task
which took most subjects about five minutes to complete. QOne question pmﬁidad a
self-rating measure of their own attitude “towards the use of drugs generally’ on a
linear scale from ‘extremely opposed to drug use’ (scored as (), to ‘extremely in
favour of drug use” (scored as 100). _ -

After this Intervening task, subjects read @ new set of instructions which
explained that “we want to find out how well you remember which statements came
from which newspaper. On the next few pages, you will find the same 24 statements
as betore, with one of the two newspaper “names™ printed underneath each state-
ment. In some cases we have deliberately changed the “names™ so that some of the
statements that really come from the The Guzerre are now presented as coming
from The Messenger, and vice versa. What you have to do is to spot the deliberate
mistakes’. Subjects then rated whether the ‘name’ under each statement was defi-
nitely wrong, probably wrong, probably correct, or dﬂﬁmtalv correct (correct mean-
ing ‘same as before’). - '

The expenmental manipulation consisted of the wiys the ‘names’ were attached
to the statements m the learning and recall phases of the experiment. Three ver-
sions of the questionnaire were distributed at random. In condition SR (N = 33)
the association between the names and the favourability of the items towards drug
use (based on pilot ratings) was systematic in part 1 and random in part 2. That is,
in part 1. the 12 most pro-drug items were attributed to The Gazette and the 12
most anti-drug items to The Messenger, and in part 2, each nume was attached to 6
pro and 6 anti items at random (50 that each name was ‘correct’ 30 per cent of the
time). In condition RR (N = 38) both parts had 6 pro and 6 anti Hems assigned to
eiach ‘newspaper’ at random, subject to the restriction that 530 per cent of the part 2
names were “correct’. Part 2 was identical in conditions SR and RR. Finally, condi-
tion RS (N = 34) was the reverse of the first condition, with a random association
of names and favourability in part 1, and a systematic association in part , where
again 50 per cent of the names were ‘correct’,

Our main hypothesis regarding the effects of this manipulation was that rec cOpeni-
tion memory for the original names paired with each statement would be more
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was prt—: iwtfﬁd thdi a grem ?:f..-f mzmnmg& t:)f nﬁmw wuulﬂ be: ]w;lgul d‘? mrmct (111&1 & U
would be a ‘response bias' effect) in condition RS than in condition RR. In addi- o
tion, extrapolating from the Eiser and Monk {19‘?8) results, it was. pmdlcmd that,
over all conditions, subjects Wuuld be more likely to judge names as correct if ’th&y[f FRTIRE
agreed with the statements, and that im:mmmatmn would be more amumte ft:rr R R
'ltﬁma pmmc}uqiy rﬁcuw% Iﬁ:w exireme. mtmgma 01} 1]1:3; ﬂgmﬂmﬂnt smlm ' R

- RESULTS
Treatment of "'m“miﬁi

Recognition accuracy fdmrtmmdtwn wnmwuy} was measured from blibjﬁ:u&

part 2 ratings by the A-Index, or A (Brown, 1974; Brown and Routh, 1970; Eiser
and Monk, 1978). In fact A = 2R —~ 1, where R is the likelihood that any target

(correct name) will be judged as more mrrcct than any distractor (incorrect namey

and is thus the area under the ROC curve (MeNicol, 1972). A takesavalue of +1 for
perfect discrimination (all targets rated as more correct than all distractors), 0 for

discrimination at chance level, and minus scores, with a mmlmum of =1, for dmw%-

“crimination at worse than chance.* In addition, two- ﬁ_fjrﬂmr SCOTeS were cic:tmrﬁd from
subjects’ part 2 ratings: a mm{xdcfm* score, representing the proportion of items
rated as either def initely wrong or definitely correct, and a bias score, répxeaﬁntmg; AT
the proportion of items rated as probably correct or d{.,fjmtely correct. ' N

In addition to subjects’ self-ratings of their own. position, two measures nEL;_ |
. almtum were derived from their part 1 ratings. The Jirst was 4 Likert-type score’
(mean agreement for pro minus anti items), and the second the P(A) measure

proposed by Monk and Eiser (in press), representing the consisténcy of prefmulw. o '

for pro over anti items,t

Attitude differences between conditions

I"hcm: Were 116 algmfnmm attitude differences between conditions, ’I*lw means of
P(A), which can range from 0 (extremely anti) to 1 (extremely pro) with a no
preference midpoint of 0.5, were 0.51, 0.45, and 0.50 in conditions SR, RR and RS
respectively, Qverall, P(A)mrremt&d 0.946 with the kaen:s,cam and 0.202 with the;'

qelf-mtmg the Likert-self-r ating correlation was f) 186.

Effects of the experimental manipulation

Table 1 presents the means for the three conditions @M the absolme vale nf A (i €.

averaged without mgard m SIgn),, the mecmum cnt ccmfldenca,, and the: measure -

*Stated generally, if one is uamg A rating scale containing K mtggcﬁmm me I (item: t.lt*ixrultsslv s%mn;:,}
oK Gitem definitely right’), then an individilk auhjet,i 5 R *;mn., is gwr‘:n bhythe twllﬁwmg formula:

whure £, is the proportioinof the total rmn‘ﬂmr of: l“il"gm;‘; mmd in e‘,ﬂt%ﬁxwf ahmf a‘; tf‘ tha pmpnrmm mf t]
total mumber of dm{mmm mmf;l icategoryd. o -

FHRA s caleulated in the same way as R in' the ahmw fﬂrmuim ﬁub&umtmg pm ;tizma fw tzxrg&m mid
rantd items for distractors, and pssuwming.one’s rmmg qmegm iﬁ& g0l mda.zn,d I’mm least 10 -most agroe-

.

.............

_
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Table 1. Mean values of A (discrimination  sensitivity), ;.A* (..,ihsulute value of A,
rng,arf;iit.ms ut Sigr ), x.unfi;lum. :artd response bm*»« Mmeasures &‘u“ subjects in each mndm{m

Conditions ~ Planned comparisons
(F with df = 1,1{14)
SR RR RS SR vy RR v

V = 33 N = 3§ N o= 34 REK & RS RS
A 0.356 0.069 (L0012 18.636* (0.465
A 0.529 1.194 0.201 $3.2907 0.017
Confidence (L4237 ().361 0412 (L717 {1.841
Bias (1,325 (1.3 {1837 B R4 N U.ﬁmﬂ

p < (N
Note: SR = classification systematic in learning phase. random i recall phases RR = ¢lassification
random in hoth phasest RS = classification random in learpiog phuse, systematic in recall phase,

ot bias, One-way analyses of variance were conducted on these means, with plan-
ned comparisons on conditions SR vy, RR and RS, and on RR vs RS, Ax can be
seen, our main hypothesis, that discrimination would be highest in condition SR,
was very significantly confirmed. Discrimination in conditions RR and RS was only
at chance level. This effect was even clearer with |4}, suggesting that a number of
subjects in condition SR may have remembered that there was some association
between the newspaper names and item favourability, but have forgotten which
‘newspaper’ was the more pro-drug. Our secondary hypothesis, that condition RS
should lead to a higher bias score than condition RR, was not confirmed. None of
these four dependent variables correlated significantly with any of the three meas-
ures of subjects’ overall attitudes.

Effects of previous agreement

We next compared, over all conditions, the meun part 1 agreement scores for items
subsequently diseriminated correctly by cach subject with those for incorrectly
discriminated items. Those items which were correctly discriminated in part 2
(disregarding the probablyv-definitely distinction) received lower levels of agru:*
ment (mean = 48.3) than those which were incorrectly discriminated in part 2
(mean = 538, r= 3.58, df = 106, p < 0.001). Recognition accuracy was thus
associated with item unacceptability. Subjects also tended to agree somewhat less
with items to which they gave a confident (i.e.. ‘definitely’) response: in part 2

regardless of whether that response was correct, than wnh items receiving a !ms
confident (ie.. "probably’) part 2 response (means 45.6 and 49.3 respectively.
t = 1.81,p < 0.08). Overall, there was no significant relationship between previous
agreement and response bias, with the mean agreement rating being 51.5 for items
attracting a “defimtely correct’ or “probably correct’ part 2 response, and 49.6 for
the remaining items (r = 1.42, ns). However in condition SR, this tendency was
significant, with the means being 58.2 and 49.3 respectively (r = 2,61, df = 34,

p < (L02). This gives weak confirmation to the first of our predictions based on the
Eiser and Monk (1978) results.



