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ABSTRACT

A review of the literature on Persm Perception,
as iqt relatesﬁto addictim; is giv:en. ‘bl.Ex[:':erinmt 1
quantified peopie's subjeetive impressikﬂcr.ns of smokers,
heavy drinkers, and herdin users, ,m ter'msl of an

empirically devised framework.

The experiment also
examined Jthe imﬁact of persawal information (i;e a
photngr'aﬁh) ur.:n'\ impression formation. Ii:.“was found
that, in the Aabsa'lce bf a photogragh, l-;er'oiﬁ users

were perceived as beiﬁg dangérms.

A ﬂreview of the Mliter'ature on stereotyping was
carried cut. Experiment 11 examined the lower limits
of stereotyping heroin users as being dangerous. This
exper.;'.ﬁt was conducted within the ccntext} Juf
Taj 'felh's interper's&\al—iﬁtergrmp ccntiﬁu.u'n. | The
findingé were that, minimal personal information
coupled with dissimilarities in ﬁersmal values,
resulted in stereotypic pe;'ceptims of remin users
whereas, r'espcnses to a personalized pre%élwtatim with

similar values, were more differentiated.

Ay

The implications of stereotypé beliefs about

heroin users in the area of drug education is

discussed. A review of the fear appeal literature is

given.

Experiment 111 examined the relative



effectiveness of a fear appeal and a social appeal in
influencing current bheroin users’ attitudes and
intentions with regards to using heroin. This
examination was systematically investigated within the
context of Fishbein and Ajzen’s theory of reasoned

action and their model of persuasive communication.

It was found that, (i) beroin use is under

attitudinal control, (ii) current heroin users hold a
health belief structure and a social belief structure

associated with the consequences of using heroin, and

(111) both the fear appeal and the social appeal had

an effect on attitudes and intentions with regard to

heroin use,

Experiments 1V and V examined the lay public and
ex—heroin users’ opinions regarding the relative
effectiveness of emphasising health factors or social

factors in attempts to influence bheroin taking
decisions. The findings revealed there to be a
disagreement between the two groups. The lay public
were of the firm opinion that emphasis should be
placed on health factors. On the other hand, ex-

heroin users regarded social factors as being more

influential.

The wider implications of these findings, in

terms of drug evaluation studies, are highlighted.
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1. STEREQTYPING
1.l. Introduction

When we observe pecsnleJ in everygay life we
invar'iabl;/ possess prior infor'maticn (of varying
quality) about the aocial gr'mps to whizclh they belong.
This information takes the form of gahtegoriaatim,
prntotyges on stereotypes (Tajfel, | 1981). Many
studies have demonstrated that our _Judgements about
others and of their behavimn ar'eq‘ often biased (ct
Kahweman, SIDVJ.C, and Tver'sky, 198‘2) and a number' of

researchers have suggested how these b:l.ases might

arise (cf Nisbet and Borgida, 19890).

Peopla use steré::ty&sx to pl;'edicia how others will
behave and this can affect their behaviour towards
gthers.; The major function of attaching ltabels to
different groups in society is to impose order on? a
Wchaotic sogial envirnnmant. We use cateqorical labels

to divide the social world intc: intelligible units.

The division is accompl ishecl by lear'ning or creating
criteria for defining group membership. The criteria
used are potentially as infinite as the differencas
among people, but innpr'actice, some criteria are more

easily appliecl than others. This facilitates the

process of organizing and classifying our positims



with respect to other people.

In addition to being the defining features of
group membership, group labels are associated with a
second set of features consisting of personality
traits. It is these traits that people commonly think
of as stereotypes. The characteristic features of a
given group are not random. They arise from the
nature of the historical hcmtat:t between different

groups, the actual cultural traits possessed by both

groups, and the psychological consequences.

Prediction is important for soci;l intéractim.
Social interaction is premised c:n assumptions and
expectations each individual brings to the so;:ial
context. These assumptions often include a shared
system of cultural norms relating to the conduct of
interactions. Without making these basic assumptions
interactions would be impossible. These assumptions
set up a broad, but sometimes, rather ill-informed set

of expectations for how the other party will respond

to the interaction. In addition to these basic

assumptions, the situational context provides
information concerming appropriate normative conduct.
Combined with implicit assumptions that are made,

these situational cues serve to increase our

understanding about how to behave.

Nonetheless, in social interactions substantial

uncertainty remains. It is to further reduce this



uncertainty that stereotypes are so readily called
into play in social settings. The presumed
chatacter'istic features of a ster'eotyped group prov:.de

us with informatim about how other's w:l.ll behave

towar'ds us and how we should behave toward them
Ordinarily, we acquire information about particular
others tl'n'ough our- exper'iences w:.th them These
experiences bhelp us to deter'mine the extent ”of

similarity in our meaning systems and to make

J.nfer'ences about the attributes they possess. For
people using them, stereotypes seem to provxde a

shor'tcut to this knowledge. The advantage of

stereotypes is that they allow people to believe that
they have a basis for interaction- the disadvantage is
that they may be wr'mg. | Ster'eotyping is not
necessar'ily an | inteotionai “a}:t of atusivehess;
however, it can blind us to individual differences
within a class of people and because of this, it can
be maladaotive and potentiaﬁy dangerms. It can

result in biases and discrimination against certain

! ‘

groups in society.

1.2. Stereotyping in Addiction
Surpr'isingly, the t:ont:ept of ster'eotyping, which
has long been important in soc1a1 psychology, has

until recently not often been employed in the analysis



of addiction. Studies have tended to concentrate on
how the professional perceives the ‘addict’ (e.q.
Romney and Bynner, 1972), how the ‘addict’ perceives

him/berselft (e.g. Hoy, 1977), and how the ‘addict’
perceives his/her addiction (e.q. OGossop, Eiser, and

Ward, 1982).

Researchers have presumably suspected that the
public has distorted perceptions of the ‘addict’ and

at times, have documented the misleading information

about ‘addicts’ disseminated by the mass media.
Psychologists studying drug addiction, as well as
other forms of deviation, have also rec;:agnised the
tendency for a ‘mythology’ of pmble:na’;ic behaviour to
develop (e.g. Gossop, 1982). Yet mechanisms =crf

stereotyping have somehow never been viewed as related

to explanations of addiciton.

Evidence from Sociological Labelling Theory
suggests that some attributed stereotypes, e.Q.

‘alcololic’y, are highly salient categorizations
influencing both the perception and the behaviour of

the stereotyped groups and society’s reaction towards

the individual members of that group (Scheffe, 19663

Scott, 1973).

The dangers of sociological labels have been
extensively studied in the area of deviant behaviours.
Even though chronic alcohol use and opiate use are

victimless behaviours, there is evidence to suggest



that they are regarded by many as deviant behaviours.

For example, ‘alcoholics’ and ‘drug addicts’ were two
of the most frequently mentioned deviant types in one
community survey where respondents were asked to list

those things or types of persons whom they regarded as

deviant (Simmons, 1965).

The main consequences of the social labelling

processes in the area of addiction can perhaps be best
highlighted by referring to the medicodisease concept

of alcohnlism. Much effort in recent years has been
directed toward educating the lay public that
alcoholism was a medical problem rather than a
criminal offence (Jellineck, 1960). These efforts are

reflected in the various publications for Public

Health

Services and the National Council on
Alcoholism. Likewise, as the theraputic effectiveness
of Alcoholics Anonymous has become  increasingly

visible, the public has become aware of the assumption
that a form of physiological allergy leads to

alcoholism. The A.A. concept is somewhat different

from the traditional medical model, but the two
conceptions share a strong tendency to reduce

individual responsibility for ~the genesis of

alcobholism.

The effects of this re-definition have been
regarded, by many, as positive, the most prominent

impact being that alcoholics are comitted to



hospitals, clinics, etc., for treatment rather than
being detained in pr'is;:ns. Medical treatment is the
natural corollary of the medical model and is aimed
towards 'recovery'ﬁ rather than toward the ‘character
reform’ goal of incarceration. In any event, neciical
treatment i;'. r;garded as a more humane reaction to a

form of behaviour that may not be anti-social or

criminal.

1.3. Mechanisms Operating Through the Social Labelling

Processes Which are Based on the Medico-Disease

i

Concept of Drinking

There ar'e_ﬂtwjn basic mechanisns Op;rating through
the labelling process which is based on the disease
model of dqrinkingl. The first mechanism is assignment
to the ‘sick role’, this being the consequence of the

drinker being labelled as manifesting an illness. The

‘sick role’ assignment may leg:i.t;mize problem drinking
pattermns since theser patter:ns have been labelled
results ;f pétknlogy rather than as inappropriate
behaviourr. This is due to the ?fa:t that one of the
main characteristics of the ‘sick ‘mle' .1.5 that the
individual is ;101: ’held responsible f;r his illness;
f;hus,, in this case the illness is abnormal drinking
behaviour Iand assignment to the °‘sick role’ removes
the individua1'51 respaxsibh it-y for engaging in the

behaviour.

It could be argued that there is a significant

9



Lo

parnliel between the developlr;ent of the dlséase m'::del
of alcoholism and the disease model of hyster‘:.a, the
latter of wh:n.ch developed dur'.tng the 19th century as
an early step in a significant expansion of the aegis
of psychiatry and medicine. Szasz (1961) points out
tr\a{: prior to thejr iabelﬁiing of hysteria as a
legitimate disease, such behaviour was regarded as
malingering énd w;s met ’v‘cith ;mial sanct:l.ons. The
;recognitim' of hysterin ;s h.*a mental disorder cnannEd
the picture cmsider'ably, the 1mp1 ication being that
the legltim.zatlcn of malméermg through labell:mg it
a ‘real’ disease may have led tn more people

choosing this behavioural altennatlve.

A seccnd mechmism which Dnérntes thrmgh the
disease m:::del th.Ch n\:ay serve to reinforce problem
drinking is that the labelling prn;ess may;lead tu a
secmdary pmblem thrnugh a change in the pmblem
drinker’'s self cmcept as well as a changew | in | the

image or social definitlcn of hJ.m/I'er' by the

significant others in his/her social lifew (écheffe,
1‘?665 . i The individual with the medical dlagnosis of
al:nl-nlic nccupies a social position which has
acncmpaning mlé expectations, the nrinciple
expectatic;'\ being engagement int d@innt drinking
patterns. Tnis is illustrated by the fact tnat we are
not surprised to see a drunk alcoholic ”and we ma;"vel

with anazenmtqwt'en we see a sober one. The end result

of the labelling process is a structure of role

10



expectations and a set of self concept changes that

eventuates in the individual’s performance of the

deviant drinker role. The behaviour which is assigned

is carried out.

1.4. The Consequences of Social Labelling

49 el

"41" a

The ‘'reaction frum society per'spective has

provided a shift from the study of individuals !ancl
their characteristics to the definitional and reactive
processes surrounding deviant acts and actions. | The
role of stereotypes in the identification of responses
to deviant behyiour and individuals has cmsistently
been stressed by advo:ates of this appr'aach (e.q.
Boris, 1979, Schlur', 1971). Stereotypic expectations
are believed to influence both the attribution of the
dev:I\.aﬁntﬁ label and reactims to or consequences ;::f
that label. | It has been suqggested that the
attribution of deviance may be made in accor'dance with
more general expectations (e.é. Norland and Shover,
1977). For .exampie, Har'r'.i:.s; (1977) meposéd that
‘actors come to assign themselves and otrer's tn
limited classes of behaviour according to their' social
‘type’. Such expectancies - which specify broad
behaviaoural sequences as well as type—-to-role linkages
- are referred to here as type scriptSeececccecesssssuch

background expectancies align particular sets of actor

types with particular sets of social roles.....type-
scripts also are seen as aligning types of actors with

possible classes of deviant behaviour and identities’.

11



(Harris, 1977, pp 11-12).

The application of particuia;' deviant typologies
to particular actors is basically a situational matter
(Kitsue, 1942). However, several theorists have
argued that the nature and availabilit; of dthese
social catggorizatims can be linked to broader
ideulogical“ stocks of knmlédge which transcend
specifi:c situations (Stoll, 1948). Ideologies of

deviance, which may vary across time and social space,

define the reality of certain types, (e.g. Salem
witches) as well as their content, (e.g. °‘the dirty

£
L

skid row alcoholic’ versus the ‘sick alcoholic’). Kai

Erikson, for example, points out that ‘each society is
exercising a cultural opinion wh;'.ch develops a
characteristic way. of lmicing jat deviant
behavimr.........(Tré) way iin which this option 1is
exercised h;s a profound ef%ec:t t:;oth on the forms of
dividing a social experience and on the kinds of

people who come to exhibit it.’ (Erikson, 19466, 161).

Fe .

This approach also implies that deviant types

function as social constructs which mediate between

£I 4

the 1ideological and situational levels of reaction to

deviance by organizing the perception, interpretation

and treatment of deviant actors.

In addition to influencing classes of behaviours

according to their social types, e.q. ‘a sick

12



alcoholic’ secial labelllng can also influence the
attitudes ief those wht:; have been labellecl th.Ch can,
in turn,; influence their behaJieur. In the past it
has been emplrically demonstrated that a pereen s. ownl
drlnklng behaviour can be expected to reflect his/her
atti.tudes tcwards alcotnllsm, e.q. Mc.l-bgh, Beckman,
and Frieze, (1980); Furmham and Lowick, (1984);
Davies, (1979), Davies and Stacey, (1972), Jahoda and

Cramond, (1972), Bynner, (1969).

With the increasing awareness and concern about

addiction and its associated problems, the public’s

attitudes towards those with addiction problems are

important. They are important because negative
attitudes constitute a major impediment to improving
support for those who are experiencing addiction
problems. It may be the case that, rather than
impeding support for those with addiction problems,
the lay public have potential ability for helping such
groups. For example, a study by Doctor and Sieving
(1973) found that friends, family, and ministers were
rated extremely highly in terms of helpfulness for
those kicking a drugs habit. The implication from
this study is that the role of the non-professional in
treatment of addiction has much to offer. This
support could be aided and enhanced from information
programmes and community based projects designed to

teach supporting skills and how to apply them.

Before such a project could ever be considered,

13



an assessment of the public’s reaction to those with
addicition problems is necessary. Experiermtll is a
hypothesis—generating experiment designed to identify
the lay public’s perception of those labelled ‘a

smoker’, ‘an alcoholic’, and ‘a heroin addict’.

Before embarking on this study it would be

helpful to outline some theories of the origins and

functions of stereotypes and stereotyping as it

relates to society as a whole.

14
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AN ANALYSIS OF THE ORIGINS PND FLN.':TIU\B OF

e DR R T T S O T T T T R

2

2.1 Introductory Remarks

Si;ereotyping hés been cl;we of the most provocatﬁ:"lveg
and explored phenomena  in social psychology.
Gene;.-ral ly, thé study of stereotyping has focused on
impressions of étMic and racial groups and virtually
every prominent theory in psycm;ogy has tackled the

issue at some time or another.

Traditional concepticns of stereotypes have given
little attention to the possible cognitive blases that
may pr'nduce differential perceptions of ma.)ority or
minority groups. According to the traditichal
viewpoint, three specific assumptions are commonly
made regarding the basis of ster&:typing. Firstly, i£
is frequently argued tr;at stereotypes develop and arek
used to serve the motivational needs of the per'ceive;'.
For example, perceiving a minority group as being
inferior may enhance (or at least protect) the
perceiver’'s self esteem. A ;'élated view 1is that
stereotypes serve the funétim of rationalizing one’'s
preference against an outgroup. The scapegoat theory
of prejudice is another branch of this emphasis on

motivational needs underlying the discriminatory

16



perception of minority groups. Secondly, there is the
belief that stereotypes are arrived at through °‘faulty
reasoning processes’ (e.g. Lipperman, 1922). It is
argued that when a person is cmfr;wtea with some
group other than hi;/rer own, hormal cognitive
functioning is short—circuitéé and judgements afe made
as the result of illogical thinking. The third common
assumption 1is the ‘grain of tn.;th' hypc;tl'es'is

(Campbell, 1967). According to this explanation,
stereotypes arise from direct experience with the

stereotyped group.

2.2, Differential Perception of Majority and Minority

Groups as a Function of Cognitive Processes

In a departure from the traditional view, Allport
and Kramer (1945) pmposed th;t stereotypiné may be
intrinsic to the cognitive system. That is, lbeople
oversimplify their experiences by selectively
attending to certain fea;cures of tl;\e informatién

within the environment and by forming cateqories,
concepts,  and generalizations to deal with vast

quantities of available data.

In 1954, Allport reiterated his view about the

role of cateqgorization in our perception of everyday

R

objects. ‘The human mind must think with the aid of

categories (the term is equivalent here to

generalizations). Once formed, cateqories are the
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basis of normal pre—judgement. We cannot possibly

avoid this process. Orderly living depends on it°,

Allport states that the process of categorization
has five important characteristics:-
1. It forms large classes and clustérs, \for' guicling'
our daily judgement., 1

2. Categorization assimilates as much as it can to

i .

the cluster.

Se The catego;"y m;bles us* quickly to identify Ia
related object. | * o |

4. The category é.aturates all tﬁhat :{t émtains with*
the same ideational and emotional flavour.

S Categories may be more or lesé r'atic:nal.'

(Allport, 1954, pp 19-21)

Allport proposes that these processes apply to
the perception and categorization of people as well as

objects and that by evolving socially meaningful
categories in which to place people, the social
perceiver deals with an overload of information about

people in the same oversimplified fashion as is used

to deal with objects.

Despite this insight into tl;e cognitive a;pécts
of stereotyping, many resear;:l'ers failed to follow
this lead and the assumption that stereotyping ‘short-
circuited' the normal reasoning processes continued to
guide much o; *tlle rr-elrsearc:h.‘} Exceptions are the work

by Tajfel, Billig, and their colleagues, (e.q. Billig,
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1973;; Billig and Tajfel, i973; Tajfel and Billiﬁg,
1974), and by Allen and NIIAer, 1973). |

The, definition of ; the ::ategor'izatim process
offered by Tajfel ;i.s the process of ordering the
a’\vir‘mnent‘ in ter'ms of categories 1i.e. through
grouping objects, events and peoplé as being similar
or equivalent to one another in their relevance to an
individual‘s aeéiuns, intentions or attitude%.
Categorization | i1s a basic human ch;racteri;tic. We
categorize i;nforn\a;tim ?partlby as ; ;efleci;.im of tl;e

fact that objects in the natural world themselves
display coherent and non-random patterning of

features: they form natural object categories (Rosch,

Mervis, Gray, Johnson, Boyes-Bream, 1973).

Like éllpor't, Tajfel argues that thére is - no
reason to assume that forming gqeneral iéatims abcu.;t.
minority groups is aﬁy different from forming
gmeralizai:iﬁs; about other objects or events. The
definition of stereotyping offered by Tajfel (1964,
pp 423) ’'is the general inclination to place a person
Jinto categﬁrieel Jaccérdinkg; to some easily and quickly
ldentifiable characteristic such as age, sex, eth&ic
membership, ﬂnatic:nal ity c::;r occupation and then to

attribute to him qualities believed to be typical of

members of that cateqgory’. Stereotyping thus beqgins

with differential perception of social groups.
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If a perceiver differentially evaluates two
groups — either two groups which he is not part of, or

y )

his/her own group versus some other qroup, then the

particular content of those evaluations provides the

basis for stereotypic cgnceptmns. Several lines of

research indicate that th.'l.s kind of differential
perception of groups can occur simply as a consequence
of tn.nr normal cognitive functioning. If this is the
case, ‘then it may be inappregriate to ‘asam'e that
stereotyping necessarily involves faulty reasoning or

unconscious motivation or even some kernal of truth on

which a stereotype is based.

In recent years there has been a remarkable
growth of interest in the cognitive processes involved
in the way persons perceive and make judgements abcut

¥

others. The number of ways in which people are

perceived as differing is enormous and, with the

possible exceptlm of sex, each of these individual

£ n

differences varies along a continuous dimension.

Transforming gradual and continuous variations into
clear cut categories makes life easier for us. It
simplifies a tremendous amount of information and, f;r'
most everyday uses, e.uch gross distinctions may
suffice. The danger is that, once we have class:.f:.ed
two people or two grcups into different categories, we
may exaggerate the differences between them and ignore

the s:.m:n.lar:.ties or, conversely, once we have
classified two people or two groups into the same

category, we may exaqggerate their similarities and
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ignaore their differences. Some evidence that these

are real and present dangers comes from the work of

Tajfel.

As a preliminary demonstration of these effects
Tajfel and Wilkes (1963) asked subjects to make
judgements of lengths of lines, each 1line being
presented on a separate cardboard background to

subjects seated several feet away. The eight lines

presented varied in length from 16.2 centimetres to

22.9 centimetres, and all subjects were asked to make
their judgements in centimetres. Some subjects simply
made the judgements a number of times. However, for
other subjects, the cardboard sheet on which the four

shorter lines were printed each had a large letter A

drawn on them, and the sheets on which the four' longer
lines were presented each had a large B on them.
Thus, the letters A and B provided a classification of
the lines into two qroups (shorter and longer), even
. though the lines within each group still differed in
length. One of the more dramatic results from this

experiment are presented in Figure 1 (from Tajfel and

Wlikes 1963) As may be seen from the figure, the
superimposed classification (A versus B) that enabled
subjects to divide the lines into two groups led them
to exaggerate the differences between the two classes
-or, more precisely, to exaggerate the differences of

the largest line in the ‘short class’ and the shortest

line in the ‘long’ class.
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Tajfel (1‘-?62) described this phenomenon as
deduct:.ve categor'izatim (as opposed to inductive
categoriz;tim) . Ihis cﬁsists of dr;;awing inferences
about the ’natl.lre of an object or event on the
properties of a cateqory. Applying this to the line
experiment, when the allot:aticn of stirrul:. to

-different categories is known, they will be Judged as

more different, as far as the characteristics of the
line are concerned, than when the basis for allocation

of the stimulus is not known. Similar results using

different types of stimuli, for example, lines and

squares, were obtained in other experinmts (e.g.
Campbell, 19563 Davidsm, 1962; Lilli, 1970 (cited in

Forgas, 1981). Some exper'iments have used ‘social

stimuli’ such as attitude statements (e.g. Eiser,
197%) .

While the Tajfel and Wilkes study provides some

evidence that the classification of stimuli into

categories leads to an exaggeration of intercateqory
differences there l;uas, in fﬁctI little évidmce in the
study for minimization of ,intracategory differences.
Tajfel, Sheikh, and Gardner (1964) attempted to find
some evidence for the la{:ter by having Canadian
College students questim} two Canadian and two Indian

persons about their views on books a;'\cl films.
Afterwar'ds, subjects *macle a ser'ies off descr;iptiv;
ratings of the persmsiquestimed. The set of ratings
included attributes reflecting both the Canadian and

the Indian stereotypes. Results showed that two
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members of the same nationality were rated similarily
on those attributes associated with the stereotype of

that national group.

More recently, Taylor, Fiské, Etcoff, ”ancl
Ruderman (1978) reported an experiment which
demonstrates mini:nizatia:\m | c:% it;\tracategurf;/
differences. In this experi;rmt mfbjects listened to
a tape of a discussion amng sSix Ipersms, threei of
whom were black and three of whom wer‘e white. Thé
authors reported that, afteri ”*I'ear':’lng tl‘é grmp

-
£

discussion, subjects were able to remember the race of
the person who made alnn;t every *cmment* but they
could not recall whicr; of the blacks or wﬁich of the
whites had made the remark. Subjects apparently were
successful at differentiat:ing between ‘two grﬁups but

had difficulty differentiating among the various

members.

There exists now a considerable number of studies
showing that intergroup differentiation varies in its
extent in accordance with the category differential

 model. Similarily, there is a large body of evidence
cmcemiﬁg the second aspect of categorization, which
consists of acéentuating similarities between members
of the same category i.e. that category
differentiation is associated with accentuation of

intracateqgory similarities (e.g. Diose, 1978).
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The above findings would seem to have important
implications for the process of stereotyping.
Obviously, categorization of stimulus objects into
groups is not only a useful process for simplifying | a
complex world, butt it is also quite adaptive in many
circumstances. I-lcmever', social c;ajects can be
classified in numerous ways depending on the
particular criteria mplw. ANy given way }of
classifying others into groups srﬁJld be of SOMe
utility tox the per'ceiver,L for example,. in helping
him/ber make infe;'énhces and J udgements about others or
in anticipafing | the” na;:ure of an interaction with

them. Conversely, a categorizafim system that was

not useful in these ways would presumably be
disregarded in favmr' of some altemative means of
cognitively defining‘ i:mportant group mnﬁerships. The
findings ;descriged above  sugqgest that the
categorization proces;s itself produces | perceptual

‘!i

distortions which justify for the perciever the use of

the categories employed. That is, the resulting
enhancement of perceivé;:lz interéroup di%fér‘ences can
make those categories seem all the mnre meaningf:ll and
sO can provide the perciever with subjective
‘evidence’ that this particular way ”c:;f defining social

groups has identified important differences to which

he ought to attend.

2.3 Differential Perceptions of Groups Based on

L] -

I1lusory Correlation
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The work by Chapman (19467) ancl Hamilton and his
col leagues (Hamilton and Gilford, 1976) | draw
attention to some cognitive aspects of social
stereotyping. Several years ago, Chapman (1965)
introduced the term ‘illusory correlation’ to refer th
the erroneous report by an observer regarding the
degree of association Eetween two variables or classes
of events. Chapman’s interest was in c*linical
diagnoses, and in an interesting ‘series of experiments
the Chapmans (Chapman and Chapman, 19673 196%) anc:l*
others (e.q., 0Golding and Rorer, 1972; Starr and
Katkin, 1969) have provided evidence of how cognitive
biases can re;sult in erronecus beliefs regardﬂing the
relationships between var'ic:usq psycmj-diagnc:stif: signs
and patient symptomatology. Flamilfm's interest was

in person perception, more spec:.fically, whether' the

st

foundation for stereotyping cculd be based on the

cognitive biases described in Chapman’s research.

The exper'inmtal par'adigm used by Hamilton and
his colleagues (1‘?76) was based based on Chapman S
(1967) original demonstration of illusory correlatim.
In that experiment,* Chapman cmstruc:teq two lists of

4

words, such as the following:

List A: lion, bacon, blnsscms; boat

List B: tigers, eggs, notebook

Subjects in the experiment were shown +a series of word
pairs, each pair ‘cc:mbining a word from List A with one

from List B. All possible pairings occurred in the



sequence an equal number of times. Subjects were then
asked to estimate, for each mr'd on list A, tHe
percentage of the occurrences of that word in which j:.t
had been paired with each of the List B words.
Because all poss:.ble pa.i.rs had occurred the same
number of times, the cc:r-rect answer in eachh case was
IN.3%4. Chapman found, however, that systematlc blases
were associated with certain kinds of mrds. In tl'\ose

cases where there was a strong associative

relationship between two wnrdsf (e.g.k lim—tiger,
bacon-eqgs) subjects c;:nsistmtly ;vereatimted the
frequeﬁcy of occurrence of the worcl péii" wi;I:\in the
series. The otl'ér case for which anj}éfc‘ts
cms;’.stmtly ﬁver—estimted hthe fr'equency o}
occurrence v;as when the two words paired were
distinctive within their respect:ive lists. In each
list, one word was considerably longer than the other
words. When those two were words paired (blossoms-—
notebook in the above exaﬁple) subjects recalled the

pair as having occurred more frequently than it

actally had. Therefore, Cham;n argued, an illusory
correlation m$y be based either on the associative
meaning that exists between two events or c:n the
pairing of distinci:ive events. In either' case the
subject ‘sees’ the two evmts as gcnng together w.tth

more regular'ity than has been act.ually true.

Hamilton and his colleagues explored the
implications of Chapman’s findings for social

stereotyping. In this context, the associative basis
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for illtxsory correlations demonstrated in Char.mm's;
study corresponds to the consequences ka Illear'nedf
stereotypic conceptions about social groups. jThat is,
if one has previously lear'ne;:l that _blacks are more
likely than whites to be lazy and dishonest, then
Chapman’s results suggest that the per'sms
perceptions of events @ld be biésed in thatr
direction, even in the {- ébsence of any diffe:'ence
betwea'l blacks and *whites in the é'xtentw to whicﬁ
laziness or dishonesty are manifested in their
behaviour. The result for the perceiver',‘ then, is a
self-fulfilling prophesy in?wh:lhch 'ble;t:kness' :i.st seen
as being related toh laziness and dishonesty, even
though no such relationship may éxist in the material

to which the person has been exposed.

Hamilton et. al’s. (1976) research has focused on

the other basis for establishing an illusory
correlation, the pairing ‘of events that are
distinctivef. Thig interest grew out of a parallel
which these résearchers saw ll'l cmtémporary American
life. They argue that in tte everyday exp;erimcg of
the typical white perst:1, interaction with and even‘
exposure to blacks is a relatively infrequent
occurrence, S0 that when one does encounter a black
person it is a distinctivé event, clistinctiva'\aissj in
the case being defined by it\frequen(:y. In ad;jitim,
undesirable or non-normative behaviour is ” less

frequent than desirable behaviour and hence can also



be considered distinctive. If this is true, then the
implication of Cha;:man'sh (196;) finding is that the
pairing of ‘blackness’ with '“undesir'ablpe behavicur'
can lead the typical white observer | to infer Le

relationship between the twd, even J.f the dlstritutlm

of desirable and undesirable behav;Ldur's has been the
same for both blacks an wl'u.tes Such an infer'ence

would pr'bv:Lde the bas:Ls for the drffer'ential

percept:.on of the majdrity and mlndr'ity groups, and

hence for stereotyping.

In an experlment dESIQnEd to test this line df

reasoning (Hamilton and G.'Lffdr'd, 1976) subjects were
shown a series of 39 slides, each of which presented

one statement describing a per'scn as having per'fbrmed

sSOme behav:l.mr. Each stimulus per'sdn was described as

belonging to one of two gr'mps. Bet:ause they were
interested in the effects of pair'ed distinctiveness

and not in any associative bases for the subject =
Judgements, actual SDC:;.al or ethnic gr'bups were “ndt
used; t:dnsequently Jeach lpersm was merely identified
as belonging to either Gll'mpﬁd or GI’:CIJP Bi The
stimulus sentences wer'e*of the following form: ﬁ'John,
a member of Group A, canvassed his neighbcurl'md
soliciting for a charity’, °‘Bob, a member of Group B,
lost his temper' and hit a neighbdur he was arguing
with’. In the set df stimulus sentences used, there
were twice as many statements descr'.lbmg members bf
Group A than there were for Group B, and desirable

.

behaviours were more frequent than undesirable
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behaviours. However, .the ratio | of desirable and
undesirable behaviours was identical for both groups.
Therefore, there was no relatia;‘ship between qroup
membership and the desirebility aof the behaviours
described. In addition, the sentence sets were
constructed so that the average eesirability values of
the behaviours characterizing the two groups were
approximately equal, based on previously obteined

ratings of a larger set of behaviours.

Y o

Within the stimulus materials presented to the

-

subjects, membership in Group B and undesirable

behaviours were distinctive | cha}acteristics.
Therefore, senta'\cee describing rrenber's of Group B
performing I undesirable behaviours represented
instances of the pairing of distinctive (infrequent)
events, Based on Chapman’s (.1;‘?67) fiedines, these
rﬁeamérs expected an’ illusory correlation to occur
such that the subjects would overestimate the degree
of associetim between membership in Group B and the
incidence of undesirable beeavimr. If so, then this

might result in differential perception of the two

groups, similar to that observed in stereotyping.

Fol lming the presentation 01: h the i stimalus
sentences, subjects uére given a booklet in l;uhich they
were asked to perform several judgement tasks. In one
pnart, the *beh'avicw’ descriptions from the stiuulu:.ls

sentences were reproduced and subjects were asked to



indicate for each one whether it had been performed by
a member of Group A or Group B. (See Hamilton and
Gifford, 1976 for details of the analyses carried out

on the data from this this experiment).

In sum, the results from this study demonstrated
that distortion in both recall and judgement processes
can result from the lway in whichT information about
occurring events is processed. The cﬁsequmce was
that two stimulus g@m were perceived a being
different from each other, even trnJéh there were no
informational basi; for éhe perceived difference.
Subjects significantly 6verestimated the number of

undesirable characteristics that had been attributed

to the smaller group.

Much of the ;r'gunmt and the studies discussed! in
tﬁe above section referred to a Jgener'ei-:il- cc;gnitive
process df cateqgorization which c.;n br;iefly | be
restated as follows: once an array of stimuli in the
environment has beenisystematized or ordered through
categorization on the basis of some c;';iter'icn, tl;is
ordering will have certain predictabie effects c:n the
judgements of the stimuli. These effects consist of
shifts in ﬂi::emeivéd relationships between the stimli;
thége shifts depend rupcn the class membership and the
relative salience of the stimuli ir; the total ar'r'ay;
The resulting pnlan;'izatim of judgement, and cognitive
‘weight’ given to some of the s£imli serve as

guidelines for introducing subjective order and
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predictability into what would otherwise be a fairly

chaotic environment.

2.4. The Role of Values in Social Categorization

The above discussion is concermed with non—social

‘categnr'izatim and non—-social stereotypes. But this
is not enough when one is concerned with social

~

categorlzatic:ns and social ster'eotypes Many of the
categnr:.zatxms applymg to ob_)ects 1n the physical
environment are neutral, in the sense that they arer
not associated with preferences 'fer' one category, with
one category being ‘bad’ and another ‘good’, or one
being ‘better’ than another. When, however, this does
happen in the physic:alﬁ envira:\mt, certain clear-cut
effects appear whic;'\ ‘distinguish between neutral and
‘value—loaded’ ;:laesificatims. There are clear cut
differences betweenhcc:gnitive processes n;anifested in
the shifts of judgements applyin;; to fneutiral and tol
social value differentiais. Perhees the most
important difference between judgements aeplyingi to
physical stimuli and to seciai stimulil isﬁtﬁat social
categorization is often value—-based and noénative.

For example, division of people into social categories

which matter to the individual is usually assocliated
with positive and negative evaluations of these

categories. These value differentials tend to enhance

still further (as compared with neutral categorizing)



the subjective differences on certain divisions
between the categories and the subjective similarities

within cateqories (e.g. Doise, 1978).

2.9. The Role of Values in the Area of Addiction

The consequences df social value differ‘é'\tiais
operating in the area of addiction can perhaps be
highlighted by returnming again to the medico—disease
concept of alcofnlismh. Apart from *reinforcing | tl%e
problem behaviour by lébelling it as sick, (see
chapter 1), there are two other possible consequences
of labelling which may cu:cur' and further solidify

deviant drinking pattemns.

The first '15 rejection nf the individual by
certain grmps as a result of the label, as distinct
Trom intolerance of his/her' grinking behaviour. The
‘alcohnlic’ thus seeks out oppt-:r'tv..mities to affiliate
with more tolerant drinking groups, (evidence for the
occurrence of this with young adoleé.&mt drinkers *has
been found by i)nvns (1987). The hchanges in sel f—
concept that result from labelling u;ay also tend to
lead the individual to groups ccmposed of other
‘deviant dri?nkers.' This differential association

serves to further legltlmize, reinfort:e. and

perpetuate deviant drinking and lead further towards

¢

a true drinking habit,

A second consequence of labelling may be the
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integration of the labelled individual into social

groups which are composed primarily of non—deviants.
It is possible for the group to do its own labelling
of a selected ‘deviant,’ b;t the labelling willl be
much more effective if it is executed by an outsider
who has the institutionalized assignment to lébel and
whose authority is not questioned. The function
served by the ‘deviant’s’ presence include, =(1) the
definition of other group nembers as ‘normal’ because

they do not share the ‘deviant’s’ symptoms in his

label, (2) the presence of a submissive and relatively
helpless target for scapegoating which, in tumn,
allows for displacement of inter-member tension onto

the weaker ‘deviant’ member and thereby reduces cross—

cutting interpersonal conflict which could weaken the

organization of the group, and (3) the presence of a
rule breaker may offer the group a ready excuse for

its shortcomings in goal attainment activities,

These functions serve to lock the ‘deviant’
member’'s role behaviour into the group pattern to the

extent that his/her behaviour is selectively rewarded

and attempts by outsiders to change the behaviour are

strongly resisted.

The basic point is that the mere process of

stereotyping (labelling) may serve to aggravate and
perpetuate a condition which is initially under the

control of the individual.
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2.6. Values and Cognition

Many studies in perception have adequately

demonstrated that perception is not veridical and the
role of v;alués in perceptual and cognitive processes
has been well recognised for several decades. The
classic experin&t of Bruner and Goodman (1947) found
that children tended to accentuate the size of valued
objects (i.e. coins) and that this tendency was
especially prmén.mced among children with a ‘poor’
background. Ti'e;e findings illustrate the general
principle tha:c perception must be understood as an
active inte;'actim between the human organism and its
environment and that therefore, °‘values and needs’
intervene 1in tﬁe ﬁrocess. The literature concerning
the relatiméhip Ibetween perceptual processes and
value relevance is very extensive (ﬁllpor't, 1955;
Bruner, 1958; Seccn;d and Backman, 1964). In 1953,
Bruner and Rodriques drew attention to the possibility
tha£ what rap;peared to be a simple 'over—estimgtim'
may hav; been in fact a relative increase in the
perceived subjective differences between stimuli (such
as hcoins). Tajfel (1957) developed and elaborated
this notion a few years later and waslb&mfirned in a
number of subsequent experiments. The major
implicatj.c;n was. that the increased accentuation of
Judged differences may also apply to social
categor:'iz;atims of people into differing groups (cf

Doise, 19783 Eiser and Stroebe, 19723 Tajfel, 1959;
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1963).

Just as judged differences in size between
individual items in a series of coins tend to be

larger than the corresponding differences in a neutral

series of stimuli (Tajfel, 1957), so the judged

differ-ences on certain dimensions correlated with the

classifications tend to be lar'ger' in the case of
social categor':l.zatlms related to value dlfferentlal

than they are in neutral categorizatlms (Tajfel,

|§'

1999). This hypothesis has been tested by cunparmg
ratinigs by two groups of subJects of the persmal
attr':l.butes of people belonging “(or‘ assign‘ed) to
differ:mt scx:iail- categories. F One group of sub:iécts
was previously ascertained asﬂ being prejudiced against
one of the two categories whilst the other group was
not. The underlying | a%s;unptim was ’that the
ca]tegor'}.zatJim presents a strmger' value differential
for the for‘;ner' than for the latter group. Results
usually st'lcmed that the pr‘é.ludiced group judged the

differences on certain dimensions between the members

of the two categories to be larger than the non-

prejudiced group.

2.7 The Role of Values in the Preser'vatlm Df Scx:.tal

-_—__I_I_-_—_—_—_—__———_

Values also clearly affect the kind of mistakes

that an individual is prepared to permit in his/her




identification of social category membership.
Bruner, Goodnow, and Austin (1956) detIaiI the
conditions in which individuals will commit errors of
overinclusion or overexc lusion in their assignments of
-amhiglous items intﬁ one of two ;:ategcries which are
available for such assignments. The first of these
errors consists of including into a category an item
which, on a specified criterion, does not belong to

it; the second, of excluding an item which does belong

to it. The greater the difference in value between
the social categories, the more likely it is that
er‘r'c;r's of assignment into a negatively‘ valued category
will be more in the direction of overinclusion, and

errors of assignment into a positively valued category

will be in the direction of overexclusion.

In their analysis, Bruner et. al. (19:?)6) l;elated
the frequencies of the types of errors to their
perceived consequences, tl';at is, to the weighing up of
the respective risks entailed by making one or other |
kind of mistake. This ‘emalysis of risk can be
extended to the subjective consequences crl“ mis—
identifying the group membership of an individual when
the social category to which they belong is related to
a strong value differential for the person making the
assingnment. The risks are that a ‘bad’ person
could be assigned to a ‘good’ category, or a ‘good’
person in a ‘bad’ one. If this h;appenws too often it
could threat& or even invalidate the value

differential. From the evidence we have, there seems
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to be a preference for not having the wrong person in
a valued group, over the risk of having the right
person out of it. The case nf over-inclusion into

negatively valued categories is also well represented
in a qgroup of studies on the recogniton of Jews by

antisemites and non—-antisemites, (cf Tajlef, 1969, for
a detailed review of these studies). The prejudiced
subjects showed greater accuracy in recognising Jews.
This ;uas due to a respawse bias; they labelled a
relatively larger number of photographs as Jewish
since the categorization had a greater value—loading

for them than for the non—-antisemites.

AN 1nteresting experiment conducted by Pettigrew,
Allport, and Barmett (1958) in South Africa, resulted

in similar findings. Afrikaner subjects tended to

assign ambigious faces to the extremes of ‘Europeans’

and ‘African’ with a less frequent identification as
‘Coloured’ or ‘Indian’. Lent (1970) ;"epeated the
study in Texas u';'sing ﬂlﬁlﬁites, Mexicans, light—sk.:i.nne"d
Negr'oes, and dark-skinned Negr'c:es Although he failed
to replicate many of the find:.ngs, he did report that

there was a difference between various groups of White

subjects.

Value differentials gquide the use made of

ambigious information. In the case of accentuation of

differences and similarities, the maintenance of a

system of social categories acquires an importance



which goes beyond the simple functioning of ordering

and systematizing the environment. It represents a
powerful protection for the existing system of social
values, and any mistakes made are made to the extent

that they do not endanger the system.

2.8. Social Categorization and Social Identity

A second important aspect of social
categorization is the concept of soc;ial identity..
Tajfel (1978a) defined social identity as ‘that part
of an individual’s self concept which derives from his
knowledge of his membership of a social group (or
groups) together with the wvalue and emotional
significhance attached to that membership’. Tajfel
admits that this definition of social identity is
limited and there is no doubt that the image an
individual has of him/herself is infinitely more
complex. The assumption made, bhowever, is tﬁat no
matter how rich and complex the individuai's view of
him/berself in relation to the surrounding world, some

aspects of that view are contributed, in particular,

by the differentiation which exists between his/her

own group and others.

Seen from this intergroup perspective of social

identity, soclal categorization can therefore be

considered as a system of orientation which helps to
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create tﬁerindividual‘s place in society (cf Berger
and Luckman, 1967). It 1is this comparative
perspective which 1links social categorizafim with
social identity. On the basis of extensive
experiments, social comparison processes play a very

important role in linking group discrimination with

i

the creation and maintenance of positive or negative

social identities (Tajfel and Turmer, 1979, Tajfel,

197%).

A social group will, 'be capable of preser;ving lits
c&atrih.ntim to an individual’s society only 1if it
manages to keep its positively valued distinctiveness
from other; Jgr'mps. | This establishment of

distinctiveness through attributing positive
characteristics to one’s own group in comparison with
other groups is particularily salient in cases of

discrimination against minority groups.

Many Jsuch casesi have to doa withf attempting to
esﬁblish a positively :valued identity by
underprivileged qroups. r The hammering out by
American _Blacks of a group disti;'\citvmess in which
they caﬁ feel pride is a easé iﬁ lpoiint. Another
example Ican be found in the a.ttempts ‘to eé&blish a

new and distinctive national identity in many new

nations.

Although the growing body of findings emphasises
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the importance of cognitive processes as determinants
of the differential perception of social groups, it is
not suggested that that all stereotypes are based
solely on such factors. Mich of what a person
believes and feels about stereotyped groups 1is
acquired through social learning experiences; and
motivational factors may facilitate the acquisition
and/or maintenance of the prevailing conception of
various outgroups. Even when tl"esé other processes
play an important role, however, tr\ei;" ultima&

effects are necessarily mediated by their influences

on the perceiver’s cognitive processes.

2.97. Conclusions on Stereotyping

Considering the three widely held Jasa.unptims
about stereotypes: that they (a) serve the
motivational needs of the perceiver, (b) that they are
based on some ‘kermel of truth’, (c) that they are the
product of ‘faulty reasoning processes’, i{: is
instructive to reconsider these assumptions in the
light of the findings to dat:.e. Certainly the r;esx.;lts
of the above mentioned studies cannot be understood in
terms ;:)f motivational for‘ce;.-'. *oper'aéing in the
perciever. Most of the tasks employed were h;.ghly
cognij:ive in nature, and in most cases, deliberate
efforts were made to avoid .;my influences céused by
previously developed associations or values the

subjects might have regarding certain social groups.

Motivational theories would have a particular
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difficulty accounting for the results of the 1illusory

correlation studies (Hamil ton and Gifford, 19748).

Similarily, it is di'fficult# to identify any
'ker'nel of truth’ that might mdenlie the differ'entiai
perceptions and intergroup discriminatim evidenced in
these studies. In the ‘minimal group situation’,
(research by ‘:l'ajfel anda the otrher's), the qgroup
assignments were made on the basis of criter'ia Quite

irrelevant to the intergroup judgement.

The third assumption about stereotyping is that
it reflects* a faulty or inferier reasoning prc;cess. |
This viewpoint holds that the cognitive processes
mvolved in stereotyping are qualitatively di'fferent

from our characteristic manner of thinking and
perceiving. There anpears | to be n; dsel id evidence for
such a sl'ur't-circuiting pr'ncess ‘and the studies
summarized above inclicate that such an asswnptim is
not necessar;/. Several characteristics of our normal

cognitive pr'uce551ng have been cited that have been

sufficient tu produce differ'ential perceptions of
groups md}or intergroup discrimination. Al though
cognitive strategies, such as categorizing stimulus
objects into classes and attending !to distinctive
Stlﬂull, may by highly adaptive in most c:.r'ctlmstancee,

it hae been sl'nm that they may also prcwide the

fc:mdatim for sterentyping.
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An alternative interpretation of the ‘faulty
reasoning process’ notion would be that stereotyping,
although not based on qualitatively different
cognitive processes, does reflect a rather poor
application of those processes to certain classes of
social stimuli. This view would simply argue that
stereotypic conceptions are un founded over-
generalizations, that the perceiver has not used the

available information in an optimal manner, that

he/she has based his/her conclusions upon a particular
social group on poor evidence; etc. In this case, the

perceiver’'s processes are inferior or faulty only in

comparison to a model of the ‘rational man’. However,
the finding that a perceiver does not use the
information in an optimal manner is certainly not
unique to stereotyping; numerous studies  have
demonstrated bow our cognitive mechanisms fail to

approach the specifications of such a model. Thus,

whereas stereotyping may involve a ‘faulty reasoning
process’ in this sense, it is not because of anything
specific to the perception of different groups. It
would seem more appropriate in terms of potential
benefit to recognise the similarity of these processes

to those employed in the judgement of circles and

squares of different colours, of lines of varying
length, and of pairs of words. In doing so, we may
not only learn something about the cognitive bases of
stereotypic conceptions of social groups, but we may
also discover some of the socially significant

consequences of the limitations of man‘s basic

4



cognitive processes.
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3. EXPERIMENT 1: PEOPLE’S PERCEPTIONS OF THOSE

HAVE BEEN LABELLED ‘AN ALOOHOLIC®, ‘A HEROIN
ADDICT ", AND “A OMORER’

3.1. Introduction

The previous chspters have introduced the reader
to an analysis of the origins and functions of

stereotypes as they exist and operate in society as a
whole. Little has been said about stereotyping as it

relates to addiction. The first part of this thesis

concerns itself with this topic.

The importance of stereotyping in addiction

cannot be underestimated. Firstly, there seems to be

gome theoretical justification for hypothesising that

the stereotypes or cultural images of the ‘addict’
not only determine official policies to deal with such
people, but alsor shape or influence ’‘scientific’
theories of addiction. There are several studies
which can pr&ide direct or indirect support for this
hypothesis (c¢f Connor, 1972; Goodwin, 1871; Laner,
1971; Lin;esmith, 1968; Szasz, 1870, 1874; Townsend,
1875).

This hypothesis can also be derived from the

thesis of the sociology of knowledge advanced by

Mannheim (1868), according to which the content and
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the criteria for validation of scientific theories are

socially determined. That is to say that, theories of

the social sciences as well as those of the natural

sciences do not reconstruct a fixed ontological

‘reality’, but aniever-evolving'reality‘embedded in a

sociohistorical network (Goldberg, 1872, Movahedi,
1876).

.The claim that many theories in the socia];‘ and
behavioural sciences reflect to a great extent the
social and.politi;al ideology of the theoristd is no
longer considered radical or unsubstantiated. And it
is naive to maintain that observations can provide the
ultimate evaluative criteria for the soundness of such
theories. For even the most elementary are
theoretically laden and theories shape and structure
the observations on which they are claimed to stand
(Feyerabend, 19685, Hanson, 1965). Thus, it is of

little wonder that observations of theorists usually

tend to confirm their theories.

In the area of drug use, some writers, such as
Helmer (1974) and Szasz (1974) have ventured a
sociohistorical analysis of the development of popular

conceptions, as well as the °‘scientific’, theories of
addiction, and Have exposed the racist and class-
orientated dimensions of many drug related issues.
The work of these writers as well as the classic study

ofLindesmith  (1868), suggests that the behaviour

scientist (and some clinicians) have adopted the

47



popular conception of the “sddict’ and attempted to
formulate theories about addiction and the personality

of the ‘addict’ consistent with those conceptions.

Secondlér ) étereo‘types may ﬁlso play an M6£tmt
role in the initiation of substance usé; This may
arise from widely held but misinformed concepts about
those who are ‘addicted’. For example, one possible

area of misinformation, particularily amongst

teenagers, concerns beliefs about smokers. Sﬁch
béiiefé could be material to é;okhlg decisions. | For
example, a belief such as ‘smokers are ! more
#sophistica&ted thm non-smokers” leads to t.hé fo@tion

of beliefs such as 'my smoking will make me sappear

more sophisticated’.

According to McKennell and Bynner (1963), beliefs
that smokers have ittributes that non—mokeir'é cio not
1have can have an e?en more direct effectr Lon 1;he
decision to smd;er (or not to smoke). Theée
investigators make the sssumption ‘that a boy will be
motivated to change his behaviour in such a way as to
make himself as similar as possible to the kind of boy
he would like f.o be’, (p3l1). Thus, for example, if =
boy values ‘toughness’ his belief that smokers are
tougher than non-smokers may make sﬁbking more

attractive to him.

Such considerations clearly suggest that the
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public images or stereotypes of those who use an

‘addictive’ substance may play an important role in

the initiation of taking the substance. This claim is

of major concern for those involved in designing

education programmes aimed at tackling the problem of

addiction. And its exploration is the main objective

of the following experiment.

The research to be described here 1is an
exploratory study presented primarily to stimilate
thinking and research in this area. The point of entry
for this research, 1 believe, should firstly begin
with attempting to determine the stereotypic
concept;.ions of those with an addiction 1label. The

addiction labels of interest to this research are: ‘an

alcoholic’, a smoker’, and ‘a heroin addict’.

It was decided that a fruitful approach in
attempting to explicate the above issue was to

investigate these stereotype labels in terms of (a) a

label only and (b) a 1label plus ‘life 1like”’

information.

3.2. Rationale

The rationale underlying the above decision was
twofold. Firstly, a wealth'of evidence testifies that
group lasbels set up expectatons for behavion.;r. These
expectations have (amongst “oxthers) two potentially

negative effects: (i) they influence the behaviour of
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the ingroup member and (ii) they inf luence how the
behaviour of the outgroup member will | be

interpretated, (chspter 1).

Again, research into this area has focused mainly
on racial stereotyping. The classic experiment by
Duncan (1876) may serve ash an illulstration. He asked
pecple to obseﬁe a videotape of a discussion between
two subjects (experimenter assistant;s). | I'fhe
discussion evolx;ed £nto ﬁ hea;c.ed aréument with one of
the subjec;ts mildly pushing the other. Duncan varied
the race“of the discussants (both black and white, or
one black and the other white). Observers were asked
to code i the behaviour and to a:ttribute cauqsality to
the act ;:f pushing. When a black pushed a white };75%
of the observers (who were white) labelled the ac:t. as
violent; when a black pushed a black, 639% termed the
act as violent. However, when a white pushed a black,
only 17% codéd the act as viole:';t. When a' white
pushed a white only 13% saw the act ss violeﬁt. Thus,

when whites were in the role of the transgressor, the
act was interpreted more leniently. The term violent

‘was far more readily spplied to the same act when the

actor was black. Less than 10X of observers saw a
black person‘s act of pushing as playing around or
dramatising. Furthermore, when the act was performed

by a white person, attributions were higher for

situational than for personal causality. The

essential features of this have been replicated by
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Sagar and Schofield (1980) who found in white and
black children the same tendency to interpret
ambigious aggressive acts as more mean and threatening

when committed by a black actor than when committed by

a white actor.

When applied to stereotypes, this line of
research suggests that a group label sets up
expectancies that modify our Dbehaviour towards

outgroup members in a way that leads them to confirm

the expectancies (cf Snyder and Swann, 1878). Even
when the expectancies# are not fulfilled in the
outgroup behaviour, they still can influence
mtemretﬁtion of odhtgroup behaviour. The reason ié

that people tend to see behaviour that confirms their

expectancies even when it is sbsent (Cooper and Fazio,

1973).

Another bias in the intrepretation of outgroup
behaviour occurs when behaviour that is mconsiétent
with expectations is attribute& to external factors,
(Regan, Straus, sand Fazio, 1974). In addition, when
stereotypes set up expectations for behaviour,
disconfirming evidence tends to be remembered,
(Rothbart, Evans and Fuléro , 1978). This may be one
of the reasons that stereotypes typically change at
suich a glacial rate. 1In the realm of individual

behaviour, it means that outgroup members will have
considerable difficulty being viewed in non-

stereotyped ways.
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Stereotypes set up expectations that may be

confirmed because of the effects of the expectancies

on behaviour of ingroup and outgroup members, or j:he
expectancies may be perceived as having been confirmed
even when they have not. In both cases people
probably feel secureﬁﬁ*in attributing the stereotyped
trait to the other person. This ?ircular attribution
process 1s complei;ed when th{e group label that
generated the original expectancy is used as the
ultimate explanation of the behaviour of the outgroup
member. For instance, if a white person is expected
to and does act in an exploitative manner, then the

explanation will be that he/she is white. Thus, both
group labels and the characteristic features of

stereotypes furnish causal explanations for behaviour.

Secondly, in many 1instances, stereotypic
cmceptims are cieveloped without any personal contact
with thg steroetyped group. As Lipperman has
emphasized, no single individual can have more than
limited contact with the mltitude of personal
experiences and social situations that characterise a
complex society. For that reason alone, stereotyping
becomes common and almost ﬁecessary. It is certainly
true that the opinions on deviance of many ‘normals’
are developed wi*thout any direct contact with t.hé
deviator. The apparent desire to avoid such direct

contact very probably exacerbates the situation; those
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who conform frequently experience grave discomfort
just thinking sbout various kinds of deviations, let
alone confronting them directly. To the extent that

this avoidance tendency is present, the likelihood of

reliance on stereﬁotypes is highlighted for it offers a
relatively comfortable way of dealing with threatening
behaviour. It was therefore of interest to detrermine
whether subjects” 1ratings of the 1labels “an
alcoholic®, ‘a émoker', and ‘a heroin addict’ woﬁld be
influenced if these 1labels were accompanied by a

photograph of a supposed ‘alcoholic’, ‘smoker®, and

"heroin addict’.

Ssome of the consequences of deviance should be
apparent. Aitj the | level of direct personal
interaction, it significantly influences the
expectations of others, causing serious probléms of
response and identity for the deviants. As stuéies by
Scheffe, Scott and others have made clear, definitions
of the situation held by those reacting to the
deviation, definitions t;mt are oftén shaped primaril}
by stereotyped beliefs, can indeed have so
overpowering an impact that t.he deviati.ngh individual
may § :Lnd himself unable to sustain any alternative*
definitionf of himself. Stereot.ypingf is salso

elaborated at the level of public decision making and

organizational processing.

Stereotyping, thus, can serve at all levels to

instigate or propel mechanisms of self-fulfilling
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prophecy. It involves a tendency to jump from a single
cue to an actual or suspected or alleged behaviour to
a more general picture of the ‘kind of person® with

whom we are dealing. .

Stereotypes give ingroup members the impression

that they possess considerable information . about

traits of the outgroup members. While there may be
some overlap, there are likely to be more differences

than similarities. These presumed disimilarities may

lead to reinforced negative attitudes and behaviour

towards the outgroup.

Although there has been a considerable amount of
work carried out on impressionistic accounts of the
‘alcoholic’ (e.g. Romney and Bynner, 1972; Knox, 1971;
etc.,) most of these studies have confined themselves
to the professional field. ' To the author’s knowledge
no previous research has contrasted people’s: popular
conceptions of the °‘smoker’, the ‘alcoholic’; and the
"heroin' addict® in the presence and absence of
lifelike information. The aim of this research was
thus twofold: (a) to examine the popular stereotypes
of '; smoker®, ‘an alcoholic’, and‘"a heroin addict’
and (b) to determine whether these stereotypes would

alter if accompanied by a photograph of ' a supposed

member of these three groups.



3.3. Method

Deaign. The experiment consisted of two
conditions: a ‘no photo condition® and &a ‘photo

condition’. To avoid:!  alerting subjects to the main

purpose of the investigation, the experiment used an
independent group design. 192 subjects participated
in the study (2 groups of 868 subjects in each

condition). Each condition was made up of 24 people
who were experiencing porblems through drink; 24
people who habitually used heroin; 24 current
cigarette =smokers and 24 people who did not smoke or

use heroin but, drank occasionally (control group).

Subjects. The control group was obtained from a
sample of the general population selected from the
electoral register. Social class and location was

controlled. The ‘drinkers’ sample was drawm from

alcohol treatment units in the centre of Glasgow. The
heroin using =sample was obtained through various
treatment clinies in and around Glasgow and via a
local prison. Due to difficulty,‘in obtaining heroin
users without contaminating other research in
progress, this group was more heterogeneous than the
other sample groups. However, attempts were made to
match the two groups. A detailed description of the

sample and the source of contact is given Table 1.
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TABLE 1: Table of Subjects who Participated in
Experiment 1 Classified by Group, ~Age,

Sex and Source of Contact

Condition: No Photo

Group: Mean Sex Source of Contact
"Age M F 1 2 3 4 OS5 &6 7 Bk

Smoker 33.53 924 4BA 24

Problem 40 bE4/4 36/ 10 8 6

Drinker

Heroin 22 7974 21/ 4 10 2 8
User - a -

Control 29.8 494 51/ 24

Conditions Photo

Group Mean Sax Saurce of Contact
- Age M F 1 2 3 4 S5 & 7 8Bx

Smoker 1.1 417, 997 24

Problem 43.9 6874 32/ - 17 7

Drinker

Heroin 27 .3 814 197 14 1 9
User *

Control J32.5 40/ &07% 24

X l. Electoral Register

2. Alcohol Treatment Unit, Gartnaval Hospital
S. Charing Cross Alcohol Treatment Unit
4. Talbot Centre |

9. Duke Street Hnspital Drug Clinic
6. ECODA, Easterhouse

7. Possil Drug Line, Possilpark

8. Perth Prison




Procedure. The scales employed in the experiment

consisted of 23 seven—point semantic differential

scales drawn from Romney and Bynner (1972). These
scales were developed by these researchers in studies
of smoking and were derived from exploratory
interviews at the pilot stage of their research. They
argue that the scales enables the researcher to
quantify people’‘s subjective impressions of groups of
individuals in terms of an empirically derived

framework. The scales employed were as follows:
Scale:

1. Scruffy/Neat Appearance.
2. Evasive/Frank.

S. Down to Earth/Imaginative.
4. Curable/lIncurable.

9. Dangerous/Harmless.

6. Timid/Self-Assertive.
7. lLaw-Abiding/Criminal.

8. Takes Time to Decide/Impulsive.
9. Conventional/Unconventional.
10. Placid/Aggressive.

11. Intelligent/Stupid.
12. Menacing/Friendly.
13. Cautious/Adventurous.

14. Weak Influence on Others/Strong Influence on Others.
15. Chaste/Sexually Promiscuous.

16. Forceful/Mild.
17. Depressed/Elated.

18. Self Confident/Shy.
17. Unselfish/Sel fish.

20. Uncultured/Cul tured.

21. Sexually Potent/Sexually Impotent.
22. Trend-Setting/Follows Fashion.
23. Submissive/Dominating.

All subjects were requested to rate the concepts

‘a smoker’, ‘an alcholic’, and ‘a heroin addict’ on

the above scales according to how he/she perceived

them. In an experimental design such as is used in
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this experiment, it is important to control for
contamination between the three concepts. To achieve
Jthisdthe concepts ‘an agrophobic‘, :aq epileptic’, ‘a
*depressive', and ‘a psychopath’ were inter-spread
between the ‘addiction’ concepts. This precaution
also served to prevent subjects from realising that

the study was concermed with addiction groups. These

additional concepts were not analysed.

In the 'no photo’ condition subjects were given a

booklet Containing the ¥ questionnaires and were

requested to rate only the concepts.

In the ‘photo’ condition subjects were given an
identical booklet. However, each concept was
accompanied by a photograph of a supposed alcholic,
(epileptic, heroin addict or whatever). At the top of
each questionnaire was printed °‘This person is an
alcoholic (epileptic, heroin addict or whatever)’. To
ensure that differences between the concept ratings
were not due to real differences between the people
photographed, a set of 24 prints was prepared which

were rotated over all the concept conditions an equal

number of times. The photographs were taken : and

processed professionally vyielding black and white

prints 7" x 5". An example is presented below.



The photographs presented were arranged in a way

that controlled for sex, age and class variables. The
complete set of photographs used and examples of the

two questionnaires are presented in Appendices 1 and 2

respectively.

Questionnaires were completed 1ndividually

wherever was convenient for the subject (at bhome, in a

clinic, at a drug centre, etc.). All concepts were
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given in a random order in an attempt to avoid

position effects. Subjects were informed that the

study was an investigation into how ‘labelled’ groups

in society are perceived. They were urged not to
agonise too long over each item since their first

thoughts would be the most useful. Time to complete

the questionnaire was approximately 15 minutes. All

subjects were assured anonymity.
All subjects were debriefed after

questionnaire.

-_——

S.4. Results: No photo condition

Three factor analyses were carried out under each
condition by means of principal components analysis
followed by varimax rotation (othogonal). Four
factors were extracted for each questionnaire which
had eigenvalues greater than unity and accounted for
the largest pr;:pcrtim of the variance. The rotated
factor matrices, significant items and percentages of

variance for the ‘no photo condition are presented in

Table 2.

completing
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Table 2:

Part (i): Semantic Differential Factor Loadings for the

‘Smoker’ Questionnaire, No Photo Condition. (N=76)

Scale Rotated Factors

1 11 111 1V

1.5cruffy/neat appearance —.0b
2.Evasive/frank -«40 .68

S.Down to earth/imaginative « 9
4.Curable/incurable 49
J.Dangeraus/harmless -.40 -.43
b6.Timid/sel f-assertive - o 06 *
7.Law—-abiding/criminal .48

B.Takes time/impulsive 74
7.Conventional /unconventional 47

10.Placid/agressive . 80
11.Intelligent/stupid | o OO e 02
12.Menacing/friendly -.b63
13.Cautious/adventurous o 32 57

14 .Weak influence/strong =) |

15.Chaste/sexually promisc -+ D6
l16.Forceful/mild

17 .Depressed/elated 79
18.5el f-confident/shy 47

19.Unselfish/selfish =39
20.Uncul turedd/cul tured .66

21 .S5ex potent/sex impotent /71

2.Trend setting/foll fash » 0 - e 33
23 .Submissive/dominating » 60

Percentage variance = 43,7

Eigenvalues:—~ (i) 3.46, (ii) 2.47, (iii) 2.08, (iv) 2.02
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Table 2 (continued)

Part (ii): Semantic Differential Factor Loadings for

the ‘Alcobholic’ Questionnaire, No Photo condition.

(N=96)

Scale Roated Factors

1 11 111 1V

l.Scruffy/neat appearance 64
2.Evasive/frank 47

S.Down earth/imaginative

4.Curable/incurable .45
O.Dangerous/harmless o D 57
6.Timid/sel f-assertive 43 45
7.lLaw—~abiding/criminal 63

B.Takes time/impulsive 37 " S
9.Conventional/unconventional .70

10.Placid/aggressive 63

l1il.Intelligent/stupid
12.Menacing/friendly
13.Cautious/adventurous
14.Weak influence/strong
15.Chaste/sexually promisc
l16.Forceful /mild

17 .Depressed/elated
18.5elf confident/shy
19.Unselfish/sel fish
20.Uncul tured/cul tured
21.5ex potent/sex impotent
22.Trend-setting/foll fash
23.8ubmissive/diminating

FPercentage variance = 42.6%

41

47

e 0

41
o SO

+ 40

67

-« 33

.38

- 09

-169

oSl

/72

e 07
o6

70

« 30

Eigenvalues:— (i) 3.47, (ii) 2.76, (iii) 1.94, (iv) 1.62



Table 2 (continued)
RPart .(iii):

‘Heroin Addict’

Questionnaire,

(N=96)

Scale

1.Scruffy/neat
2.Evasive/frank

S.Down earth/imaginative
4.Curable/incurable
2.Dangerous/harmless
6.Timid/sel f-assertive
7.Lanw—abiding/criminal
8.Takes time/impulsive
?.Conventional /unconventional
10.Placid/aggressive
11.Intelligent/stupid
12.Menacing/friendly
13.Cautious/adventurous

14.Weak influence/strong
15.Chaste/sex promisc

l6.Forceful /mild

17 .Depressed/elated
18.5el f-confident/shy
19.Unselfish/selfish

20.Uncul tured/cul tured
21.Sex pot/sex impot

2. Trend-sett/foll fash
23.Submissive/dominating

Percentage variance = 43.24

No

o 73

.61

62

e OO
32

Semantic Differential lLoadings for the

Photn condition.

11

&7

4%

e D2

Roated Factors

111

43

42
61

63

65

1V

o 94

D2

37

41

60

49

Eigenvalues:— (i) 3.86, (ii) 2.94, (iii) 1.79, (iv) 1.70



It 1is apparent that some factors emerged with

some regularity from each of these analyses. It 1is
not -rsuqgested that these individual: factors -are
necessarily the same factors. However, since they
share the most items: and were Jjudged by two

independent raters to be similar, there 1s some

Justification in "labelling and discussing them in a
collective way. The items shared by the three groups

are marked with an asterisk.

For ease of inspection and interpretation of the

factors to be discussed from the no photo condition,

Table 3 contains the individual factors with their

item loadings rank ordered.



Table 3: Factors to be Discussed, No Ptoto Condition.

Part (i)

Factor A: Social Conformity

Factor 1 Smoker Questionnaire

Item 21 .71 Sexually potent/sexually impotent X
" 6 - o Ob Timid/self—assertive X
" 15 - 06 Chaste/sexually promiscuous X
" 11 . b Intelligent/stupid X
* . 1 -.0b Scruffy/neat appearance
w7 .48 Law—-abiding/criminal X
" 18 47 Self-confident/shy X
“ 9 47 Conventional/unconventional X
"2 - .40 Evasive/ frank *

Factor 1 Alcoholic Questionnaire

Item 9 .70 Conventional/unconventional X
" 10 .63 Placid/aqggressive ¥
" 19 63 Unselfish/sel fish X
Y 4 63 Law—abiding/criminal X
w28 o 0 Sexually potent/sexually impotent X
" 18 47 Self-confident/shy %
" 6 43 Timid/sel f-assertive
" 15 .41 Chaste/sexually promiscuous
* 8 37 Takes time to decide/impulsive X
. 11 o0 Intelligent/stupid X
Factor 111 Heroin Addict Questionnaire
Item 21 Y] Sexually potent/sexually impotent X
. 19 63 Unselfish/selfish X
" 11 61 Intelligent/stupid X
" Q . O Conventional/unconventional X
. 7 43 Law—-abiding/criminal X
" 10 42 Placid/aggressive X
" 18 57 Self-confident/shy X

Table 3 (continued)
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Part (ii)

Factor 11

Item 2

Factor 11i

11 20
] 12
" 23
1) 2
" 5

Item 23

1
Ll L)

Factor 11

Item &
(1)

18
16
6

14

12
20

18
17
23
10
1
2

Factor B Unassertiveness

Smoker Questionnaire

.68
656
-+H3
.60
e 20
- .40

. Evasive/frank - X

Uncul tured/cul tured X
Menacing/friendly
Submissive/dominating X

Trend setting/follows fashion
Dangerous/harmless

Alcotonlic Questionnaire

o /2
~+ 69
- o D7
43
8
- 33
31

Heroin

&9
~a67
-a/

o 02

« 49

-+ 43
-.41

Submissive/dominating X

Self confident/shy
Forceful/mild
Timid/self-assertive

Weak influence/strong influence
Menacing/friendly X
Uncultured/cul tured X

Addict Questionnaire

Timid/self asertive
Selft confident/shy
Depressed/elated
Submissive/dominating X
Placid/aggressive

Scruffy/neat appearance
Evasive/frank X



Table 3 (continued)

Part (iii)

Factor 111

Item 10

Factor 11

8
11

o

13

Item 20

+

Factor 1

I tem

M -+ -

1
o
4 -
12
15
13

8

16

10

12.

17
13

Factor C Dangercusness

.80

o 74
o D2

_-43
32

Alcohnlic Questionnaire

N-Y4

.64
e O3
4
.41
.40
.33
« 33

- Smoker Questionnaire

Placid/aqggressive

Takes time to decide/impulsive
Intelligent/stupid
Dangerous/harmless X * ”

Cautious/adventurous X

Py

Uncultured/cul tured X
Scruffy/neat appearance X
Dangerous/harmless X
Curable/incurable
Menacing/friendly X
Chaste/sexually promiscuous
Cautious/adventurous X

Takes time to decide/impulsive X

Heroin Addict Questionnaire

A
.73

—+62

.61
e DD
e 0
+43
o 32

- Forceful/mild - S

Scruffy/neat X

Placid/aqggressive S
Dangerous/Harmless X
Menacing/friendly X S
Uncultured/cultured x
Depressed/elated X.-
Cautious/adventurous X
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Factor 1, Table 3: (i), is composed of items that

seem to suggest that it is a social conformity factor.

However, from an inspection of Table 3: (i) it is clear

that sexual potency is perceived to be associated with

smokers and heroin addicts rather than with alcoholics.

The second factor to emerge in coomon for the
three groups appears to be an (un)assertiveness factor
(Table 3 (ii). Although this factor is weaker than
factor 1, the items shared by the three groups seem to
express a moderate consensus of opinion. The highest
loading items for the smoker, however, indicate that
evasiveness and unculturedness are believed to be

more important traits for this group than

unassertiveness.

The final factor to emerge in common appears to

be a dangerousness factor. An inspection of Table 3J:

(1i1) demonstrates that this dangerousness dimension
is perceived to be associated more with heroin users
than alcoholics. The items (e.qg. forceful, scruffy,
evasive, dangerous, menacing etc.,) clearly illustrate
that respondents perceive heroin users as being
distinctively dangerous. Smokers do not load on this

dangerousness factor and are clearly differentiated

from the other two groups.

J.9. Results: Photo condition

Table 4 contains the rotated factor matrices,
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significant items and percentage of variance for the

‘photo’ condition.
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Table 4

Part (i): Semantic Differential Factor Loadings for the

‘Smoker’ Questionnaire, Photo Condition.:

Scale

1.Scruffy/neat appearance
2.Evasive/frank

S.Down to earth/imaginative
4.Curable/incurable
O.Dangerous/harmless
b.Timid/self assertive
7.Law abiding/criminal
B.Takes time /impulsive
?.Conventional/unconventional
10.Placid/aggressive
11.Intelligent/stupid
12.Menacing/friendly -
13.Cautious/adventurous
14.Weak/strong influence
15.Chaste/sexually promisc
16.Forceful/mild

17 .Depressed/elated

18.5elf confident/shy
19.Unselfish/selfish
20.Uncul tured/cul tured
21.5ex potent/impotent

2.Trend setting/foll fash
23.5ubmissive/dominating

Percentage Variance = 45,5/

Eigenvaluess

70

%

--45

70

s

«40

11

37

o 92
e |

.60

—./1

47

-135

. /78

(N=96) .-

Rotated Factors

111

¢ SI
33

_132

.68

3D
e A

o IS

o D5

43

iV

«435

~.49

.64

/74

47

(1) 3.50, (ii) 3.24, (iii) 1.94, (iv) 1.76



Table 4 (continued)

Part (ii):

the ‘Alcobholic’ Questionnaire,
(N=96)
Scale
1
l.Scruffy/neat appearance
2.Evasive/frank *
J.Down to earth/imaginative
4.Curable/incurable
9.Dangerous/harmless ~a/
b.Timid/self assertive o OO
7 .Lanw—abiding/criminal 64

8.Takes time/impulsive
Q.Conventional /unconventional .38

10.Placid/aggressive 79
1li.Intelligent/stupid
12.Meancing/friendly - -.6%

13.Cautious/adventurous
14.Weak/strong influence
15.Chaste/sexually promisc

l6.Forceful/mild - —~e 76
17 .Depressed/elated -.41
18.5elf confident/shy

19.Unhselfish/selfish o B3
20.Uncul tured/cul tured P to

21.5exually potent/impotent
2. Trend setting/foll fashion
23 .Submissive/dominating 36

Percentage Varaince = 48.47

Eigenvalues

71

11

65

- .43

(1) 4.00, (ii) 3.28, (iii) 2,12,

Rotated Factors

Semantic Differential Factor Laodings for

Ploto Condition.

111 1V
61
71
43
e 0O
43
o Sb
.61
e OO0
Rels
. /78
43
14'4'
(iv) 1.71



5.

Table 4 (continued.
Part | (111): Semantic Differential Factor Loadings for

the 'qur'nin Addict® Questionnaure, Photo Condition.

(N=96)
Scale . : Rotated Factors:
1 11 111 WV
l.Scruffy/neat appearance = —.41 31
2.Evasive/frank ~e47 33
S.Down to earth/imaginative - .43 - -
4.Curable/incurable 64
S.Dangerous/harmless - =48 o =y B3
b.Timid/self assertive
7.Law—abiding/criminal . +bb
8.Takes time/impulsive 43 S5l —-.34
7.Conventional/unconventional .49 * ‘o ~
10.Placid/aggressive e OF S/ « 0
l1l.Intelligent/stupid : .68
12.Meancing/friendly ~+43 -.43
13.Cautious/adventurous . 94 e
14 .Weak/strong influence .66
15.Chaste/sexually promiscu |
16.Forceful/mild - 49 44
17 .Depressed/elated -7 49 .32
18.5elf confident/shy -.43 67
19.Unsel fish/selfish . OF
20.Uncul tured/cul tured ~el - &7
21.Sex potent/impotent e O
2.Trend setting/foll fashion
23.Submissive/dominating .07

Percentage Variance = 44.2%

Eigenvalues (i) 4.36, (ii) 2.66, (iii) 1.98, (iv) 1.59
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It should be apparent that the factors to emerge

form these analyses are very general and diffuse.

Howevelr-, two factors emer-ge which appear to be common

to the three groups.

Again, for ease of inspection and interpretation,

Table 5 contains the individual factors with their
associated leodings rank ordered. It is reiterated

that it is not the suggestion of the author that these
individual factors are the same factors. However,
since they share most of the items (marked with an
asterisk) and were also judged to be similar by two
independent raters, they will 1be” discussed in a

collective way.



Table O: Factors to be discussed photo condition.

Part (1)
Factor A Conventional/Harmless
Factor 1 Smoker Questionnaire
Item 7 .70 Law—abiding/criminal X
' 1 -.61 Scruffy/neat appearance X
“ 9 « O3 Conventional/unconventional X
v 2 46 Evasive/frank X
" o -.45 Dangerous/harmless X
' 20 - .44 Uncul tured/cultured X
" 14 « 40 Weak influence/strong influence X
" 19 - .40 Unselfish/selfish X
Factor 1 Alcoholic Questionnaire
Item 10 77 Placid/aggressive X
" 16 —-.76 Forceful/mild
v 12 —.&69 Menacing/friendly
"7 .64 Law—-abiding/criminal ¥
"o 19 « 98 Unselfish/selfish *
"9 ~a0/ Dangerous/harmless X
" 9 38 Unconventional/conventional x
" 20 .t Uncultured/cultured X
" 6 o IO Timid/self assertive
" 17 -.41 Depressed/elated
" 23 . 5 Submissive/dominating
Factor 1 Heroin Addict Questionnaire
Item 9 6T Unconventional/conventional X
". 5 -.68 Dangerous/harmless X
w7 66 Law—-abiding/criminal X
' 19 . OF Unselfish/selfish X
. 10 " 07 Placid/aggressive ¥
" 16 - .49 Forceful/mild X
" 2 -«47 Evasive/frank X
S = « 43 Takes time to decide/impulsive
' 12 - .45 Menacing/friendly )
w3 .43 Down to earth/imaginative
" 1 -.41 Scruffy/neat X
17 ~eS7 Depressed/elated X
"2 % | Uncul tured/cul tured X
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Table 5 (continued)

Part (ii)
Factor B Cautiocusness
Factor 111 Smoker Questionnaire
Item B .68 Takes time to decide/impulsive X
" 19 e 06 Unselfish/sel fish
" 13 T e O Cautious/adventurous X
" & .48 Timid/self assertive X
22 43 Trend setting/follows fashion X
"3 e 3D Down to earth/imaginative
" 10 eSO Placid/aggressive X
" 4 D Curable/incurable X
S § « 4 Intelligent/stupid
“ 7 - 32 Law—abiding/criminal
Factor 111 Alcotonlic Questionnaire
Item 13 61 Cautious/adventurous X
" 2 b1 Evasive/frank
" 17 . OO Depressed/elated
' b6 o DO Timid/self assertive X
" 14 . 00 Weak influence/strong influence
" B8 43 Takes time to decide/impulsive x
"4 N Curable/incurable X
" 23 - 44 Submissive/dominating
Factor 11 - Heroin Addict Questionnaire
Item 14 .66 Weak influence/strong influence X
" 23 « O Submissive/dominating X
" 13 e Cautious/adventurous X
" 17 45 Depressed/elated X
' i8 - 43" Self-confident/shy
' 10 37 Placid/aggressive X
' 2 -3 Evasive/frank X
R = 31 Takes tiweto decide/impulsive X
"1 31 Scruffy/neat appearance

The first factor in common to emerge f;"cm the
three groups appears to be a conventional/harmless
factor, Table S5: (i). Admittedly, this label does not
encompass  the wide range of items comprising this

factory However, from an inspection of the items
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shared by the three groups it can be seen that there

is a theme of conventionality and harmlessness. -

The BBCOI:Ia factor in connﬂon to emerge from these
analyses sppears to be a cautiuvosness factor (Table J:
(i9). This factor again emerges for the three groups

and is composed of items that seem to emphasise

cautiousness.

Further Scoring

To determine whether perceptions differed for

each of the three concepts between the four groups, a

series of one-way analyses of variance was carried out
on each group’s factor score for the three concepts

under the two conditions (photo and no-photo).

Factor scores were computed using the regression

method (Harman, 1967). Scores were standardised for

the whole sample so that each group had a mean of zero

and variasnce equal to one.

Two significant results emerged from this
cdnlparison from the ‘no photo’ condition. This was

for < the concept ‘heroin addict’ on factor 1
(dangerousness) and factor 11 (unassertiveness). The

‘photo” condition yielded no significant results.
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The way in which the different groups perceived
the concept heroin addict on these two factors can be

deduced from Tsble 8.

Table 6: One-Way Analyses of Variance Between the Four

Groups for the Element Heroin Addict (Rotated
Factors) No Photo Condition.

Factor Concept Group

Control Smoker Problem Heroin
Drinker User

(N=24) (N=24) (N=24) (N=24)

1 Heroin m sd m sd m sd m
Addict

.60 .85 .27 .87 .32 .80 -1.16.78 x

11 o -.28 1.01 -.15 .80 -.22 1.14 .64 .Bl1 X

X p<0.001

It can be seen from Table 8 that there is a
marked discrepancy between the way in which the

control group, problem drinkers, and the smokers

perceive heroin addicts and the way in which heroin

users perceive them.

In order to determine which of the groups scored
differentially on these two factors, a post-hoc
significance test, based on Scheffe procedure, was

carried out. The results of this analysis are

presented in Table 7.

Table 7: Comparisons of Each Groups Score on Factors 1

17

sd




and 11 (Scheffe Procedure)

Factor 1 Dangerousness Group
§ 2 3 1
Mean Group
-1.16 4
o 21 2 * X
. 32 3 X X
. 60 ] X X
Factor 11 Unassertiveness . Group

Mean Group
.28 1
-.22 3
-.15 2

.64 4. £ X %

(see F'uea-r&a'ra-)
xxDenotes pairs of groups significantly different at p<0.0l.

x+ Denotes pairs of groups significantly different at p¢0<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>