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What Mediates the Impact of Response Alternatives on
Frequency Reports of Mundane Behaviors?
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Zemtrim fur Umifragen, Methoden und Analysen, ZUMA, Mannhemn, 1RO

and

JULIA BIENIAS

Universuy of Hhinen ¢ Urhane-Champaign, U S A

SUMMARY

Previous cescarch demonstrated that respondents assume that the range of precoded
response allernatives reflects the researcher’s knowledge of the distribution of opiions or
behavivurs i the populaton. This assumptivn may influence respondens’ reparts in (wo
ways: respandents may either use the range of the response altermatives as o frame of
reference i estimating their own behavioaral frequencics, or they may be reluctant o report
[requencies that appear extreme in the context of the scale. Three experimenis using reports
of mundine behaviours, namely watching TV and drinking beer, were conducted 10
dillerentinte between the frame of relerence and the self-presentition hypothesis. The
resalis of sl studies Tavour the frame of reference hypothesis, and suggest that the impact of
response alternatives is the more pronounced the less episodic information about the
hehaviour 3. aceessible in memory. Specifically, proxy-reporls were found to be more
allected by the range of response alternatives than seli-reports (Experimens 1 and 2), and
respondents with disposinonally law siccess 1o self-relimted information were found o be
mare allected than respondents with dispositionally high aceess 1o sell-relited inlormation
(Experniment 3). tmpheations lor guestivnnaire construction are discussed.,

o applicd as well as in basic research, researchers are often interested in
determining the Trequency with which individuals engage in certain behaviours,
ranging, from mundane issues like media consumption or minor purchases o life-
threatening expericnees. The dominant wiy to assess these dala is the use ol direel
questions in survey interviews or sell-administered gquestionnaires, Unlortunately,
however, rescarch on the validity of direet behavioural reports indicated that
bebavioural [reguencies are difficult 1o reconstruct from memory, und  that
respondents use a vanety of beuristics that arc likely 10 result in systematic biases
{sce Bradburn, Rips ind Shevell, 1987; Strube, 1987 for reviews). Not surprisingly,
hehavioural reports hive been found 1o be the more unreliable the more mundane
and frequent the behaviour under study is (Bradburn et al., 1987). Moreover, the
validity of behavioural reports decreases when respondents are asked 10 report
about the behaviour of others (‘proxy-reports’) rither than about their own
behaviour (sell-reports’), as is often the case in houschold interviews where one
member of the houschold s asked 1o provide informition aboul other houschold
members (Sudman, Schwarz and Blair, FYEK).

I’ Frtoee LT
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Recent rescarch suggests that the validity problems associated with behavioural
frequency reports are further compounded by the use of precoded response
alternatives, Specifically, respondents are usually asked Lo report their behaviour
by checking one of severul respunse alternatives provided 10 them by the
rescarcher. Sceveral studies (Schwarz, Hippler, Deutsch and Strack, 1985; Schwarz
and Hippler, 1987; Schwarz and Scheuring, 1986; Schwarz, Strack, Muller and
Chasscin, 1988) demonstrated thit the obtained responses are, in part, a function
al the response aliernatives provided.

For example, in one study (Schwarz et af., 1985), respondents were asked how
many hours per day they wutch television. Depending on experimental conditons,
they provided their report cither in an open-response format or along one of two
scales. The response alternatives of the precoded seales ranged either [rom fup (o
Y2 hour 10 ‘'more than 22 hours’, or from ‘up to 2¥2 houry’ 10 “more than 4%
hours'. Respondents reported a higher TV consumption when they were given the
high rather than the low frequency scale. Specifically, 37.5 per cent of the
respondents who were given the high lrequency scale, but only 16.2 per cent of the
respondents who received the low frequency scale, reported watching TV (or more
than 2% hours per day.

To account for this and relaled findings, it has beeo suggested thut respondenis
use the range of the response alternatives as a frame of reference in estimating the
frequency of their own behaviour (Schwarz ef al., 1985). Speafically, respondents
mity be unlikely 1o have detiiled episodic memories of behaviours that are as
frequent and mundane as watching TV (cf. Bradburn eral.. 1987; Strube, 1987}, "lo
arrive al a memory-based answer they may have (o use elfortful strategics thal
allow the reconstruction of relevant behavioural episodes (ef. Bradburn e af .
1987). However, humans as ‘cognitive misers' (Taylor, [981) may be unlikely to do
%0, in parlicular in a survey interview Lhat is characterized by low motivation and
high time pressure. Rather, they may use a salisficing’ stritegy, and may base their
answer on salient information that allows the computiation of a reasonable
estimate. One source of pertinent information that is highly saticnt in the inlerview
conlext is the range of the response alternatives provided to them. Accordingly,
respondents may use the range of the response alternatives as a frame of reference
o estimate their own TV consumption,

If s0, the impact of response alternatives should be the more pronounced the less
relevant behavioural information is easily accessible in memory. This implication of
the frame of reference hypothesis will be tested in the present studies in lwo
different ways. First, we will compare the impact of response alternatives on self-
and proxy-reports of mundane behaviours (Experiments 1 and 2), based on the
assumption that cpisodic information about one’s own behaviour is more accessibie
than information about the behaviour of others. Sccond, using an individual
difference approach, we will compare the impact of response allernalives on
behavioural reports provided by individuals who are known o differ in the
aceessibility of sclf-relevant knowledge (Experiment 3).

In addition 1o testing an implication of the {rame of reference hypothesis, these
comparisons will also bear on an allernative account for the impact of response
alternatives. Specifically, Bradburn and Danis (1984, p. |14) suggested that the
impact of response aliernatives may be due to respondents’ self-presentation
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concerns. They assume that respondents may be reluctant to check a response
alternative that seems extreme in the context of (he scale and thus reflects a
presumably wnusual behaviour,

Both hypotheses implicitly assume that the response allernatives constitute a
souree of information for the respondent. In fact, previous results (Schwarz et al.,
1485) indicated that respondents assume that the range of the response alternatives
rellects the researcher's knowledge of, or assumptions aboul, the distribution of the
behaviour in the real world. Specifically, respondents assume that the 'typical’ or
uverage” behaviour is reflected in the middle range of the response aliernatives,
and that the extremes of the response aliernatives reflect the extremes of the
distnibation,

However, the two process hypotheses differ in their assumptions aboul how the
information that is provided by the runge of response alternalives is used. The
estimation hypothesis assumes thal respondents use the range of the scale as o
[ramue of reference 1n estimating their own behavioural frequencies. For example, a
respondent who assumes that his TV consumption is ‘average’ may checek a value in
the middle runge of the scale, independent of the specific rumbers given. In
contrant, the sell-presentation hypothesis assumes that respondents may have
accurate knowledge aboul their actual behavioural freguencics bul may be unlikely
o report these frequencies il that requires that they check a value at the extremes
ol the seade, In summary, the self-presentation hypothesis assumes that the impact
ol the response altermatives occurs at the editing stage, that i, when the respondent
gives his or her report, whereas the estimation hypothesis assumes thal the impact
oveurs a the judgement stage, that is, when the respondent computes his or her
private” estimate.

These (wo process assumplions are not mutually exclusive. Rather, both may
operate under different conditions, On the one hand, it seems plausibte that self-
presentation concerns Lhit are elicited by highly threatening questions in face-to-
lace interviews may be compounded if the respondent discovers that his or her
report requires the endorsement of a respaonse alternative thal seems extreme in the
context of the list. This possibility, while interesting in its own right, will nol be
cxplored in the present paper. It s conceivable, however, thal respondents may
hesilate to present themselves as extreme with regard (o any behaviour. In Tact,
even highly desirable behaviours, such as working hard, ure evaluated negatively if
they are pushed to the extreme. Accordingly, we will limit our investigation to
reports of mundane, non-threatening behaviours, which are unlikely to elicit self-
presentation concerns wnless the response aliernatives do prompt them, as
suggested hy Bradburn and Danis (1984).

From an applicd point of view, the two process assumptions discussed above
have different implications for queslionnaire construction and for the use of
precoded response alternatives for different research tasks. The frame ol reference
hypothesis suggeslts that the impact of response alternatives on the obtained reporls
will be the mare pronounced the less respondents can retrieve relevant information
about their behaviour from memory. Thus, response allernatives should influence
reports of frequent and mundane behaviours more than reports of rare and
impurtant behaviours, which are likely to be betler represented in memory.,
Morcover, response alternatives should be particularly influentiul when proxy
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respondents are interviewed for whom the behaviour of the target person may be
especially difficult to retrieve. I the impact of response alternatives is mediated by
self-presentation considerations, on the other hand, these memory-related issues
may be of little importance. Rather, the impact of response alternatives would e
the more pronounced the more respondents are concerned about their sell-
presentation, independent of whether they do or do not have adequate knowledge
about their hehaviour. In addition, precoded response alternatives should be more
likely to allect self-reports rather than proxy-reporls, because respondents e
presumably more concerned about their self-presentation than about the presenta-
tion of others. Accordingly, the two process assumplions supgest different
recommendations [or the use of precoded response alternatives,

To evaluate the implications of bath hyputheses lor frequency reports of
mundane behaviours, we conducted three experiments that tested competing
predictions derived from the self-presentation an the trame of reference hypo-
theses.

EXPERIMENTS 1 AND 2: SELF-REPORTS AND PROXY-REPORTS

On first glance the most straightforward way to test both process assumptions may
seem (o be a comparison of the impact of scale ranpe on reports of ddferent
behaviours that are either highly desirable, highly undesirable or neutral.
However, this approach would require that these behaviours are equally
memorable. ‘This problem is further compounded by the possibility that various
strategies that respondents may use 1o reconstruct behavioural frequencies {of.
Bradburn ef al., 1987, Blair and Burton, 1987) may be dilferentially effective lor
different behaviours. The prerequisite of equal memorability is therefore dillicuh
1o mecl,

A more promising way to differentiate between the two proposed mechanisms is
to compare the impact of response alternatives on self-reports and on proxy-reporis
of the same behaviour. In general, the two process assumptions lead 10 opposile
predictions for both types of reports. I the impict of response alternatives s
mediated by sell-presentation concerns, scale effects should be stronger when
respondents report their own behaviour than when they report the behaviour of
fricnds or distant acquaintances. This follows from the assumption that they are
presumably more concerned aboul their own self-presentation than aboul the
image they present of others.

If respondents use the values presented in the scale to compute an estimate, on
the other hand, the impict of scale range should be the more pronounced, (he less
other information is available that could be used to compule an answer, Therefore,
the effect of scale range should be smaller when respondents reporl Lheir own
behaviour than when they report the behaviour of fricnds or distant acquaintances,
because they can draw upon a broader base of information that allows the
reconstruction of relevant episodes lar sell-reports.

Accordingly, the impact of scale range on sclf- and proxy-reports of a relatively
nculral behaviour, watching TV, and a seomewhat undesirable behaviour, drinking
alcohol, was tested in two independent experiments,
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Experiment 1 Self- and proxy-reports of TV consumplion

Method
One hundred and forty-five University of Illinois undergraduates, who were
randomly drawn from a population of undergraduates cnrolled in introductory
psychology, participaled in the study as part of a class requirement. Three
respondents provided incomplete dati, leaving 142 in the analyses. The data were
collected anonymuously by self-administered questionnaires in a classroom setting.
Respondents were randomly assigned to conditions and asked to report either
their own “average weekly TV consumption’, the ‘average weekly TV consumplion’
ol a close friend, or of a ‘typical U of | undergraduate’, by checking the appropriate
response alternative on the scale provided to them. Two scales with dilferent
response alternatives were used, as shown in Table 1, and respondents had as much
Llime as they wanted to complete the questionnaire. These manipulations resulted in
a 3 (tarpget person) X 2 (response formal) lactorial betweeen subjects design.

Tauble 1. Response alternatives for weckly TV consumption

Low [requency scale High frequency scale
() upio 2Y: hours ( )upio 10 hours

() 2% 10 5 houry { ) 10to 15 hours

( )5 7Y hours ( ) 151020 hours

( ) 7% w 10 houry ( ) 2010 25 hours

( ) mare than 10 hours ( ) more than 25 hours

Respondents’ reports on these scales were coded 1o reflect an estimate of more
or less than 10 hours per week, and the proportion of respondents who reporled a
TV consumption of more than 10 hours per week is used as the dependent variable,
These proportions were analyzed by a procedure suggested by Rosenthal and
Rosnow (1985) thal allows the computation of planned comparisons.

Resulls and discussion

As predicted by the frame of reference hypothesis, the impact of scale range was
most pronvunced when respondents estimated the TV consumplion of a “typical U
ol I undergraduate’, as shown in Table 2. Specifically, 71 per cent provided
cstimales of more than 10 hours per week on the high frequency response scale, bul
only 13 per cent did so on the low frequency scale, resulting in a difference of 58
percentage points, z = 2.85, p < .003, one-tailed. The impact of scule range was
lcast pronounced, and not significant, on the other hand, when respondents
reporled their own TV consumption, with a difference of 32 percentage points, z =
1.48, p < .07, one-tailed. This pattern of results is opposite (o the one predicted by
the sclf-presentation hypothesis, which holds that sell-reports should be most
strongly affected. Reports about the behaviour of close friends fell in between these
extremes, as both hypotheses would predict, with a difference of 37 percentage
points, z = 1.91, p < .03, onc-lailed.
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Table 2. Reported weekly TV consumption as a function of scale range and target person

Target person

Self Friend Typical undergraduale
Scale
Range
[ high range 44 41 <1
Low range A2 4 A3

Note Figures show the proportion of respondents who reported a TV consumption af more than [0
hours per week, The number of respondents per condition ranges from 23 10 26; praporiions are
rounded

A test of the interaction of target person and response format, however, failed
reach significance, z = Y1, n.s., despite the differential strength of the comaprisons
within cuch target condition.

In combination, these findings suggest that respondents used the range of the
responsc alternatives as a frame of reference in estimating behavioural frequencies,
and that they were the more likely to rely on this frame the less other information
they had, a conclusion that will be corroborated by additioni! analyses presented
below. In this regard it is informalive to note that moslt of the respondents who
were asked o report the behaviour of a close [riend chose their room-mate as the
target person. 1L therefore comes as little surprise that their estimates of their
fricnd's behaviour were only slightly more susceptible (o scaling effects than their
sell-reports. In fact, a separate analysis of the five respondents who did not choose
their room-mate as the target friend reveals a difference of 69 percentage points,

Experiment 2: Self- and proxy-rcports of alcohol consumptlon

Experiment 2 provides a partial replication of the first study, using respondents’
alcohol consumption as the target behaviour, While this bebaviour is likely to differ
from TV consumption by being somewhat less desirable in a general populaton,
there is littte reason to assume that drinking alcohol is particularly undesirable for
the population of male undergraduates used in the present study.

Method
Eighty male University of llinois undergraduates, who were randomly drawn {rom
the population of male undergraduates enrolled in introductory psychology.
participated in the study as part of a class requirement. The data were collecled
anonymously by self-administered questionnaires in a classroom setling,.
Respondents were randomly assigned to conditions and reported either their
own alcohol consumption or the alcohol consumption of a close friend in a sell-
administered questionnaire. The wording of the question was, *How many glasses
of beer do you (does your {riend) usually drink when you go out (when he goes out)
to a bar?' The reports had to be provided along one of the (wo scales shown in
Table 3, resulting in a 2 (target person) x 2 (responsc format) factorial between
subjects design. Respondents were given as much limc as they wanted Lo compicle
the questionnaire.
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Tahle 3. Response aliernatives for alcohol consumption

Low frequency seale High frequency scale

() nane { ) four glasses or less
() one glass ( ) five glasses

() two glasses { ) six plasses

{ ) three plasses () seven plasses

() Tour glasses () eight glasses

() more 1han Tour glasses () more than cight glasses

Respondents’ reports on these scales were coded 1o reflect an estimale of more
or less than Tour plasses of beer, and the proportion of respondents who reported
drinking more than four glasses is usced as the dependent variable.

Results and discussion

Overall, the results replicate the findings of Experiment 1. Under self-report
conditions, 40 per cent of the respondents reported drinking more than four glasses
of beer if given the low [requency response alternatives, resulling in a non-
significant difference of 15 percentage points, z = 98, n.s. Under proxy-report
canditions the impact of scale ringe was more pronounced, with 35 per cent of the
respondents reparting i usual consumption of more than four glasses of beer along
the low frequency scale but 80 per cent along the high (requency scale, resulling in a
difference of 45 percentage points, 2 = 3.23, p < .07, one-tailed. This pattern is
reflected in o non-significant interaction of targel person and scale range, z = 1.45,
2 < U8, one-tailed.

Combined analysis

While the obtiined patterns of proportions are in line with predictions derived from
the frame of reference hypothesis, neither the impact of scale range on sell-reports
nor the interaction of scale range and target person reached significance in either
one of the experiments. However, the probability of obtaining parallel, although
non-significant, results in two independent studies is considerably lower than the
probability of the individual results. A procedure suggested by Rosenthal (1978;
see also Cooper, 1979; Rosenthal and Rubin, 1979) allows a test of the probability
that the overall patiern of results obtained in independent studies is generated by
chance. The application of this test to the findings of Experiments | and 2 reveals a
significant impact of scale range on seli-reports, z = 1.74, p < .05, one-lailed, and
indicales that the impact of scale range is significantly higher for proxy-reports than
for sell-reports, 2 = 1.67, p < .05, one-tailed, {or the interaction contrast.

In combination, the obtained findings support the frame of reference hypothesis
and suggest that the impacl of response alternatives on behavioural reports is not
mediated by sell-presentation concerns. From an applicd point of view, the findings
suggest that precoded response alternatives are particularly likely to bias
behavioural reports when proxy respondents are used. Moreover, the size of the
response effect is likely 10 increase the less the respondent has detailed episodic
knowledge about the behaviour of the target person.
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EXPERIMENT 3: THE IMPACT OF PRIVATE AND PUBLIC
SELF-CONSCIQUSNESS

While the first two studies manipulated the availability of relevant information by
assessing self-reports or reports of others' behaviour, the third study uscd an
individual difference approach. Previous research in personality psychology
indicated thiat individuals who focus their attention on the self provide more
accurate scll-reports, presumably because relevant self-knowledge is cognitively
more accessible to them (cf. Wicklund, 1982 for a review). This suggests that these
individuals should be tess influenced by the range of the response scale provided (o
them beciause they may have betier access 10 relevanl episodic information,

Such a finding would parallel the results of Experiments | and 2, and further
support the hypothesis that the impact of scale range decreases as the availability ol
enisodic information, or information that allows the reconstruction of ¢pisodus,
increases.

However, individuals differ not only in the extent 1o which they pay attention 1o
their own behaviours and feelings, but also in the extent to which they pay attention
to the impression they give to others. According 1o the self-presentation
hypothesis, individuals who care a lot about their public image should be more
affected by scale range than individuals wha pay less atiention to what others think
of them.

Accordingly, we assessed bolh individuals' disposition to pay uttention to what
others think of them and their disposition to focus on their own behaviours and
[eelings, using the well-established “‘public” and 'privale scif-consciousness' scales
developed by Fenigstein, Scheier and Buss (1975).

Method

One hundred and forty-seven University of Illinois undergraduates, who were
rundomly drawn (rom the population of undergraduates enrolled in introductory
psychology, participaled as part of a class requirement. As in the previous studies,
the data were collected anonymously by self-administered questionnaires in a
classroom setting.

Respondents were randomly assigned 10 conditions and reported their weekly
TV consumption along one of the two scales used in Experiment | (sce Table 1),
Respondents were given as much time as they wanted to complete the
questionnaire, '

In addition, their public and private sell-consciousness was assessed (Fenigsiein
et af., 1975), and respondents who scored above the median of the respective seule
were grouped as *high’ on public or private self-consciousness, respectively, while
those who scored below or equal 10 the median were grouped as ‘low’ on the
respective (rait.

Results and discussion

Overall, a higher proportion of respondents reported walching TV for more than
10 hours when given the high (41 per cent) than when given the low (15 per cent)
frequency -ange scale, with responses given in an open lformal falling in between
{20 per cen:). This pattern is rellected in a significant contrast corresponding 1o Lhe
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main effeet of scule, z = 3.67, p < .0002, one-tailed. To explore the impuct of
public and private sell-conscivusness, two separate analyses were conducted.

Public self-consciousness. The first part of Table 4 shows a breakdown of
respondents’ reports as a function of scale range and respondents’ public self-
conscivusness scores, that is, their disposition 1o pay attention 10 the public
impression they give to others. This breakdown reveals that the impact of the high
and low [requency range scales is virtwally identical for both levels of public sell-
consciousness, with a difference of 27 percentage points under high, and 26
percentage points under fow, public self-consciousness. Accordingly, no significant
interiction of public sell-consciousness and scale range was obtained (z = 0.07,
n.s.). Additional comparisons within each scale condition also failed to reveal any
significunt differences as a function of respondents’ public sell-consciousness scores
(z values = 0.43, and (L4, n.s., for the high and low range scale conditions,
respectively). Thus, respondents’ disposition o pay sttention o the public image
they give to others did not affect the impact of scale range, contrary to predictions
derived from the self-presentation hypothesis,

Table 4. Reporied weekly TV consumption as a function of scale range and scll-

COMMCIOUSNCSS
Scale range

High range Low range

A Publi¢ self-conscivusness
Low 39 (n=41) 13 (n=38)
High 44 (n=32) A7 (n=36)

3. Private self-cansciousness
Low Sl (n=37) A3 (n=45)
High 31 (n=136) A7 (n=29)

Note pures show proportion of respondents who reported a TV consumption of mare than 10 hours
per week. The number of respandents in each celt is given in parentheses; proportions are rounded.

Private self-consciousness. The second part of Table 4 shows an analogous
breakdown of Lthe same sample as a function of scale range and respondents’ private
self-consciousness scores; that is, their disposition to focus attention on their own
behaviours and feelings.

Separate analyses al cach level of private self-consciousness reveal that the effect
of scale range is only reliuble for respondents who scored low on private sell-
consciousness, z = 3.94, p < (0005, one-tailed. Specifically, 51 per cent of the
respondents who were given the high frequency range scale reported watching TV
for more than 10t hours per week while only 13 per cent of the respondents given the
low frequency range scale did so, resulting in a dilference of 38 percentage points.

In contrast, respondents who scored high on the private self-consciousness scale
were not significantly alfected by the runge of the response scales provided (o them
(z = 1.35,p = .09, one-lailed), though the pattern of the proportions is similar 10
the one discussed above, with a difference of 14 percentage points. Overall, this
pattern is reflected in an interaction of scale range and private self-consciousness, z
= 1.6Y, p < .05, one-tuiled, as predicled by the [rame of reference hypothesis.
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Discussion.  In summary, respondents who scored high on the disposition o focus
attention on the sell, as assessed by the private sell-consciousness scale, were less
infllucnced by the range of the response alternatives provided 1o them than
respondents who scored low on this disposition. This linding presumably reflects
the higher accessibility of self-related information under high self-consciousness.
Specifically, it suggests that respondents who scored high on the sell-consciousness
scale used informition aboul their behaviour that they reealled or reconstructed
from memory, ruther than information provided by the scales, (o determine (her
TV consumplion. Thus, the present results parallel the findings of the previouis
studies as they indicate that the impact of the response alternalives decreases with
increasing accessibility of other information.

In addition, the present data provide further supporl for the ohservation thal
behavioural reports are more valid under sell-focused attention {see Wicklund,
1982 for a review) by demonstrating that respondents with dispositionally sell-
focused attention are less suceptible to question form cflects. This finding, as well
as previous laboratory resulls (see Wicklund, 19K2), raises the interesting
possibility that the validity of sclf-reports may be increased if setf-focused attention
is actively induced, rather thin assessed as an individual difference variable. It may
be a fruitlul avenue for future applied research 1o experiment with manipulations
that may induce sell-focused atiention in a survey context.

CONCLUSIONS

In combination, the present findings support the hypothesis that the impact of
response scales on behavioural reporis is mediated by their informative function.
Respondents use the range of the response alternatives as a frame of reference in
estimating their behavioural frequencies. Accordingly, the impact of response
alternatives was the more pronounced the less relevant episodic information was
casily available. Thus, response scale effects were more pronounced when
respondents reported the behaviour of others rather than their own behaviour
(Experiments | and 2). Moreover, the impact of scale range was moderaled by
individual dilferences in the degree of self-focused aliention, and respondents with
a high chronic accessibility of sell-relevant information were not significantly
affected by the response alternatives (Experiment 3).

None of the obtained findings could be derived from the hypothesis that the
impact of scalc range is mediated by self-presentation concerns, which would, n
fuct, predict opposite results for Experiments | and 2. Note in this regard, thm
respondents’ alcohol consumption was assessed in Experiment 2, that is, the
behaviour that prompied the self-presentation hypoihesis in the first place
{Bradburn and Danis, 1984). Moreover, individual differences in respondents’
concern about their public image did not moderale the impact of response scules
(Experiment 3). Thus, self-presentation concerns do not seem to play a major role
in the present non-threatening context, which is typical lor the majority of
behavioural reports assessed in surveys. However, more threatening questions may
activate these concerns, and their impact may be compounded il the response scale
suggests that the respondent's behavioural frequency is unusual. In addition, sell-
presentation concerns may vary as a funclion of mode of data collection, and may
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be more pronounced in face-to-face interviews than when the data are collected by
sell-administered guestionnaires (e.g. Smith, 1979). These possibilitics await
further rescarch,

Turning to the applicd implications of the present findings, it needs 1o be
emphusized that the impact of response alternatives on (requency reports of non-
threatening behaviours inercases us the accessibility of relevant episodic informa-
tion decreases. Therefore, response scale effects on behaviourul reports are
particulurly likely to be obtained if proxy respondents are used, and il the
hehaviour under study is frequent and mundane, thus decreasing the accessibilily of
distinet episodes in memory. Under these conditions, researchers may be well
advised (0 use open-answer formats to obtain data on behavioural frequencies. As
Sudman and Bradburn (1982, p. 115) noted, ‘there is no difficully in coding such
responses, since the data are numerical and can easily be processed without need
for additional coding’. For this reason, the major disadvantages of the open-ended
format—time, cost, interviewer variahility, coding, and analytical problems—are
not of consideruble concern in the assessment of frequencies. Precoding the
responses, on the other hand, may introduce systematic bias because response
scales are not only ‘measurement devices' bul serve informative lunctions as well.
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BRAIN SYSTEM DISORDERS AND PSYCHOTROPIC DRUGS. H. Ashton, Oxford
University Press. 1987, No o of pages: 547, ISBN 0 19 2614136 3 (cluth). Price: L40.00,

Three complex 1omies are desceribed within this volume: functional brain systems. disorders
within these systems and associsled  behavioural problems, and tastly the effects of
pyychoisichive diugs upon these systems. A text covering just one of these lupies would be
complex cnough, but Heather Ashion has succeeded in presenting an excellent inlegrative
account on all three. The text is subdivided inmo five parts: arousal and sleep, reward and
punishment, learniog and memory, depression and mania, and lastly schizophrenia. In cach
part the braun systems anvolved in the Tunctions are deseribed first, then the disorders arc
covered, while hinal chaplers cover drug elfects. This structure makes it uselul as a reference
valume for copnitive psychologists. Thus, for o researcher interested in arousal, Part |
(Arousal and sleep) would indicate current understanding on: ncuroanatomy, neurgirans-
messuny, EEG measures, arousal/performance relationships, disorders of arousal ar sleep,
and an amadysis of the effects of different drug classes on all the above aspects, The avthor
manages 1o present the information clearly and succinctly, without simphiying areas of
untcrl:unly.

There are, however, difficulties which sicm from the behavioural model used 10 structure
the book. This s described in the introduction: “The behaviour of man is goveened by three
main functional systems, for arousal, for reward, and for leaening and memory” (p. 1). This s
a rather bivie, awnd more importantly non-comprehensive, model of human behaviour.
Henee the two Tinal parts are defined by clinical disorder (Part 4: Depression/mania; Part 5:
Schizophrenia), rather than by functional system. This conceptuasl confusion alw creates
problems over where particular Tunctions, disorders, or drugs should be covered. For
instance, anxiety, benzodinzepine, and barbiturate drug effects, are treated in the section on
arousal and sleep, while alcohol is covered in the seetion on reward and punishment, Several
important arcis are absent. Ashton acknowledges that aggression. sex, and feeding arc
omited. The concept of atlention is only briclly mentioned, despite its importance as a
psychological function, its alteration in many behavioural disorders, and the numerous drugs
which alleet it Hhgher cognitive Tunctions such as thinking and problem-solving are alva
hardly raived, even in the section on schizophenia. A more comprehensive model of
hehaviourad functions would therefore have strengthened this book.

The other problem for i bouk on this topic is the interrelutedness of brain functions. This
creates insoluble orgamzational praoblems, no matter which model had been used, In cach
section Ashion firstly has to summarize the topic covered in the next few pages, then itemize
where that 1opic i also covered in related sections, This is skilfully performed, and Ashlan
places recommendable ¢mphasis on the interrelatedness of brain systems. However, the
sheer volume of cross-referencing leads 10 some conceplual fatigue. To take ane cxample:
‘Depression and mania can be viewed as disorders of reward and punishment systems, with
features in common with drug dependence and chronic pain syndromes , . . such disorders
also have secondary ctfects on arousal and sleep and on cognitive, autonomic and endocrine
function” {p. 283). Inierrelatedness with ‘affect’ iy also discussed at length. Thus chapters 11
and 12 are ¢ross-related 1o most of the previous chapters. TUis interesting that one area not
crins-referenced with depression is schizophrenia, Yet clinically they often overlap, as in
depression with delusional aspects. and the schizo-alfective disorders. As an aside, it may be
nuted that current conceptusl models for these *psychotic’ disorders are guite distinct.
Dfferent neurochemical systems, brain tracts, and brain arcas, are implicated in cach,
Changes in clinical diagnosis may well follow this conceptual distinctness (have diugnoses of
shiza-alfective disorder decreased recently?), The introduction of lithium, as a treatment for
mania, led to an increase in the incidence of diagnoses for that disorder. [t is therefare
wurrying that conceptual models based vn neurochemistry often scem to take precedence
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