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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of the present study was to ex~lore the 

relationship between intergroup attitudes and the 

remembering activity of two culturally different groups of 

subjects. The theoretical basis of this study is the 

transactional model as outlined by Meacham (1977). According 

to this model, the attitudes, memories and the sociocultural 

background of the rememberer constantly and simultaneously 

alter one another in a reciprocal fashion. Different 

sociocultural experiences lead to different attitudes and 

memories, and any changes brought about in attitudes result 

in changes in memories and vice versa. 

To examine this system of relationship, two groups 

of American and Iranian subjects were recruited. Both groups 

consisted of 28 university students who were either upper 

classmen or graduate students. Subjects' initial attitudes 

toward three sets of attitudinal objects were assessed using 

a set of 37 Semantic Differential Scales. The three sets of 

attitudinal objects consisted of peoples and governments of 

three countries of Iran, Sweden, and the u.S. A week after 

the initial assessment, the subjects were engaged in a 

remembering activity which consisted of two tasks. The first 

task was a free recall task. The subjeqts were asked to 

ix 



x 

recall, to the best of their abilities, the story of the 

American hostages in Iran. Following the free recall 

activity the subjects were given a set of 16 statements, 

which collectively described the entire hostage event in a 

concise manner. Each of these statements had four different 

components which the subjects were asked to mark if they 

would recognize them. The four components were action, 

agent, time, and explanation. Immediately after the recall 

and recognition tasks, the attitudes of the subjects toward 

the same attitudinal objects were assessed again. 

The data did not provide any support for the 

transactional model, but nevertheless revealed some 

significant differences between the two groups of subjects 

in regard to some of the attitudinal objects. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION AND THEORETICAL RATIONALE 

Introduction 

During its short history, crosscultural psychology 

has had as its main focus the evaluation and validation of 

Western psychological constructs and theories across diverse 

cultural groups. Along with such lines of exploration there 

has also been a tremendous interest in the description of 

the psychological characteristics of different cultural 

groups. Such mappings are usually limited to one 

psychological domain or its constituent subdomains. For 

example, the area of cognitive development has been 

investigated in depth crossculturally (Cole and Scribner, 

1977; Dasen, 1972, 1977; Glick, 1975), as has the subdomain 

of language development (Bowerman, 1974; Brown, 1973; 

Clancy, Jacobson, and Silva, 1976; etc.). Human learning and 

social/personal attitudes are two other psychological 

content areas which have been examined crossculturally. In 

these two areas there are many studies on different 

psychological phenomena such as remembering and inte~group 

attitudes (Cole, and Gay, 1972; Wagner, 1978; Brewer and 

Campbell, 1976; Triandis, Lisansky, Bernadett, Chung, Marin, 

and Betancourt, 1982). 
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What seems to 

however, are studies 

be missing 

dealing 

from the 

with more 
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literature, 

than one 

domain/subdomain within a single investigation; the latter 

could provide a less-fragmented picture of the human mind. 

Fragmentation results in a loss of· information about 

possible interrelationships among the individual aspects of 

human functioning. For instance, studies of attitudes and of 

remembering, when conducted separately, fail to provide 

information on the way in which these two aspects of the 

human cognitive system influence one another. Needless to 

say such information is almost nonexistent within the field 

of crosscultural psychology. Perhaps this absence reflects 

the assumption that there is no interrelationship between 

intergroup attitudes and remembering activity, an assumption 

which certainly can be challenged. It seems entirely 

reasonable that our own personal attitudes toward a given 

object or event would affect our recall of information about 

that object or event. The effect of our attitudes on the 

recall of information is perhaps not easily 

is nev8rtheless plausible. It is 

detectible, but 

the possible 

interrelationship between attitudes and remembering across 

cultural groups that is the main focus of the present study. 

Any bicultural student of psychology would naturally 

be interested in an examination of the attitudes of the two 

cultural groups with which he/she is affiliated. An Iranian

American student, for instance, would conceivably be 
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interested in the intergroup attitudes of the two cultural 

reference groups represented in the American and the Iranian 

university students. The attitudes of these two groups of 

students have presumably gone through drastic changes 

during the past five years in light of the events associated 

with the Iranian revolution of 1978. Although an examination 

of these attitudes alone would be worthwhile and 

informative, even nlore so is the possible interrelationship 

of these attitudes to other psychological phenomena such as 

remembering activity. By the same token, exploration of 

remembering activities of the two groups separate from 

attitude would also yield only partial and incomplete 

information. Considering both attitudes of the two groups 

and their remembering activity, however, could provide 

valuable insights on the role of attitudes in recalling 

information, and on the reciprocal influence of the recalled 

information on attitudes. 

Central to the attitudes of Iranian and Anlerican 

students toward one another during the past five years is 

the set of events which took place during the period of 

October, 1979 through January, 1981 and has come to be known 

as the "hostage crisis." This set of events utilized as 

content for a crosscultural test of memory could provide the 

link between the two areas of intergroup attitudes and 

remembering activity. The link is this unique set of events, 
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information which no doubt plays a key role in the 

foundation of the intergroup attitudes and which can 

constitute a remembering task. A study which focuses on the 

attitudes of the two groups as well as their recall of the 

hostage event could provide not only information on the 

attitudinal and memory characteristics of the two groups, 

but it could also reveal the postulated interrelationship 

between attitudes and remembering. Because of this 

interrelationship, the combined exploration would provide a 

more complete picture of the two subdomains of intergroup 

attitudes and remembering activity. 

logical interest that provides 

inspiration for the present study. 

It is this personal and 

the rationale and the 

The primary question with which the present study 

will be dealing is the extent of the impact that the recall 

of the hostage event will have on the attitudes of the two 

groups of American and Iranian subjects. It is assumed that 

the attitudes of the two groups will also have an impact on 

their recall of the event. 

Theoretical Rationale 

In the crosscultural literature, attitude is defined 

as a "learned predisposition to respond in an evaluative 

(from extremely favorable to extremely unfavorable) manner 

toward some attitude object" (Davidson and Thomson, 1980). 

Defined as learned dispositions, attitudes are viewed as 
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products of our experiences and the information that we 

gather through these experiences. Therefore, new experiences 

and new information have the potential for the creation of 

new attitudes or the alteration of old attitudes. 

groups 

In 

of 

the case of intergroup attitudes, 

people, depending on the nature 

different 

of their 

experiences with one another and the information they may 

have about each other, maintain and demonstrate certain 

stereotypic notions and attitudes toward one another, which 

are of course both learned and evaluative in nature. Each of 

the two groups involved in the present study has a set of 

stereotypic notions about the other. The Iranian students 

possess many evaluative dispositions about the States and 

the American people when they first come to this country. A 

group of recent visitors from Iran, for instance, indicated 

that only New York City matched their image of the u.s. The 

landscape of th~ Southwest was a totally new experience for 

them. As for the American people, most Iranian newcomers 

consider theln all to be highly technical, fashion-minded, 

and areligious among other things. Such predispositions are 

acquired in their home country through a variety of 

sociocultural and educational means. Their social and/or 

educational experiences in the u.S. may result in the 

learning of new attitudes toward American people as well as 

in the alteration of some of those dispositions acquired in 

Iran. 
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The same would be true of the American students. It 

would be reasonable to assume that their past experiences 

provide them with a set of evaluative notions about the 

Iranian people and their country. For example "all Iranians 

are Moslems" "Iranians are Arabs"; "Iran is a barren 

desert" and !levery Iranian has an oil well in his back 

yard." Such inaccurate notions are likely to be altered by 

even infrequent casual contacts between American and Iranian 

students. However, a socio-political event as dramatic and 

intense as the hostage event is bound to have an impact on a 

whole range of attitudinal percepts of both the Americans 

and the Iranians. Although the extent to which the hostage 

event has affected the attitudes of American and Iranian 

students toward one another cannot easily be assessed, it is 

possible to measure the influence of their remembering the 

event on their attitudes toward one another at the present 

time; it is also possible to measure the content and the 

intensity of their evaluative notions of each other. 

for such 

Campbell's 

Campbell (1967) provides the theoretical framework 

an assessment of intergroup attitudes. Although 

theory is primarily concerned with the 

stereotypic attitudes among ethnic minority groups, it is 

easily generalizable to the more general cultural/national 

groups as w8ll. He regards a stereotypic notion (attitude) 

as a perceptual response to a stimulus (the stereotyped 

person or group) which is a function of stimulus intensity, 
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drive, value, and habitualization. Stimulus intensity is 

defined as a function of actual contrast between the 

stereotyped person or group (the outgroup) and the members 

of the respondent's own group (the ingroup), as well as of 

the amount of contact (frequency of exposure) between 

groups. Habitualization refers to the frequency of a 

stereotypic notion used by any member of the ingroup. The 

variable drive is not clearly defined by Campbell. 

From his theory, Campbell has generated a number of 

hypotheses aimed at postulating the determinants of 

stereotypic attitudes. One such hypothesis formulated by 

Campbell(1967) is his contact hypothesis, which postulates a 

positive relation between the frequency/length of exposure 

and contact between two groups and the accuracy of the 

stereotypes. The accuracy of the stereotypes is measured by 

the degree to which the ingroup's evaluations of the 

outgroup are similar to the outgroup's self-evaluations 

(autostereotypes). This hypothesis has generated many 

studies (Brewer and Campbell, 1976; Vassiliou, Triandis, 

Vassiliou, and McGuine, 1972; etc.), some of which will be 

reviewed in the next chapter. 

The contact hypothesis also posits a positive 

relationship between the amount of contact between two 

cultural/national groups and the degree of the favorableness 

of their evaluations of one another. Among the studies which 

support this aspect of the contact hypothesis and which will 
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be reviewed in the next chapter are Brewer(1968), Brewer and 

Campbell(1976), and Brislin(1971) all of which report more 

favorable evaluations between cultural groups that are 

geographically close to one another. 

The application of Campbell's theory and his contact 

hypothesis to the problem at hand would lead to the 

prediction that the Iranian students will have both more 

accurate and more favorable attitudes toward the Americans 

in comparison to the American students and their attitudes 

toward the Iranian people. Such a prediction is warranted 

based on the fact that the Iranian students during their 

years of schooling have much more contact with the general 

American population whereas the probability of an American 

student having contact with the Iranian students in the 

States is comparatively low. 

Campbell's theory, however, does not deal with the 

questions regarding the factors which may bring about a 

change in the stereotypic attitudes of different groups. In 

fact the crosscultural literature on attitude lacks a 

cohesive theoretical framework for conceptualizing issues of 

attitudinal change. This is not to say that there are not a 

few isolated theories, hypotheses and studies, rather, that 

they are not backed by "systematic crosscultural evidence" 

as noted by Davidson and Thomson (1980). 

One of the major hypotheses in the area of attitude 

change is the assimilation-contrast hypothesis formulated by 
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Hovland, Harvey, and Sherif (1957), and Sherif and Hovland 

(1961). The underlying assumption in this hypothesis is 

that since attitudes are learned, the presentation and the 

learning of new information on a given attitude object would 

tend to bring about an attitudinal change. However, one 

factor which would play an important role in attitudinal 

change is the strength of the attitudes already held by a 

person or a group. According to the assimilation-contrast 

hypothesis the stronger the attitudes of a person, the 

narrower his/her "latitude of acceptance" for the new 

information, and as a result the lower the likelihood of 

attitude change as 

information. People 

information which 

a result of the presentation of 

perceive that part of the 

falls within their latitude 

new 

new 

of 

acceptance to be much closer to their own position than 

actually is the case. This phenomenon is referred to as the 

assimilation effect. On the other hand, the information 

outside the latitude of acceptance is perceived to be 

farther away from one's own position than it actually is. 

This is referred to as the contrast effect. Contrast effect 

leads to the rejection of the new information outside the 

latitude of acceptance whereas the assimilation effect leads 

to acceptance of the information within the latitude. In the 

case of a person with strong attitudes most of the new 

information would be rejected and hence any change in 

attitude would be unlikely. 
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Some of the studies which have supported the 

assimilation-contrast hypothesis will be reviewed in the 

next chapter. These studies, in addition to providing 

support for the hypothesis, have managed to identify other 

factors which play a role in attitude change via the 

presentation 

credibility 

of new information. One such factor is 

of the source of the new information or 

the 

the 

credibility of the person who presents the new information. 

Another factor is the nature of the information presented 

and whether the presentation covers all aspects of an issue 

or becomes onesided. It has been found that credible sources 

as well as two sided presentations have a significant impact 

on attitudes (Whittaker and Meade, 1968; McGinnies, 1966). 

The application of the assimilation-contrast hypothesis to 

the issue addressed in the present study would lead one to 

predict that those American and Iranian students who 

initially indicate a strong attitude toward the other group 

will probably not change their attitudes when provided with 

new information which might be contrary to their own 

position. On the other hand the new information is more 

likely to alter the attitudes of those subjects who do not 

initially indicate strong attitudes, provided, of course, 

that the source of the information is perceived as credible. 

What constitutes 'new information, and is 

potentially capable of affecting attitudes, needs not be the 

actual occurrence of the hostage event itself. Obviously it 
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is no longer possible to assess subjects' attitudes before 

and after the event itself. Other sources of information 

which could conceivably precipitate attitude change, 

however, are recall of the event and presentation of 

information about the event. Participants in the study will 

most likely perceive their own recall account as credible, 

and a presentation of statements selected from credible 

journals would also be perceived so. It is these sources of 

information, active recollection and the presentation of 

informative statements, which are examined in the present 

study since these sources will most likely provide the two 

groups of participants with new information never 

learned, information that may have been forgotten, and 

information not usually at the forefront of subjects' 

attention. 

In addition to the role a remembering activity may 

play in affecting attitudinal changes, it may also provide 

valuable information on patterns of recall performance for 

the two groups. The recall task, consisting of the subjects' 

recollection of the hostage event, would be very similar to 

that of remembering a story, in this case the story of the 

hostages. Like any other story the story of the hostages has 

a beginning and an ending intertwined with a series of 

action sequences and causal relationships which would be 

both descriptive and explanatory of the entire event. 
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Studies of story recall have their theoretical roots 

in the crosscultural literature on recall and recognition 

memory. The pioneering work of Bartlett(1932) and Nadel 

(1937) in the area of story recall among some African 

people, and a few recent works by other crosscultural 

psychologists, constitute a particularly relevant subset of 

this vast body of literature. 

Bartlett's theory of constructive memory is based on 

his notion of schemata, which he defined as organized, 

actively changing mental processes affected by past 

experiences and reactions, 

other cognitive functions. 

which in turn affect memory and 

While among Swazi cattleherders 

in Africa, Bartlett(1932) observed excellent recall of 

earlier cattle transactions. He attributes this phenomenon 

to the importance among Swazi people of knowing about and 

having experience with the cattle. In general, Bartlett 

proposes that significant sociocultural experience with a 

certain set of material could lead to extraordinary memory 

feats with that material. Implicit in such an assertion is 

the notion of cultural specificity of memory and the view 

that different sociocultural tendencie3 ~dy lead to special 

or differential memory skills. Bartlett's assertions have 

been put to a series of tests by Nadel(1937),~ Ross and 

Millson(1970), Kintsch and Greene(1978), and others who have 

supported the hypothesis that sociocultural tendencies 

affect performance on the task of recalling a story or an 
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The impact is made through the 

subjects' story schemata which are reflective of their 

sociocultural experiences and reflected in their cognitive 

functionings. 

From this perspective, the two groups of American and 

Iranian students participatin~ in the present study have had 

different sociocultural experiences and thus are very likely 

to have different story schemata. As a consequence, the two 

groups would probably remember the hostage event differently 

in terms of both structure and content of the recalled 

story. The observed differences would be indicative of the 

differences in the two groups' story schemata and reflective 

of their sociocultural experiences. 

As to how story schemata are constructed, Mandler 

and Johnson(1977) point to two possible sources: "One source 

comes from listening to many stories and consists of 

knowledge about sequencing of events in stories, 

including how they typically begin and end. The other source 

comes from experience and includes knowledge about causal 

relations and various kinds of action sequences" (p.112). 

As for the use of a story schema in a recall task, it serves 

as a set of retrieval cues for reconstructing what may have 

taken place at any given point in the story. As such, the 

notion of story schema refers to "a set of expectations 

about the internal structure of the stories which serves to 



facilitate both encoding and retrieval" (Mandler 

14 

and 

Johnson, 1977 p.112). 

There are no grounds for expecting the form of the 

hostage story, when recalled by the two groups of American 

and Iranian students, to be that different. However, it is 

reasonable to expect that the content of their recollections 

will be distinguishable. For example, subjects will be 

selective in their recall of the event in order to maintain 

cognitive consonance and consistency. Such a consonance is 

maintained by using the already existing schemata. 

The existing schemata, by definition, have an 

attitudinal dimension since both attitudes and schemata are 

dependent upon the individual's past experiences. Therefore, 

one s story schema is not separate from one's attitudes 

and hence the activity of remembering a story is affected by 

one's attitudes. Although the major focus of the present 

study is the effect of remembering activity on attitudes, 

it is by no means ignoring or discarding the information on 

the effects of the past sociocultural experiences on 

remembering activity. 

coin and must be 

The two are the two sides of the same 

examined simultaneously as they do 

influence one another continuously and simultaneously. It is 

exactly this reciprocal interrelationship between attitudes 

and memories which would have been overlooked if the two 

were to be examined separately. Together the two sets of 

information on attitudes and on remembering provide a better 
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picture of the interrelationship between one's attitudes and 

memories. 

Accordingly, neither the attitudes nor the memories 

of a person or group could be meaningfully examined without 

considering the sociocultural and experiential context of 

these attitudes and memories. They are three inseparable 

aspects of the same system of cognitive activity, namely 

that of remembering. This holistic view along with the 

reciprocal impact of attitudes, memories, and the 

sociocultural experiences through the remembering activity 

characterizes the system of interrelationship as a 

transactional system. 

Meacham (1977) defines a transactional system as 

having two sets of intertwined aspects: a set of primary 

aspects and a set of secondary aspects. The primary aspects 

of such a system are activity, change, and reciprocal 

causality. The secondary aspects of such a developing system 

would be those aspects in which the change actually takes 

place. The three aspects of remembering system, attitudes, 

memories, and the sociocultural/experiential context would 

be the secondary aspects of this transactional system. The 

remembering activity, the reciprocal causality, and the 

change which the system brings about are considered to be 

the primary aspects of the system. It is the emphasis on 

these primary aspects which distinguishes a transactional 
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system from any other system such as anyone of the 

interactionist systems. 

Meacham (1977) considers psychoanalytic, 

behavioristic, as well as the Piagetian views of the 

relationship between Man, his memories, and 

sociocultural context to be interactional rather 

his 

than 

transactional. They are interactional in that they only 

consider some or none of the three aspects of the system to 

be changeable and, furthermore, any such a change is due to 

the unidirectional impact of one aspect upon another. The 

interactionist models lack simultaneity and the reciprocity 

of the interrelationship as well as the primacy of activity 

and change. Contrary to the transactional view, the 

interactionists consider activity, unidirectional causality, 

and change to be derivatives of the other three aspects. In 

the transactional system of remembering, for instance, the 

three aspects of attitude, memories, and sociocultural 

context are considered to derive their meaning from the 

primary aspects of the system which, as mentioned earlier, 

are the activity of remembering, change, and reciprocal 

causality. Figure I visually depicts the characteristics of 

a transactional system and contrasts them with those of the 

interactional systems. The dotted lines in the figure 

indicate the changing nature of the underlined aspects as 

well as their secondary role in the system. The solid 

bidirectional arrows indicate the activity of remembering 
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which is one of the primary aspects of the transactional 

system and reciprocally causal in changing the system. 

Through the acti.vity of remembering, attitudes bring about 

changes in memories and environment as they (i.e. memories 

and environment) affect change in attitudes as well as in 

one another. 
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Figure 1: Comparison of Transactional and Interactional 
Models. 
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The differences and/or similarities of the two 

sociocultural settings from which the American and the 

Iranian students come would be reflected in their memories 

.of the hostage event as well as in their attitudes toward 

one another and their governments. Furthermore, their 

attitudes and memories are also in transact~on, changing one 

another while being changed by the other. These changes 

bring about new alterations in the sociocultural setting and 

as a result the spiral movement of change and development 

continues. 

The empirical evidence, reviewed in the following 

chapter, basically supports the transactional model of 

remembering, even though most, if not all, of the reviewed 

studies have been restricted to the examination of the 

relationship between any two of the three secondary aspects 

of the system. Furthermore, the explored relationship in 

these studies has mostly been a unidirectional relationship. 

For example, crosscu1tura1 studies of remembering have only 

explored the relationship between cultural setting and the 

remembering activity, and even in that they have been 

restricted only to the impact of the setting on remembering 

and not the other way around. As such, most of these studies 

are considered by Meacham (1977) to be based on the 

interactionist models of memory in which change and activity 

are considered to be secondary to, and derivatives of, the 
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primary aspects of the system (i.e. attitudes, memories, and 

environment). Also in the interactionist models the 

relationship of reciprocal causality is absent, and as a 

result only unidirectional relations of causality are 

explored. The present study is also restricted in its 

exploration, since its main focus is the reciprocal 

relationship between attitudes and memories. The impact of 

attitudes and memories on the environment, although assumed, 

is not explored. However, the impact of the cultural and/or 

national background on attitudes and memories is examined. 

statement of the Problem -- ---

On November 4, 1979, the American Embassy in Tehran 

was taken over by a group of Iranians in protest to the 

admission of the then deposed Shah to the United States. The 

events which followed have had a great impact on the 

relationship between the two countries and the attitudes of 

the two peoples toward one another, themselves and their 

governments. Due to the nature of the event and its 

extensive coverage by the media, there are very few 

university students, American and Iranian alike, who were 

not affected by, or who do not remember, the chain of events 

with some measure of accuracy and detail. The attitudes and 

the memories of these two groups of students are the focus 

of the present study. Specifically, and in light of the 

theoretical framework set forth above, the major concerns of 



21 

the present investigation are threefold: The first concern 

is the general attitudes of the two subject groups toward 

themselves and ~ach other. Any differences between the two 

groups would be of relative importance in light of the fact 

that the Iranian subjects have had considerably more contact 

with the American public than their American counterparts 

have had with the Iranian public. The second concern is the 

extent to which the two groups of subjects remember the 

take-over event in a free-recall task and recognize its 

various elements in a recognition task. The primary concern 

of the investigation, however, is the extent to which the 

recall and recognition activities may affect the two groups' 

attitudes, assuming that the two groups attitudinal 

predispositions affect their recall and recognition of the 

event. 

Hypotheses to Be Tested 

1) Both groups have more positive attitudes toward 

themselves and their government than toward the other group 

and its corresponding government. 

2) The Iranians' attitudes toward American people 

and government will be closer to that of the American 

subjects toward the same attitudinal objects than vice 

versa. 

3) The two groups of subjects will recall the event 

as accurately, but will differ in terms of the focus of 
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their recall and the organization of their retelling of the 

story of the hostages. 

4) The two subject groups will differentially 

recognize different components of the event. 

5) The attitudes of both groups toward themselves 

and each other will be altered subsequent to the remembering 

activity. However, their attitudes toward the neutral target 

group, the Swedes, will remain unchanged after the 

remembering activity. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Many . of the hypotheses generated by the theoretical 

frameworks outlined in the preceding chapter have been put 

to empirical tests. Some of these studies have had as their 

focus either the relation between socio-cultural environment 

and attitudes, or the relationship between the environment 

and remembering activity. Since the hypotheses to be tested 

in the present investigation deal with both attitudes and 

remembering, some of the studies which have addressed 

similar questions are reviewed in this chapter. 

Studies on Attitude and Attitude Change 

Studies dealing with intergroup attitudes among 

cultural/national groups have had two major concerns. One 

has been the evaluative aspects of intergroup attitudes and 

the factors which may affect two groups' evaluations of one 

another. Brewer (1968), and Brewer and Campbell (1976), for 

example, report more favorable evaluations between cultural 

groups with greater proximity and contact. The second 

concern has been the non-evaluative aspects of stereotypic 

attitudes such as their accuracy and consistency, and the 

factors which may affect them. Berry (1970), for example, 

23 
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reports that familiarity with a given group leads to a 

greater consensus of the stereotypic attitudes about that 

group. Triandis and Vassiliou (1967) and Vassiliou et 

ale (1972) also found similar results among Americans 

stereotyping Greeks. Regardless of specific focus, all of 

these studies are basically testing Campbell's contact 

hypothesis. 

Brewer (1968) interviewed members of thirty African 

tribes in three countries, a total of 1500 individuals, who 

were asked about their willingness to interact with members 

of other tribes at four different levels. Levels of 

interaction consisted of (1) eating together, (2) working 

together, (3) being neighbors, and (4) being related via 

marriage. The tribes, which were specifically mentioned by 

name, included some which were distant and some which were 

adjacent to the respondent's own cultural group. In addition 

to the distance variable, the perceived similarity of 

different cultural groups was also measured during the 

interview. As a result target groups were labeled as 

"similar" or "dissimilar". The subjects' responses to the 

four social interaction questions across all tribes were 

scored and group means were calculated. An analysis of 

variance of these group means indicated that both distance 

and perceived similarity were significant. The similarity 

effect was much stronger, although proximity also had a 
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positive effect on the subjects' willingness to interact 

with other groups in the study. 

In another phase of the study, Brewer's subjects 

were asked to choose from a set of 48 traits, both positive 

and negative, which were most characteristic of the target 

groups. A correlational analysis of the data indicated that 

both perceived similarity and proximity have a positive 

effect on trait assignment. Those cultural groups which were 

perceived as "similar" as well as those which were adjacent 

were perceived more positively. 

Both proximity and perceived similarity are 

directly related to contact and familiarity. Proximity makes 

contact more possible, and contact and familiarity, on the 

other hand, enable people to perceive the similarities which 

do exist between them and the others. Therefore, it can be 

asserted that it is contact and familiarity with a cultural 

group which affects one's stereotypic notions of that group. 

The effects of familiarity on the stereotypic notions, 

however, apparently depend on the level of familiarity. 

Brewer and Campbell (1976) point out that levels of 

familiarity affect the diversity of stereotypic notions. In 

their studies subjects with low level of familiarity had a 

less diverse set of stereotypic responses, whereas those 

with high level of familiarity had a much more diverse set 

of stereotypical notions about the group in 

authors suggest that contact and diversity 

question. The 

of stereotypic 
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beliefs may be curvilinearly related. Having no information 

or contact with a given group may result in random responses 

which, as a result, would be quite diverse both in content 

and in accuracy. Having some limited information or 

contact, on the other hand, would result in more accurate 

but less diverse responses, where as extensive contact would 

increase the diversity without necessarily increasing the 

accuracy of the stereotypic notions. 

In contrast to the preceding two studies, Brislin 

(1971) reports on two groups which did not have favorable 

stereotypic attitudes toward one another even though the two 

groups were geographically close. These two groups were 

among eight ethnic groups of students at the University of 

Guam which varied in terms of the closeness of their places 

of origin and the similarities of their cultures and 

languages. The students were given questionnaires in which 

their attitudes toward one other were assessed in terms of 

the desirability of social interaction with members of 

different ethnic groups participating in the study. 

Furthermore, the daily patterns of student interaction while 

in the university cafeteria were recorded over a period of 

one week. The results of both sets of data indicated that 

both proximity and similarity of language and culture were 

significant factors in determining a favorable attitude 

toward interacting with other groups. 

two groups out of the eight which 

The exceptions were 

happened to have a 



sociopolitical conflict at the time. 

speculates that the conflict may have 

Brislin 
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(1971) 

overshadowed the 

effects of proximity, similarity, and contact and resulted 

in negative attitudes between the two groups. 

Triandis and Vassiliou (1967) and Vassiliuo et 

ale (1972) examined the effects of different levels of 

contact on the attitudes of Greek and American subjects. 

Both the American and Greek samples, totaling 182 subjects, 

were selected in such a way as to represent three levels of 

contact: maximum, medium, and minimum contact. The Greek 

maximum contact group consisted of Greek students attending 

an American university; the American maximum contact group 

included Ameri~ans living and working in Greece. The medium 

level of contact for the American sample was composed of 

Americans who lived on American compounds in Greece and 

worked for the American Government. Their Greek counterparts 

were Greek business people who had dealings with American 

companies. The minimum contact groups were those Americans 

and Greeks who had never contacted members of the other 

group directly. 

All subjects were given a set of 41 Semantic 

Differential Scales (Osgood 

personal characteristics of 

et ale 1957) to evaluate the 

the members of both groups; 

characteristics such as flexibility, laziness, and 

politeness were included. The results indicated that the 

level of contact was significantly related to the level of 
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clarity of stereotypes affiong Americans but not among the 

Greek subjects. Clarity of stereotypes is defined as "the 

extent to which people from one group assign non-neutral 

values of the trait to people from another group" (Vassiliou 

et al. 1972, p.90). 

The authors suggest that perhaps their results are 

due to the Americans' initially limited and subsequently 

eXfanded knowledge of the Greeks as a result of being in 

Greece and having contact with the general Greek population. 

On the other hand, the Greek subjects responded "as if they 

knew a good deal about Americans" and having contact with 

the Americans in Greece did not alter their stereotypical 

notions of Americans. These results obtained by Triandis and 

Vassiliou (1967) were replicated by Vassiliou et al. (1972). 

Vassiliuo et al. (1972) also exaffiined the 

differential effect of contact on the nature of stereotypes 

of the two groups about each other. It was concluded that as 

a result of contact the Greeks' stereotypes of Americans 

"improved," whereas the Americans' stereotypes of Greeks 

"deteriorated." The effect of contact on the nature of 

autostereotypes (stereotypical attitudes of a group toward 

itself) was observed to be quite different for the two 

groups. Americans' autostereotypes "imprcved" while the 

Greeks' "deteriorated" as a result of contact. Vassiliou et 

al. conclude that contact reduces the differences between 

stereotypes and sociotypes which are the real 
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characteristics of a group. The authors warn against the 

conclusion that contact changes the two groups' self-esteem. 

The difference between autestereotypes and one's 

stereotypes of others (heterostereotYfes) was also examined 

by Triandis et al.(1982) among Anglo and Hispanic subjects. 

The subjects were to judge, on a ten peint Semantic 

Differential Scale, the likelihood of each of the given 

fifteen traits being a characteristic of the given stimulus 

group. The results indicated that beth groups had favorable 

attitudes toward themselves, with the Anglos being more 

uniform in their stereotypes. The Anglos' attitudes toward 

Hisfanics were generally positive, but not uniform. The 

Hispanics' attitudes toward Anglos were both positive and 

uniform. The investigaters attribute the results to contact 

and familiarity with the other group. 

Bizman and Amir (1982) examined the mutual 

perceptions of Israeli Arabs and Jews. Their subjects rated 

social and intellectual characteristics of a typical member 

of each of the two groups on a Semantic Differential Scale. 

The results showed that each group views itself more 

favorably than it does the other, but the Jews were 

perceived by both groups to excel intellectually rather than 

socially, while the Arabs were perceived to be more 

successful socially. The authors explain the results by 

relating to the general images of western and Mid-eastern 

people common in the Israeli society. 
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In another study (Amir, Bizman, Ben-Ari, and Rivner, 

1980) eighty-four Israeli workers who worked with West Bank 

Arabs were compared with a control group of eighty-four 

Israelis doing a similar job at an industrial plant where no 

Arabs were employed. All subjects were given attitude scales 

on topics related to work as well as on attitudes toward 

Israel and Israeli Jews. The results indicated that those 

Israelis who worked with Arabs had a more positive attitude 

toward them on aspects related to work situations in 

comparison to the control group. There was no difference 

between the attitudes of the two groups toward topics not 

related to work. 

Implicit in all of the studies concerned with 

intergroup stereotypical attitudes, and especially those 

which have tested the contact hypothesis, is the fact that 

proximity 

knowledge 

and contact between groups increase their 

valuable 

is this 

about each other and provide them with 

new information which would otherwise be lost. 

information via contact which has resulted 

It 

in more 

favorable/accurate stereotypes reported in the studies 

reviewed above. The same factor (i.e. new information) has 

been utilized more explicitly in the crosscultural studies 

of attitude change. 

In the studies on attitude change, new information 

is provided to the subjects via an oral or written 

presentation. The purpose of these studies has been to 
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pinpoint those factors which affect attitudinal change. Some 

of the variables examined include the age and the sex of the 

subjects, the way in which the new information is presented, 

the credibility of the source of the new information as well 

as that of its presenter, and finally the nature of the 

information itself. Typically, the procedure in these 

studies includes the admini~tration of a Likert-type scale 

of attitude toward a topic followed by a presentation of 

information on that same topic. The attitude measure is 

taken again after the presentation, and any changes in the 

subjects' attitudes are attributed to the specific factor 

under examination. 

Whittaker and Meade (1967a) examined the 

relationship between sex of the subjects and the probability 

of attitude change among college students of different 

nationalities. Two hundred ninety-one male and female 

subjects from the U.S., Lebanon, Brazil, Peru, and Hong Kong 

responded to a IS-item questionnaire on five different 

issues. Then they read a set of persuasive arguments on each 

of the five issues and answered three questions on each 

argument. A week later the subjects read another set of 

persuasive arguments on the same set of issues but from the 

opposite point of view and again answered questions on each 

issue. The subjects' persuasibility score was the difference 

between their scores on the original questionnaire and the 

questions asked after the persuasive arguments. With the 
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higher than 

the Lebanese 

males with the 

subjects, the ferr.ales 

male-female difference 

significant only among Chinese subjects. 

Whittaker and Meade (1967a) augrrented 
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sccred 

being 

their 

crosscultural data with another set which was collected on 

four age groups of American subjects: 14-, 16-, 19-, and 28-

32- year-olds using a similar questionnaire and procedure as 

above (with slight modifications). The only sex difference 

was observed arr.ong the 16-year-olds with the females being 

more susceptible to attitude change. In general, the authors 

concluded that younger subjects were more susceptible to 

such changes than were the older ones. 

In another study, Whittaker and Meade (1967b) 

examined the effects of the mode of presentation of the 

persuasive argument on attitude change among subjects in 

Brazil, Hong Kong, India, and Jordan. A 30-item 

questionnaire on the effectiveness of the United Nations was 

administered wherein the subjects were asked to indicate 

their level of agreeme~t/disagreement with each item along a 

sever. point scale. The subjects were then presented with a 

persuasive argument on the topic either in written form or 

in the form of an audio recording before responding to the 

questionnaire again. The results of this study suggest that 

the tafe recording was ffiore effective than the written mcde; 

however the difference, although not significant, ~as due to 

the subjects' perceptions of the credibility of the 
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presentation. The tape recording was perceived to be more 

credible. 

The perceived credibifity of the source of 

presentation and its impact on attitude change was the focus 

of another study (Whittaker and Meade,1968). The attitudes 

of five hundred and seventeen subjects in five different 

countries were initially assessed in regard to various 

sociopolitical, health and commercial issues. The subjects 

were to indicate their measure of agreement/disagreement on 

a set of statements using a seven point scale for each item. 

Furthermore, they were to choose from among nine given 

sources the most and the least trustworthy "authority 

group. II These responses were used for the second 

administration of the experiment wherein the subjects were 

informed of the opinions of these "authority groupsll on the 

same set of issues. Of course, these opinions were 

systematically different than those of each subject. 

Four weeks later the same set of statements were 

given to the students for the third time in order to assess 

their position on each issue. The changes in their attitudes 

were measured after the second and the third administration 

in order to determine both the immediate and the long-term 

effects of differential source credibility. The immediate 

effect of the most credible source was significantly 

different than the least credible source across all groups. 
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However, this difference disappeared by the time of the 

third administration. 

Source credibility was also examined by McGinnies 

(1968), who found ·it. to contribute significantly to the 

observed variance in the attitude change among his subjects. 

He also examined the effects of two-sided vs. one-sided 

presentations on the subjects' attitudes, taking into 

account their initial position on the topic of presentation 

(McGinnies, 1966). A questionnaire on the Cold War was given 

to 131 college students in Japan who were asked to indicate 

the extent of agreement/disagreement with each item of the 

questionnaire on a Likert scale. The subjects were in four 

groups: two groups were given a two-sided presentation on 

the topic, whereas the other two groups were exposed to one

sided presentations. Although no significant change of 

attitude was measured across all groups, the results did 

indicate that the two-sided presentation was more effective 

with those subjects who were initially opposed to the 

advocated position. 

As the preceding review of the studies on intergroup 

attitudes and attitude change indicates, both the evaluative 

and the non-evaluative dimensions of intergroup attitudes 

are impacted by the acquisition of new information on the 

attitudinal object. The new information can be acquired 

either through direct contact with the attitudinal object 
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or through exposure to the views of an authority figure on 

the subject. 

In the case of direct contact between different 

sociocultural groups, their proximity plays an important 

role, as does the similarity of their language and culture. 

However, there are other factors which interact with 

proximity and 

sociopolitical 

perceived 

mood and 

similarity. 

the general 

relations are among such factors. 

The prevailing 

socioeconomical 

In the case of exposure to the views of an authority 

figure, the impact of the new information seems to depend on 

the perceived credibility of the presenter, as it does on 

the nature of the presentation. Nevertheless, the initial 

position of the subjects on the topic of presentation 

interacts with these two factors. 

Whether the new information is acquired directly or 

indirectly, the frequency as well as the extent of contact 

with the attitudinal object would have an impact on both 

the intergroup attitudes and on the amount and the 

direction of any attitudinal change brought about by the new 

information. The same holds true for the frequency and the 

extent of exposure to the views of the experts on the 

attitudinal topic. 

The general attitudes of a group or individual 

toward another group depend upon the depth and the extent of 

its knowledge about that group. Any new information is 
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interpreted through the existing state of knowledge which in 

effect changes the nature and the form of the new 

information in the process of adopting it. However, the 

existing state of knowledge undergoes a simultaneous change 

itself as it changes and incorporates the new information. 

By corollary, the attitudes of a group, or a person, toward 

another group change the incoming new information on that 

group while they themselves undergo a change by 

incorporating the new and altered information. 

In contrast to the above studies on intergroup 

attitudes and attitude change, the present study treats the 

information retrieved from the archives of memory as new 

information and explores the transaction of such a 

remembering activity with the subjects' attitudes. 

In the present work, given the nature of the 

information which is required of the subjects to retrieve 

from their memories, their remembering activity resembles 

that of remembering a story: a chain of happenings and 

events with a definite beginning and ending, involving many 

characters who help to shape the entire episode over a 

period of time. 

Studies on Story Recall 

The use of stories in crosscultural studies of 

remembering, pioneered by Bartlett (1932), has provided a 

more meaningful way of exploring the crosscultural 
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similarities/differences of the remembering activity in 

comparison to the use of the nonsense words which was 

pioneered by Ebbinghaus (1885), and continued extensively 

throughout the seventies (Kvale, 1975). Remembering and 

retelling stories is an activity common to all cultural 

groups, and as a result it could prove to be a useful 

research tool since it would be a culturally meaningful task 

in which the subjects could easily engage. 

Bartlett (1932) used folk tales in his research in 

Africa and England in order to demonstrate the sociocultural 

dependency as well as the reconstructive nature of human 

memory. His subjects were presented with a story and were 

asked to recall that story at different intervals 

thereafter. The results indicated that the general form of 

the subjects' first recall was preserved throughout the 

subsequent recall trials. Furthermore, those aspects of the 

story which were culturally meaningless or would seem 

irrelevant to the subjects were changed in order to make 

them more meaningful. Also, many new details were invented 

by the subjects in order to make the story more coherent and 

more in keeping with the subjects' speech pattern, values, 

and customs. Frequently the final story "remembered" was 

quite different than the original story presented to the 

subjects. These results are taken by Bartlett to indicate 

the existence of an everchanging organized and organizing 
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set of mental processes (schemata) which are affected by the 

subjects' past experiences in, and reactions to, their 

sociocultural environment. As was mentioned before, a story 

schema acts as a set of retrieval cues for the subjects and 

helps them reconstruct what may have taken place at any 

point in the story and perhaps why. 

In order to test the existence and the use of story 

schemata, and the responsiveness of different subjects to 

the organization of a story, Mandler and Johnson (1977) 

examined three age groups of subjects who listened to two 

different stories and were asked to recall them word for 

word. The subjects' recall of the stories was measured 

in terms of the total number of words, propositions, and 

basic "nodes" which were recalled, the nodes consisting of 

six basic structural features of the story; setting, 

beginning, actions, reactions, outcomes, and ending. 

The general recall increased with age. The adults 

recalled more than the fourth graders, who in turn recalled 

more than the first graders. A marked difference was 

observed in the recall of the six kinds of nodes. Various 

nodes were recalled differentially by adults and children 

but with a similar ordering across the three age groups 

which "suggests that even the younger subjects are sensitive 

to the structure of stories and have schemata which organize 

retrieval of stories in a fashion similar to adults" 

(Mandler, and Johnson, 1977, p.145). 
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Gentner (1976) presented a narrative of an 

historical event to his subjects who tried to recall the 

story after each of the four presentations. The narrative 

was initially analyzed in terms of Rumelhart's "story 

grammar" which basically maintains that stories have their 

own internal structure consisting of elements such as the 

setting, events, reactions, etc. which have various kinds of 

relationships such as CAUSE, ALLOW, MOTIVATE, and others, to 

one another (Rumelhart, 1975). The organized structure of 

the historical narrative is hypothesized to be influential 

in learning and remembering the historical event. 

Gentner (1976) found out that whether or not a given 

statement in the narrative was remembered on a given trial 

depended upon whether the grammatical items connected to it 

in the "story grammar" structure had been recalled on the 

prev~ous trials. This dependency upon the structure of the 

story increased across trials. The subjects' understanding 

of the meaning of the passage also increased across trials. 

These results indicate the importance of the internal 

structure of the material to be learned and remembered, but 

more importantly, they show that the structure of the story 

has no effect unless it is present in the memory. 

If the structures present in memory (schemata) are 

products of sociocultural experiences, then it follows that 

different cultural groups would have different schemata as 
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well as different organizational structures in their folk 

tales and other stories. Furthermore, it would be reasonable 

to predict that stories constructed along the lines of a 

familiar schema would be easier to comprehend and recall 

than those which contain unfamiliar schemata. Kintsch and 

Greene (1978) tested such a prediction using two sets of 

stories of two different schemata, and the subjects 

performed differentially on the experimental task involving 

the two sets of stories. The results of this study are 

supportive of the cultural specificity of story schemata and 

the important role they play in the comprehension and recall 

of stories. 

However, the conclusions of Kintsch and Greene 

(1978) in regard to the cultural specificity of 

schemata are refuted by Mandler, Scribner, Cole, 

DeForest (1980), who compared children and adults in 

story 

and 

both 

America 

literacy 

subjects 

and Liberia who varied greatly in their levels of 

and education. The experimenters required all 

to recall five different stories with origins 

ranging from Greek and European to Vai and African. The 

complex results of this study seem primarily to point to the 

qualitative similarity of the recall of the basic nodes 

across different stories and cultural groups. Mandler et al. 

conclude that story schemata influence recall similarly 

across diverse groups, and are more important than the 

culture specific contents of a story in determining the 
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pattern of recall. They suggest that the findings of Kintsch 

and Greene may have been due to the difficulty of the 

unfamiliar story used in the experiment. 

The assertion that the sociocultural tendencies are 

reflected and influential in the recall of stories has also 

been put to test. The first of such tests was carried out by 

Nadel (1937), who compared two Nigerian groups .which had 

fundamental differences in those cultural aspects which, 

according to Nadel, "express more specifically psychological 

trends or tendencies" (p.l97). The two groups, Yoruba and 

Nupe, speak different languages and have different religious 

beliefs. The Yo rub a believe in an elaborate and rationalized 

hierarchy of deities, each with a specific duty and 

function. The Nupe, on the other hand, have no such system; 

their religious beliefs center around magical concepts and 

vague, abstract, and impersonal powers. In the area of the 

arts, the Yoruba have developed a rich and realistic art in 

which the human figure is the main motif, whereas the Nupe's 

art is described as imageless and crude. Furthermore, the 

Nupe do not share the Yoruba's sense of pantomime and drama. 

The subjects in Nadel's studies were groups of 

sixteen to eighteen-year-old school children from each of 

the two cultural groups. The story which was read to them 

was created by Nadel based on a native folk tale common to 

both the Yoruba and the Nupe; it consisted of set 

and formulae such as the beginning and the ending 

phrases 

of the 
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narrative, and had rational, situational, emotional, and 

moral aspects. Furthermore, the events and the characters of 

the story were related to one another in a specific order 

(order aspect). The subjects were asked to recall the story 

on two occasions, one almost immediately after the 

presentation and the other after a week's time. 

The results of the recall, as analyzed by Nadel, 

reveal that structural or logical elements, as well as the 

details of the story, were recalled differently by the two 

groups, reflecting his prior cultural analysis of Yoruba and 

Nupe. The set phrases were recalled almost literally by both 

groups but the rational aspects of the narrative were 

omitted by most Nupe but recalled by most Yoruba. In terms 

of temporal and situational aspects of the story, the Yoruba 

produced the story in tensed and logically convincing way 

compared to the Nupe's way, which is characterized by Nadel 

as "loosely knit ... (and) concerned more with details" 

(p.20l). The recall of the emotional and moral aspects of 

the story seemed to go hand in hand with that of its 

rational aspects. The Yoruba stressed these aspects in their 

recall while the Nupe neglected them. As for the order 

aspect of the story, more violations were observed among the 

Nupe at the immediate recall, but the delayed recall 

produced as many rearrangements of events and elements among 

the. Nupe as it did among the Yoruba. Nadel concludes that 
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"there exists close correspondence ... between the cultural 

differentiation and psychological differentiation" (p.211) 

More recently, Ross and Millson (1970) looked into 

the differences between the recall of three stories by two 

groups of college students in Ghana and New York City. The 

stories used in the experiment consisted of one North 

American Indian folk tale, an African folk tale unfamiliar 

to both groups of subjects, and an anecdotal selection in 

somewhat archaic seventeenth century English. It was 

predicted that because of the strong oral traditions of 

African people, the Ghanaians would recall the stories 

better than their American counterparts. Each of the stories 

was read to the subjects without informing them of the 

subsequent recall ~ask. The recall task followed in about 

forty minutes when the subjects were required to write as 

much of the text as they could recall. There were 

unannounced second and third recalls of the same story at 

intervals of several weeks. The recalls were scored in terms 

of the total 

recalled. The 

number of words and themes (propositions) 

results supported the prediction, with the 

Ghanaian students remembering more words and themes than the 

American students. The superiority of the Ghanaian subjects 

over the American students is especially significant when 

the fact that the experiment was carried out in English, an 

acquired second language for the Ghanaians, is taken into 

account. 
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Two other studies which deal with the 

provide further support for the assertion 

concept 

that 
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of 

the 

sociocultural tendencies influence recall., Deregowski (1970) 

studied two groups of Zambian subjects who were apparently 

quite different in the degree of acculturation. The 

differential in the degree of acculturation is presumed to 

affect their perceptual and hence memory processes. The two 

groups were urban primary schoolboys and rural women. School 

activities are time regulated and the urban environment 

stresses the importance of time, whereas the traditional 

rural activities do not impose a strict time schedule and 

the rural environment does not stress punctuality. 

Therefore, it was expected that "the schoolboys would be 

superior to the rural women in recalling data pertaining to 

time" (Deregowski, 1970, p.38). The recall task involved 

listening to different versions of the same story in which a 

set of numbers were embedded. Some of the numbers pertained 

to temporal phenomena, while the others were related to the 

nontemporal events in the story. 

The results of the experiment indicated a 

significant difference between the two samples in terms of 

the recall of the temporal data, with the urban schoolboys 

being superior. There was no significant difference between 

the two groups in regard to the recall of the nontemporal 

data (e.g. number of bananas, distance, etc.), suggesting 

that neither age nor sex had impact on recall. Furthermore, 
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a comparison of the temporal data-with the other data within 

each group of subjects revealed a highly significant 

difference within the rural group and a nonsignificant 

result in the case of the schoolboys. These results lend 

"further support to the argument that the differences (in 

the recall of the temporal data) are culturally determined" 

(Deregowski, 1970, p.40). 

Deregowski's procedures were duplicated by Price and 

Tare (1975) in a study carried out in New Guinea testing 

the recall memory of five subject populations. The results 

of this study closely support the Zambian results in that 

different sociocultural groups performed differently on the 

time related items while indicating no differences in the 

recall of the nontemporal items. The authors suggest that 

home background as well as the implicit westernization 

accomp~nying the school experiences of the subjects are 

factors to which the results may be due. Interestingly 

enough, both Deregowski (1970) and Price and Tare (1975) 

point out that among the nontemporal data, numerical values 

of money (and age) were consistently the best recalled 

elements, clearly an indication of the social significance 

of money across diverse groups of subjects. 

The preceding review of literature clearly supports 

the sociocultural bases of both memories and intergroup 

attitudes. It is the sociocultural setting which provides us 

with our experiences as well as with numerous other sources 
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of information. Our attitudes as well as our schemata are 

basically constructed out of our experiential information. 

Our experiential information constantly changes, grows, and 

by doing so modifies (reconstructs) us, our attitudes, and 

our memories of the past. The review also hints at the 

attitudinal dependency of the remembering activity and the 

resulting memories. Above all, the review points at the 

inseparability of attitudes, memories, and the sociocultural 

setting, which are constantly in transaction. Each changes 

the other two as it is being changed by them. Such a pattern 

of interrelationship, although plausible, is not wholly 

addressed by the studies reviewed above. 

Methodologically, the reviewed studies have 

two problem addressed, with different degrees of success, 

areas common to virtually all crosscultural studies of 

attitudes or remembering. These two areas are the level of 

measurement and the equivalance of the measures across 

subjects (Kerlinger, 1973; Davidson and Thomson, 1980). 

In attitudinal studies the independent variables are 

measured at individual and group levels. Therefore, all 

findings can only be interpreted at these particular levels 

and related to the particular groups sampled. However, if 

findings are to be interpreted at the cultural level and be 

related to an entire cultural group, one must sample a 

relatively large number of cultures in order to isolate the 

effects of anyone such variable (e.g. political 
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organization). Otherwise, one can not speak of the effects 

of the variable of interest on attitudes meaningfully. 

Furthermore, one cannot make any meaningful statements in 

regard to the effects of factors which do not vary among 

different cultural groups. For example, no statement can be 

made about the effects of being American on American 

subjects versus the consequences of being Iranian for the 

Iranian subjects in relation to their attitudes toward a 

given topic. 

The problem of equivalency of the obtained measures 

is perhaps the most difficult problem in crosscultural 

research. The instruments used in crosscultural studies must 

measure the same thing across all groups in the study. 

Furthermore, equal numerical measures across all cultural 

groups must correspond to equal amounts of the measured 

attribute in each group. The latter form of equivalency is, 

unfortunately, rarely acheived (Davidson and Thomson, 1980). 

Needless to say, in the absence of some evidence of 

equivalency of measures, the findings of any crosscultural 

study would lack meaning. However, when the purpose of a 

study is to test the universality of a psychological model, 

the significance of the measures being equivalent or not 

would be reduced since the researcher would be looking at 

the relations between a number of variables within each 

cultural group. 
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The present study is testing the transactional model 

of interrelationship between attitudes and remembering as 

its primary focus and consequently reduces the significance 

of the equivalency of measures taken in the areas of 

intergroup attitudes and remembering. This is not to say 

that the group differences in the two areas of concern are 

not examined~ but such an examination is carefully carried 

out with regard to the questions of equivalency. 

In addition to its unique focus, the present study 

explores the attitudes of two groups who have not been 

subjected to such exploration before. In examining the 

remembering activity of these two groups, the study utilizes 

an historical event which has been contemporary, 

controversial, and highly relevant to both groups. This is a 

feature absent in the other crosscultural studies of the 

remembering activity, as is the effect of remembering 

activity on attitudes from the literature on attitudes. 
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METHOD 

General Design 

As its general design the present study has employed 

a three-stage process consisting of a treatment stage 

preceded and followed by assessment stages, herein referred 

to as "before" and "after" (Kerlinger, 1973). During the 

assessment stages, the subjects' attitude measures were 

collected by means of an attitude instrument. The treatment 

stage consisted of the subjects' remembering activity 

during which a number of recall measures were collected. 

Thus the remembering activity is of interest as it affects 

attitude change and in its own right as well. 

Subjects 

The subjects in this experiment were recruited 

from among two groups of university students, Americans and 

Iranians. The Iranian students were only those who have been 

in the United States since before the ,hostage event. From an 

available pool of 80-90 such Iranians a group of 28 subjects 

was recruited through personal contacts. Ideally, there 

should have been a second group of Iranians consisting of 

49 
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the newly immigrated Iranians who r.ave not attended American 

colleges or universities ar.d/or were in Iran at the tirr.e of 

the take-over. Ho~ever, the local demcgra~hic reality did 

not provide a large encugh sample of such a group. 

Although originally it was expected that almost all 

Iranian recruits would be from the college of engineerir.g, 

the actual group exhibited quite 6 eisperEion Ecross all 

fields from art and anthropology to oorr.~uter sciences and 

biology. As a result, the same areas of study were targeted 

for the recruitment of the American subjects. American 

graduate students frorr. tr.ese areas personally 

contacted, a~d tteir participetioL jn t.h~ stcdy was 5cugtt. 

Only those graduate students with at least six years of 

college were selected in order to match the American sample 

wi th the Iranian sarr.ple. The twc· sarr.ples ~ere almost matched 

in terms of the number of males and ferr.ales in each group. 

The Iranian sarr.ple incl~ded s~verl females while there ~ere 

r.ine feffiales ir. the American sample. In order to encourage 

participation, all ~otential participants were assured of 

com~lete anonYIT.ity by having them dra~ an identification 

number which was known to them only, and they were asked to 

use it in all their cealings with the project. 

All sutjects ~ere asked to provide the fcllowing 

information: their nationality, and 

u.s. colleges and universities in 

identification number. 

the number of years in 

addition to their 
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Instruments 

There were three different instruments: one attitude 

instrument and two remembering instruments. All of these 

instruments were utilized in a pilot study and consequently 

modified. The attitude instrument (AI) consisted of two 

attitude scales. One was designed to measure the subjects' 

attitudes toward three groups of people; the other to tap 

their attitudes toward the governments of those people. The 

first attitude scale (the P-Scale) assessed the subjects' 

attitudes toward American, Iranian, and Swedish people; the 

second attitude scale (the G-Scale) measured their attitudes 

toward the American, Iranian, and Swedish governments. The 

inclusion of the Swedish people and government was meant to 

provide control stimuli which had no connection to the 

remembering task, and hence, the attitudes toward these two 

objects were expected to remain the - same after the 

remembering activity as they were before it. The 

consisted of 20 Semantic Differential (SD) scales 

et al., 1957), while the G-Scale had 17 scales. 

scale had seven equidistant increments (Appendix A). 

P-Scale 

(Osgood, 

Each SD 

The items for the AI were selected from a pool of 

items provided by a preliminary survey in which two groups 

of American and international students, randomly selected 

and contacted by mail, were asked to try to describe the six 

objects of the AI with as many adjectives (attributes) of 

which they could think. These were attributes which in their 



}' 

52 

opinions were accurate descriptors of the people and the 

governments 

democratic, 

in question 

etc.). The 

from which 

{e.g. progressive, 

survey froduced 

the final items of 

a 

irrational, 

set of 178 

the AI were adjectives 

selected based on their relevancy to the remembering task. 

The investigator included additional items pertaining- to the 

specific remembering task, since such items were not 

produced by the survey (e.g. vengeful, respectful of 

international law). A series of reliability tests, using 

Cronbach alpha, were conducted on all of the attitudinal 

instruments across the two groups. All instruments were 

found to be highly reliable with the reliability indices 

(alphas) ranging from 0.65 to 0.86. 

The remembering instrument (herein referred to as 

the RI) consists of the subjects' recall of the event in the 

form of a cohesive set of short and simple sentences (RI-l) 

similar to those on the second remembering instrument (RI-2) 

which is a measure of the subjects' recognition memory. The 

RI-2 consists of a set of 16 statements describing the take

over event in terms of its most crucial aspects (Appendix 

B). Most of these statements were selected from a set of 

statements marked by three independent specialists (a 

political scientist, a sociologist, and an historian) as 

being the most important/memorable aspects of the event. 

Each of these specialists was provided with an extensive 

chronology of the take-over event, some three hundred 
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statements, which were to be classified in three categcries 

of importance and memorability. Only those statements 

considered by all three specialists as being the most 

important were included in the RI-2. Additional statements 

were selected from the chronology in order to provide a l~nk 

between the AI and the RI as well as to check subjects' 

patterns of responding to the questionnaire. 

Each of the statements on the RI-2 has four basic 

components: a time component indicating WHEN the action 

described in the statement did happen; an agent component 

indicating WHO initiated the action; an action component 

describing WHAT took place on the given date; and an 

explanatory component indicating WHY the described action 

was taken. Overall the set of statements is aimed at telling 

the story of the hostages in an accurate yet concise manner. 

Procedure 

The participants in the study were introduced to the 

project in groups of 3 or rr.ore in a classroom setting and 

were given an opportunity to draw their Project 

Identification Number(PIN) cards. They also received a copy 

of the AI and were given at least 15-20 minutes to mark 

their responses (see Appendix A). They were asked to 

initially indicate the positive end of each SD scale and 

then mark their attitudinal position along the scale. A week 
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later the second stage of the data collection was carried 

out. 

During the second session, which was held in the 

same setting and with the same group of people, the 

participants received the RI Response Sheets (RI-l) for 

writing down the story of the hostages as accurately and 

concisely as they were able to remember it. The directions 

(see Appendix C) were given both orally and in writing on 

the distributed response sheets. They were asked to think 

about the event first and try to describe the whole event as 

if they were telling the story of the hostages by providing 

the four components of WHEN, WHO, WHAT, and WHY in as many 

simple sentences as possible/necessary. There was no time 

constraint on this activity. However, they were asked to let 

the survey administrator know when they were finished with 

the task. The Iranian subjects were given the option of 

writing their responses in Farsi and quite a few did. 

As soon as a participant indicated that he/she was 

finished with the RI-l, he/she received a copy of the RI-2 

and his/her RI-l was collected. The directions on the RI-2 

directed the participants to read the given statements and 

mark only those components of each statement that they 

recognized as being true. For example, they might remember 

the action component of a given statement along with its 

explanatory component but not its time and agent components 
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or vice versa; therefore, they would only mark the former 

two components. 

Upon the completion of the RI-2, each participant 

received the AI for the second time and was given enough 

time to complete the survey. 

Scoring 

On the attitude scales, subjects initially indicated 

the positive end of the scale prior to marking off their 

responses on the SD scales. For example, if the SD scale 

consists of the adjectives "Rational-Irrational", or 

"Westernized-Nonwesternized", or "Rigid-Flexible", the 

positive element in the first pair is predictable, but it is 

not so predictable in the second and third pairs. Subjects 

may differ as to which element is the positive one. The 

positive end received a score of seven, while the other end 

was scored one. Hence, the score of each participant on each 

SD scale was between 1-7, depending on the subject's check 

mark along the scale. Example: 

(+)Rational- - x - - - - Irrational ( 

Score=5 

)Rigid- - x - - - -Flexible(+) 

Score=3 

Thus, for each group a mean score on every SD item as well 

as on both attitude scales was calculated. 
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The RI-l material was subjected to a qualitative 

theme analysis in order to pinpoint the kind of information 

that was remembered by each group of participants and 

determine their differences/similarities (see Appendix D). 

The RI-2 data was scored in terms of the frequency of 

recognizing each of the four components of the statements in 

RI-2. 

Data Analysis 

The study resulted in two sets of data: 1) attitude 

data consisting of the subjects' "before" and "after" scores 

on the SD scales of the AI; and 2) remembering data 

consisting of the subjects' recall and recognition scores on 

the two tasks. Both sets of data revealed information about 

both the similarities and the differences of the two 

cultural groups in the areas of attitude and remembering as 

well as information on the expected transaction between 

these two psychological domains and the sociocultural 

context. 

Analysis of Attitude Data 

In light of our concern with the probable 

differences between the two groups in regard to their 

attitudes toward the peoples and governments of Iran and the 

United States, the initial attitude data (excluding the data 

on the Swedish people and government) were analysed in a 

2(group) x 4(attitude objects) mixed design ANOVA with 
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It was expected that 

both factors and their interaction would be significant. The 

entire set of the initial attitude data along with the 

attitude data collected after the remembering activity were 

analyzed in a 2(group) x 2 (attitude object) x 3(nationality) 

x 2(trial) mixed design ANOVA with repeated measures on the 

last three factors. The attitude objects in this analysis 

were people and government, each having three nationalities 

as its levels. It was expected that the interaction between 

subject group and attitude object as well as that of trial 

and attitude object would be significant. 

The attitude data were also analyzed for the 

differences between the two groups in both the direction and 

the intensity of their attitudes. A series of sign tests 

(Hardyck and Petrinovich, 1969) was utilized in comparing 

the two groups in terms of the proportions of subjects 

responding with one of the three categories of response on 

each SD scale. These categories include responses of 

positive direction (scores of 5, 6, & 7), responses of 

negative direction (scores of 1, 2, & 3), and intense 

responses (scores of 1 & 7). 

Using the sign test, further analyses of the 

attitude data were done by comparing the spread of the 

responses of each group on everyone of the SD scales across 

the attitudinal scales (i.e. the P-Scales and the G-Scales). 
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Analysis of Remembering Data 

Although the remembering data were of secondary 

importance to the main focus of the present study, they were 

analyzed both qualitatively and quantitatively. The 

qualitative analysis consisted of a theme analysis of the RI 

Response Sheets to determine the kind of information 

remembered by each group and whether a common theme(s) 

separated the remembering activity of the two groups. 

One such theme is the ethnocentric theme, whereby 

each group recalls the event in such a way that its 

corresponding side in the story, with which it presumably 

identifies, would be in a more justifiable positiori in 

regard to its actions and reactions. That is to say that the 

American subjects, for example, would recall the events in 

such a way that the actions of the American people and 

government would be more justifiable, and similarly, the 

Iranian students would probably remember those aspects of 

the whole story which in their minds lend justifiability to 

the actions of the Iranian people and government during lithe 

crisis." Such a theme may have been developed by the 

subjects via additions and deletions, and the theme analysis 

would reveal the extent of such alterations in the recalled 

information. 

The theme analysis could also reveal some 

similarities and differences between the two groups in terms 

of the organizational pattern in which each group recalled 
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the story of the hostages. This pattern may well be 

considered as another aspect of the ethnocentric theme 

serving the same purpose as indicated above. 

The quantitative analysis of the remembering data 

was aimed at detecting any variance among the groups in 

terms of the frequency of the four categories of information 

embedded in the statements of the RI-2. A 2 (group) X 4 

(category) analysis of variance with repeated measures on 

the last factor was utilized in order to analyze these data. 

It was expected that the ( group X category) interactions 

would be significant. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

The results of the analyses performed on the 

collected data are reported below in three different 

sections. The first section reports the findings of the 

analyses carried out on the attitudinal data. The 

attitudinal data consisted of two sets of data: the initial 

attitude scores of the American and Iranian subject groups 

toward the American and Iranian peoples and governments, as 

well as their attitudinal data collected after the 

remembering activity. The second section reports the results 

of the theme analysis on the recall data while the last 

section contains the findings of the analysis carried out on 

the recognition data. 

Attitude Results 

The 2{group) x 4{attitudinal obiect) mixed design 

analysis of variance with repeated measures on the last 

factor performed on the initial attitudinal data revealed 

significant differences among the four attitudinal objects 

(P3,162=6S.30, p<.OOI). The four attitudinal objects in this 

analysis were peoples and qovernments of Iran and the United 

States of Amerl'ca. Th 't ' e In ~ractl0n between object and qroup 

was also significant (P3,162=3.l6, p<.OS). No significant 

60 
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difference between groups was found. Table one summarizes 

this analysis and indicates the cell means and standard 

deviations. 

A post hoc analysis using Tukey's HSD (Kirk, 1968) 

was applied to a series of pairwise comparisons among the 

column means (attitude objects), as well as among the cell 

means, some of which were found to be significant. Among the 

different levels of attitude object there was a significant 

difference (p<.Ol) between the attitudes toward the American 
... 

people (X=4.21) and the attitudes toward the Iranian people 

(X=3.64). There was also a significant difference (p<.Ol) 

between the attitudes toward the Iranian people (X=3.64) and 

those toward the Iranian government (X=2.69). The 

difference between the attitudes toward the two governments 

was also significant (4.49 for the American government vs. 

2.69 for the Iranian government, p<.Ol). There was no 

significant difference between the attitudes toward the 

American people and those toward the American government. 

A pairwise comparison of the cell means revealed 

significant differences (p<.05) between the attitudes of the 

American subjects toward the Iranian people ( X = 3.42 ) and 

government ( X = 2.61 ) when compared with the attitudes of 

the Iranian subjects toward the American people (X=4.24) and 

government (X=4.29). The attitudes of the American subjects 

toward their own people and government (X=4.1S, X=4.69 

respectively) were significantly different (p<.05) from 
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their attitudes toward the people and government of Iran 

(X=3.42, X=2.61, respectively). On the other hand, the 

attitudes of the Iranian subjects toward their own people 

(X=3.86) was not significantly different than their 

attitudes toward the people of runerica (X=4.24). However, 

they were significantly (p<.05) different in terms of their 

attitudes toward the Iranian government (X=2.76) in 

comparison to their attitudes toward the American government 

(X=4.29). Finally, there was no significant difference 

between the attitudes of the American subjects toward their 

own people (X=4.18) and those of the Iranian subjects toward 

the Iranian people (X=3.86), but the difference between 

their attitudes toward their respective governments (X=4.69 

for Americans, X=2.76 for Iranians) was significant (p<.05). 

A series of sign tests (Hardyck and Petrinovich, 

1969) were utilized to compare the two groups~ responses to 

each semantic differential scale across both the P-Scales 

and the G-Scales. One such test was done after calculating 

the difference in each group's mean score on each item for 

the two attitudinal objects of American and Iranian people. 

The test revealed a significant difference (n=20, r=5, 

p<.05) between the two groups in terms of the difference 

between their attitudes toward these two objects. 

The responses of the two groups were divided into 

three categories of positive, negative, and intense 

responses. The positive responses were those with a score of 
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5, 6, or 7 on anyone of the semantic differential scales. 

The negative responses consisted of the scores of 1, 2, or 

3, while the intense responses included scores of 1 or 7. 

The two groups of subjects were compared (using the sign 

test) in terms of the proportions of each group responding 

in each of these three categories across all SD's in both P

Scales and G-Scales. A sign test indicated that the two 

groups were significantly different (n=18, r=3, p<.Ol) in 

terms of their intense responses toward the American people 

and government, and toward the Iranian government. In regard 

to the negative responses, the two groups were only 

siqnificantly different in terms of their attitudes toward 

the American government (n=l6, r=3, p<.05). 

The attitudinal data obtained after the treatment 

along with the initial attitudinal data were analyzed in a 2 

(group) x 2(attitude object) x3(nationality) x2(trial) mixed 

design analysis of variance with repeated measures on the 

last three factors. Table 2 summarizes this analysis while 

Table 3 gives the cell means and standard deviations. No 

significant trial effect was found by this analysis in which 

the total score on each instrument was utilized. Further 

analyses of the mean responses of the two groups to each 

semantic differential (SD) across time (sign test), 

however, revealed some significant differences. The American 

subjects demonstrated a significant improvement in their 
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Table 1: Summary of the analysis of variance on the initial 
attitude data. 

=========================================================== 
SOURCE 

Between 

group 

Error 

Within 

Object 

Obj. X Group 

Error 

*p<.OOl 
**p<.05 

df 

1 

54 

3 

3 

162 

MS F 

.212 .21 

1. 019 

35.395 65.30* 

1.714 3.16** 

.542 

CELL MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 

AM. PEOPLE AM. GOV. IR. PEOPLE IR. GOV. 

AMER. 4.18 4.69 3.42 2.61 

.75 .80 .59 .75 

IRAN. 4.24 4.29 3.86 2.76 

.67 .91 .94 .98 
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Table 2: Summary of the analysis of data on attitudes before 
and after the remembering activity. 

============================================================ 
Source df 

Between 
Group 1 
Error 54 

Within 
Trial 1 
Trial x Group 1 
Error 54 

Object 1 
Object x Group 1 
Error 54 

Trial x Object 1 
Trial x Obj x Groupl 
Error 54 

Nationality 2 
Nat. x Group 2 
Error 108 

Trial x Nat. 2 
Trial x Nat.x Group2 
Error 108 

Object x Nat. 2 
Obj.xNat.xGroup 2 
Error 108 

Trial x Obj.xNat. 2 
Tri.xObj.xNat.xGrp.2 
Error 

* p<.OOl 
** p<.Ol 

108 

MS 

31.72 
554.90 

74.66 
132.14 
52.92 

32872.02 
1243.14 

135.22 

126.88 
6.48 

35.45 

44610.43 
1383.09 

565.72 

133.96 
6.43 

56.58 

6823.40 
275.62 
111.36 

5.93 
36.72 
35.40 

F 

.06 

.24 

. 11 

243.09* 
9.19** 

3.58 
.18 

78.85* 
2.44 

2.73 
.11 

61.27* 
2.47 

.17 
1. 04 
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Table 3: Cell means and standard deviations for the 
attitudinal data before and after treatment. 

============================================================ 
AMERICAN PEOPLE IRANIAN PEOPLE SWEDISH PEOPLE 

BEFORE AF'l'ER BEFORE AFTER BEFORE AFTER 

AM. 83.25 84.82 68.35 69.60 94.03 92.67 

IR. 85.21 83.07 77.75 79.75 91. 60 89.07 
============================================================ 

CELL MEANS FOR TOTAL SCORES ON P-SCALES BEFORE AND AFTER. 

============================================================ 
AM. 15.23 14.63 11. 79 13.07 10.44 9.41 

IR. 13.99 14.09 19.66 16.44 12.79 9.84 
============================================================ 

STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR TOTAL SCORES ON P-SCALES BEFORE 
AND AFTER. 

AMERICAN GOV. IRANIAN GOV. SWEDISH GOV. 

BEFORE AFTER BEFORE AFTER BEFORE AFTER 

AM. 79.17 81. 82 44.57 48.89 84.89 85.78 

IR. 73.03 74.28 . 47.10 48.03 82.28 81. 46 
============================================================ 

CELL MEANS FOR TOTAL SCORES ON G-SCALES BEFORE AND AFTER. 

============================================================ 
AM. 14.00 13.38 12.80 11.11 11.33 9.97 

IR. 15.46 16.74 16.74 15.53 14.15 15.30 
============================================================ 

STANDARD DEVIATIONS POR TOTAL SCORES ON THE G-SCALES BEFORE 
AND AFTER. 
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attitudes toward the Iranian government (n=16, r=2, p,.OI), 

while the Iranian subjects significantly changed their 

attitudes toward the Swedish people (n=20, r=3, p<.OI). 

Although there were no significant differences 

between the two groups in regard to their mean responses to 

each semantic differential (SD) on the American people, a 

sign test revealed a significant difference in the spread of 

their responses (n=20, r=3, p<.OI). This test was conducted 

using the standard deviations of the scores of each group on 

each semantic differential scale across the attitude 

instruments. Similarly, there was no significant diff~rence 

between the two groups' mean response to the items related 

to the Iranian government; however, they were significantly 

different in terms of the spread of their responses (n=17, 

r=3, p<.05). 

Recall Result 

The free recall task resulted in a diverse set of 

responses among the two groups of subjects. The responses 

were evaluated by three theme criteria of 'beginning and 

ending', 'addition/deletion of intermediary events', and 

'analysis and personal reactions' (see appendix D). The 

'beginning and ending' theme consisted of a series of 

statements taken from the RI-2 which described the beginning 

and the ending of the hostage event. The second criterion 

theme consisted of statements describing those intermediary 
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events, actions and reactions of the American and Iranian 

peoples and governments, which oc~urred throughout the year

long ordeal (see appendix D). The last criterion for the 

evaluation of the free recall data was the extent to which 

the subjects engaged in analyzing the socio-political 

context of the event and gave their personal reactions and 

opinions about the entire event. 

As for the first criterion, i.e. 'beginning and 

ending', there were far more Iranians whose responses met 

this criterion than there were Americans (50% vs. 10%). 

Among those in each group who did not meet the first 

criterion the proportion of those who complied with the 

other two criteria was also different for the two groups. 

Close to 40% of the Iranians engaged in an overall analysis 

and expressed their personal reactions, whereas only close 

-to 20% of Americans did so. In regard to the intermediary 

events, 80~ of the remaining Americans mentioned such events 

as compared to 40% of the remaining Iranians. 

The most striking difference was between the two 

groups and across the last two criteria. The Iranians 

discounted the significance of the take-over while 

emphasizing their disapproval of both the runerican and 

Iranian governments. The Americans, on the other hand, 

emphasized the event itself and discounted the overall role 

of the American government in bringing it about or in 

dragging it out. In terms of additions and deletions, also, 
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the two groups differed markedly. These differences go hand 

in hand with the difference between the two groups in terms 

of which intermediary events were recalled. The American 

subjects omitted intermediary events which were initiated by 

the American people or government and attributed actions to 

the Iranian side of the conflict which had not taken place. 

Recognition Results 

The data obtained by using the RI-2 instrument were 

analyzed in a 2(group) x 4 (component) mixed design analysis 

of variance with repeated measures on the last factor, and 

resulted in a significant difference between the levels of 

the second factor (F3,162 = 96.16, p<.Ol). There was neither 

a significant group nor a significant interaction effect. 

Table 4 summarizes this analysis and indicates the cell 

means and standard deviations. 

A post hoc analysis of different pairs of the levels 

of the component factor revealed significant differences 

(p<.05) between the recognition of time component (X=3.89) 

and that of the agent component (X=10.69). Indeed, the time 

component was as significantly different from the action 

component (X=12.46) as well as from the explanation 

component (X=9.33). The only non-significant difference was 

between the recognition of the agent and explanation 

components (X=10.96 and X=9.33, respectively). 



Table 4: Summary of the analysis of the recognition data. 

========================================================= 
Source df 

Between 
Group 1 
Error 54 

Within 
Component 3 
Group x Component 3 
Error 162 

* pC 001 

COMPONENTS: ACTION AGENT 

AMER. 11.75 10.60 

2.57 3.22 

IRAN. 13.17 10.78 

3.04 4.85 

MS 

42.87 
33.28 

766.05 
5.60 
7.96 

TIME 

3.64 

3.44 

4.14 

4.26 

F 

1. 29 

91.16* 
.70 

EXPLANATION 

8.64 

3.97 

10.03 

4.31 

CELL MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS. 
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Table 5: Summary of Hypotheses, Analyses and Results. 

============================================~~~============= 

Hypothesis 

1) Both grps. 
have more 
favorable 
attitudes 
toward own 
people and 
government. 

2)Iranian
American 
attitudes 
are closer 
to Amer.
American 
than are 
the Amer.
Iranian att. 

Dependent 
measure 

1st set of 
attitude 
scores on 
both p- & 
G-Scales. 

Attitude 
scores on 
P-Scales. 

to Ir.-Iranian. 

3) The two 
groups will 
recall diff. 
aspects of 
the event 
& will differ 

Subjects' 
account of 
the event 
on RI-l. 

in the organization 
of their recall. 

4) The two 
groups will 
recognize 
different 
components 
of the event 
differentially. 

5) The two , 
groups 
attitudes 
will change 
as a result 
of remembering 
activity. 

Recognition 
scores on 
the 
RI-2. 

Both 
pre- & 
post
attitude 
scores on 
P- & G
scales. 

Independent 
measure 

Subject 
groups 

and 
attitude 
objects. 

Subject 
group & 
attitude 
object. 

Subject 
group. 

Subject 
group 
and 
compo
nent. 

Subject 
grp. ,att. 
object, & 
trial. 

Analysis 

2(group)x 
4(attitude 
object) 
ANOVA. 

2(group) 
x4(att. 
object) 
ANOVA. 

Qualita
tive 
theme 
analysis. 

2(group) 
x4 (comp. ) 
ANOVA. 

2 (grp. ) x 
6 (attitude 
object)x 
2(trial) 
ANOVA. 

Outcome 

Sig .Att. 
object 
effect 
& its 
Inter
action 
w/Grp. 

Group x 
attitude 
object 
inter
action. 

Diff. 
themes 
across 
groups. 

Sig. 
Compo
nent 
effect. 

Sig. 
trial x 
object, 
& trial 
x obj.x 
group 

effects. 



CHAPTER 5 

"DISCUSSION 

The primary focus of the present paper has been to 

test the transactional model (Meacham, 1977) as applied to 

the interrelationship between attitudes, remembering, and 

the sociocultural background of the rememberer. In 

accordance with the tenets of this model it was expected 

that the initial attitudes of the two groups of American and 

Iranian subjects not only would differ but also would affect 

their recall of a shared political/historical experience, 

namely the hostage event. Furthermore, the activity of 

recall was expected to &ffect the subjects' attitudes. The 

attitudinal objects employed in this study were the peoples 

and governments of the U.S.A., Iran, and Sweden. 

Other points of interest have been the similarities 

and the differences of the two groups of subjects in the two 

areas of attitudes and remembering. According to the tenets 

of the contact hypothesis (Campbell, 1967), it was expected 

that the two groups would differ in terms of their attitudes 

toward the American and the Iranian peoples and governments. 

Because of the extent of familiarity and contact that the 

Iranian subjects presumably have had with the general 

American public (average length of stay in the U.S. was over 

7 years), it was expected that their attitudes toward the 
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people and government would 

of the American subjects 

be close 

toward the 
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the 

same 

attitudinal objects. On the other hand, it was expected that 

the attitudes of the American subjects toward the Iranian 

people and government would be significantly different from 

those of the Iranian subjects. Group differences were also 

expected in the areas of recall and recognition of the 

different aspects of the hostage story. This expectation was 

based on the implications of the schema theory (Bartlett, 

1932) and the notion of cognitive consonance which predict 

that in recall of stories and events the rememberer imposes 

his/her story schema, which has sociocultural and 

experiential determinants, upon the story which is being 

remembered, resulting in a story which is different than the 

original when recalled. 

Some of the expectations of the present study were 

consistent with the results of the data analyses. The 

initial attitude data partially supported the first 

hypothesis about the differences between the two groups in 

terms of their attitudes toward the attitudinal objects. It 

was hypothesized that each group would have a more positive 

attitude toward that attitude object with which it 

identifies. The data partially supported this hypothesis. 

The Americans, for instance, demonstrated a more positive 

attitude toward the American people and government than 

toward the Iranian people and government. The Iranians, on 
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the other hand, exhibited less favorable attitudes toward 

their own people and government than toward the American 

people and government. Although this unexpected, yet 

interesting, finding could partly be due to the 

methodological flaws of the study, the present historical 

and political situation could also account for the obtained 

results. The Iranians living in the u.s. are quite diverse 

in their socio-economic backgrounds and divided in their 

political and religious tendencies. Most of them consider 

themselves as exiles longing for their homeland, yet because 

of their socio-political differences with their fellow 

countrymen have opted for staying in the u.s. for the time 

being. 

The second hypothesis in regard to the relative 

accuracy of the two groups' attitudes toward the American 

and Iranian people was supported. Such accuracy can be 

defined in terms of the proximity of two attitude scores, 

namely the score of each group toward its corresponding 

attitudinal object and the score of the other subject group 

on the same object. The difference between the attitudes of 

the two groups toward the American people was half as much 

the difference between their attitudes toward the Iranian 

people. The Iranians' perceptions of the American people are 

more in congruence with those of the American people of 

themselves because of their length of stay in the States, 

and their level of familiarity with the Americans. The 
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difference between the attitudes of the American and Iranian 

subjects toward the two governments of Iran and the U.S. 

was, however, the same. The reason is perhaps the absence of 

any direct/prolonged contact between the subjects and the 

two governments. 

The initial attitude data also revealed some 

differences and similarities between the two groups of 

The subjects 

Iranians 

in terms of the spread of 

seemed to be much more 

their responses. 

dispersed than their 

American counterparts, and this further supports the earlier 

point made about the diversity of the socio-political 

backgrounds of the Irani~n subjects. 

The two groups also differed significantly in terms 

of the proportion of their intense responses. The Iranians 

had a higher proportion of intense responses in all four 

categories of American and Iranian peoples and governments. 

The Iranians had also a significantly higher proportion of 

the negative responses in regard to the American government. 

The two groups were very similar in terms of their 

responses on the other three attitudinal 

Furthermore, the Iranians had a significantly 

proportion of positive responses toward the Iranian 

than the American subjects. The two groups had an 

equal number of positive responses toward the 

negative 

objects. 

higher 

people 

almost 

American 

people, while they differed in terms of the proportions of 

their positive responses toward the two governments. The 
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Iranians had more positive responses toward the Iranian 

government than did the American subjects. On the other, 

hand the Americans had more positive responses toward their 

government than did the Iranian subjects. Nevertheless, the 

Iranians had as high proportion of positive responses 

toward the Iranian government as the Americans had toward 

the American government. 

The third hypothesis of the present study concerned 

the differences between the two groups of subjects in their 

recountings of the hostage event. The theme analysis of the 

responses supported the hypothesis. The majority of the 

Iranian subjects recalled, rather accurately, the beginning 

and the ending of the event, whereas more Americans 

remembered the intermediary events. This is not to say that 

the two groups of subjects differ in their schema, rather 

that the two groups consider different points in the chain 

of events as the beginning of the event. The Iranians 

considered the beginning of the story as being the admission 

of the then deposed Shah to the U.S. within the charged 

atmosphere of the post-revolutionary Iran. Most of the 

Americans, on the other hand, started their story with the 

take-over itself. As for the ending, the Iranians cited the 

Algerian-mediated agreement and the Ayatollah's own decision 

leading to the release of the hostages, whereas the 

majority of the Americans cited the international pressure 
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and the change of government in the u.s. as factors leading 

to the conclusion of the crisis. 

It seems that each group recalled the beginning and 

the ending of the event in such a way as to blame the other 

side for having provoked the crisis, and yet gave the credit 

for ending it'to that side of the conflict with which it 

identified. The same principle seems to have been operating 

in the case of their recalls of the intermediary events as 

well. The Iranians recalled mostly the actions of the 

American people and government such as the expression of 

anti-Iranian sentiments by the people and the pressures 

applied to the Iranian students by the u.s. Immigration 

Service. The majority of the Americans ignored such 

intermediary events and instead cited the failed attempts by 

some of the more moderate Iranian politicians at bringing 

about a resolution to the problem. They also cited the 

dispersion of the hostages and their display on the 

television. One intermediary event that both groups recalled 

was the failed rescue attempt by the u.s. government, and 

that is perhaps because it was the most dramatic action 

which took place besides the dramatic take-over and the 

dramatic release of the hostages. 

The fourth hypothesis concerning the group 

differences in recognition of different components of the 

hostage story was not supported by the data. Although a 

component difference was expected and obtained, the group 
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difference and its interaction with the component factor did 

not materialize. The observed component difference was 

mainly due to the inability of both groups to 

recall/recognize the time components of the given 

statements, which was expected. A review of the set of 

recognition statements hints at a possible explanation for 

the unexpected results of no difference between the two 

groups. The statements on RI-2 were those which had been 

considered by the three experts as the most important and 

memorable events of the entire hostage episode, yet they are 

a series of highly dry and factual statements mostly void of 

any action or emotion which would be of some differential 

significance to the two groups. Had the instrument consisted 

of those aspects of the event which are presumably more 

significant/memorable to the Iranians in general plus those 

which are most important/memorable to the Americans r then 

there probably would be a significant difference between the 

two subject groups. 

hypothesis which constituted the major The final 

concern of the present study was not supported by the 

The recall activity did not bring about any 

attitudes of the two groups toward the 

collected data. 

changes in the 

American and Iranian peoples and governments. These results 

could be because of the shortcomings of the 

instruments used in the study. The remembering 

remembering 

activities 
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perhaps were not potent enou"gh to reach the affective and/or 

evaluative dimensions of the subjects' attitudes. 

These shortcomings, 

the present exploration 

subjects) will hopefully 

along with other limitations of 

(such as the availability of 

be of some value to the future 

studies of the transactional interrelationship of intergroup 

attitudes with the remembering activity and the 

sociocultural background of the rememberer. 

Improvements and refinements in all aspects of the 

present study are in order. The comparison needs to be made 

between the American college students in the u.s. with the 

Iranian university students in Iran. Such a comparison would 

afford the researcher a large enough pool of subjects, which 

would allow having a control group and hence eliminating the 

need for including a control attitudinal object. The 

inclusion of the Swedes as a control object failed to 

accomplish its purpose, as the respondents seem to have 

anchored their responses to each semantic differential for 

the last two objects to that of the first, and as a result 

any changes in the attitude toward the first object are 

translated to relative changes in the attitudes toward the 

other two objects. Furthermore, a revised set of the 

semantic differential scales needs to be administered to the 

subjects separately for each attitudinal object to prevent 

the anchoring effect. The remembering activity must be more 

actively engaging. An initial reminder of the event in the 
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form of a video presentation consisting of television news 

segments describing the entire event could prove useful 

prior to the subjects' recall and recognition tasks. 

In summary, the basic principle of the present 

investigation must be applied to itself. The transactional 

relationship between theory, ~mpirical data, and the 

research worker must be allowed to continue its spiral 

movement of change and discovery. 



APPENDIX A 

THE ATTITUDE INSTRUMENT 

This is an attitude survey. In each of the given 
items you are presented with a seven-point scale with one 
adjective at either end. The two adjectives are oppcsit in 
their meanings. Please FIRST mark the adjective ~hich in 
your opinion describes a positive characteristic. Then 
indicate the extent to which, IN YCUR OPINION, each of the 
three given groups of people can be described by the 
adjective pair. For example, given a scale with the two 
adjectives of LAZY .... HARD WORKING, the positive end of the 
scale must first be indicated by putting a plus sign next to 
the adjective of hard working. Then the position of the 
three given groups along the seven-point scale must be 
marked as shown below. 

( )Lazy ..................... Hard Working(+) 

Group A ---'---'---'---'---'---' ~ 
Group B ---'---'---'---' ~ '---'---

Group C X r ___ , __ _ 
---'---'---'---

There is a second set of adjectives describing not 
three groups of pecple but their governments. Please 
indicate your opinion on the governlnents in the same manner 
as above. IF YOU ARE UNSURE OR UNAWARE OF THE EXTENT TO 
WHICH A GIVEN ADJECTIVE DESCRIBES A PARTICULAR GROUP AND/OR 
GOVERNMENT THEN MARK THE SCALE RIGHT AT ITS CENTER FOR THAT 
GROUP/GOVERNMENT. 

To assure anonymity you will draw a Participant 
Identification Number, PIN, which you are asked to use both 
now and later during the second phase of the survey. Please 
provide your PIN along with the information requested on 
the top of the questionnaire. Thank you. 
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VITAL INFORMATION: 

Nationality __________________ , PIN ________ _ 

# of years in u.s. Colleges or Universities ______ _ 

************************************************************ 

1-

2-

3-

4-

5-

6-

7-

P SCALES 

Attitudes Toward People 

)Nationalistic .......................... Indifferent( 
Americans 
Iranians 
Swedes 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---

) Dogmatic ...•............................. Practical ( 
Americans 
Swedes 
Iranians 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---

)Egotistic ............................... Altruistic( 
Iranians 
Americans 
Swedes 

)Religiously 
Swedes 
Iranians 
Americans 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
fanatic ........ Religiously uncommitted ( 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---

)Peace loving ........................... War seeking( 
Americans 
Swedes 
Iranians 

---'---'---'~'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---

)Rational ...•....•....................... Irrational( 
Swedes 
Americans 
Iranians 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---

)Stoic .•....•............................• Emotional ( 
Americans 
Iranians 
Swedes 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---



8-

9-

)Racist .................................. Non 
Iranians 
Swedes 
Americans 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---

) Pro Black ............................... Anti 
Swedes 
Americans 
Iranians 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---

racist( 

Black( 

10-( )Politically 
Americans 
Swedes 
Iranians 

naive ........ Politically sophisticated( 

11-( )Critical 
Swedes 
Americans 
Iranians 

12-( )Play by 
Iranians 
Americans 
Swedes 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---

of mass media ..... Blindly accepting media( 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---

the rules ............. Make their own rules( 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'--"-'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---

13-( )Trusting ...•............................ Suspicious( 
Swedes 
Iranians 
Americans 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---" '---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'~ 

14-( )Aggressive ......•...•...................... Passive( 
Iranians 
Swedes 
Americans 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---

15-( )Materialistic ....................... Spiritualistic( 
Iranians 
Americans 
Swedes 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---

16-( )Anti-Iranian ....................•...... Pro-Iranian( 
Americans 
Swedes 
Iranians 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
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17-( )Pro-American ......................... Anti-American( 
Iranians 
Swedes 
Americans 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---

18-( )Hostile ................................... Friendly( 
Swedes 
Americans 
Iranians 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---,---,---,----,---,---,---

19-( )Vengeful ................................. Forgiving( 
Iranians 
Americans 
Swedes 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---,---,----,---,---,---,---
---'---'---'---'---'---

20- ( ) Support 
Swedes 
Iranians 
Americans 

own government ...... Condemn own government ( 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ .pa 

G-SCALES 
PIN 

Attitudes Toward Governments 

21-( )Capitalistic ..................•........ Socialistic( 
American Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
Swedish Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
Iranian Gvrnt. ---'---'---'---'-_.'---'---

22-( )Honest ..................................... Corrupt( 
Iranian Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
Swedish Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
American Gvrnt. ___ t ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 

23-( )Unstable ...•....................... Firmly in place( 
American Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
Iranian Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
Swedish Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 

24-( )Progressive •.............................. Backward( 
Iranian Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
American Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
Swedish Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
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25-( )Democratic .......................... . 0 ••• Autocratic( 
Swedish Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
Ame.cican Gvrnt. 
Iranian Gvrnt. ---'---'---'---'---'---'---

---'---'---'---'---'---'---

26-( )Oppressive .•.... ...................... .. Liberating( 
Swedish Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
Iranian Gvrnt. 
American Gvrnt. 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---

27-( )Uncompromising ............................ Flexible( 
American Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ 
Iranian Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
Swedish Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 

28- ( )Deceptive ................................. Truthful ( 
American Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
Swedish Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
Iranian Gvrnt. ----,---,---,---,---,---,---

29-( )Well organized ............................. Chaotic( 
Swedish Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
Iranian Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
runerican Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 

30-( )Powerful and 
Swedish Gvrnt. 
runerican Gvrnt. 
Iranian Gvrnt. 

capable ............... Weak and unable( 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---

31-( )Secular ... ~ .................... : ......... Sectarian( 
American Gvrnt. ---'---'---'---'---'---'---Swedish Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
Iranian Gvrnt. ---'---'---'---'---'---'---

32-( )Liberal ............................... Conservative( 
Iranian Gvrnt. 
American Gvrnt. 
Swedish Gvrnt. 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---

33- ( )Mili taristic ...................... Non-militaristic ( 
Iranian Gvrnt. ---'---'---'---'---'---'---Swedish Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
American Gvrnt. ---'---'---'---'---'---'---

34-( )Racist in its policies ................. Egalitarian( 
Iranian Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
American Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
Swedish Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
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35-( )Vengeful ................................ . Forgiving( 
American Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
Iranian 
Swedish 

Gvrnt. 
Gvrnt. 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
---'---'---'---'---'---'---

36-( )Respects international law ... Disrespects such laws{ 
Swedish Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ 
American Gvrnt. 
Iranian Gvrnt. 

---'---'---'---'---'---'---
--' ---' ---' ---' ---' ---' ---

37-( )Compassionate/humanitarian ......... Brutal/inhu~ane( 
American Gvrnt. ---'---'---'---'---'---'---Swedish Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
Iranian Gvrnt. ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , ___ , __ _ 
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APPENDIX B 

THE REMEMBERING INSTRUMENT -- RI-l 

This is a survey of what you may remember about a 
given event which occurred a few years ago. This event will 
be introduced to you at the end of these instructions. After 
the introduction of the event take a few minutes and 
recollect your thoughts and merr.ories of that event prior to 
writing them down on blank sheet provided. In your writing 
try to describe the event iE !E~ !9E~ 9i ~ story. In doing 
so write down as many short and simple statements as you 
can/need in order to give a concise and accurate account of 
WHA~ happened, WHEN, WHY, and WHCM it involved. But first 
wrIte down your PIN-on the upper right corner of your answer 
sheet. 

Remerr.cer that you are remembering and retelling a 
STORY. There is a 20-minute time limit on this activity. Do 
your-best and raise your hand when and if you are done with 
your story before the 20 minutes are up. There are other 
activities which will follow this one. Now the e~ent will be 
introduced to you. In the provided space below please tell 
the story of the American hostages in Iran as you best 
remember it. 
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APPENDIX C 

REMEMBERING INSTRUMENT RI-2 

This is a different survey of what you may reme~ter 
or recognize about the hostage event which you just finished 
recalling. In this part you are given a set of 16 
statements ~hich are taker. from a credible published seurce 
and describe the hostage event rather concisely but 
accurately. Each statement has four components: A TIME 
component indicating the month/day of an action or a 
counteraction, an AGENT component indicating the person(s) 
or the entity initiating the action/counteraction, an ACTION 
cemponent indicating the nature of the action/counteraction, 
and finally an explanatory component which indicates the 
particular reason for the action taken. 

After reading each statewent please indicate which 
component(s) you recognize/remember by marking the~. Fer 
example if you recognize an action which is being descriced 
in the statement, and the given reason for its occurrer.ce 
then mark only the ACTICN and the EXPLANATION compenents 
below the statement and leave the ether twe unmarked. Please 
raise your hand when you are done with this task so that you 
can be given the next task to do, but FIRST please write 
down your PIN on the upper right corner of this page. Thank 
yeu fer your cooperation. 

************************************************************ 
TIME = The day/month of the act or incident. 
AGENT=The perscn or entity initiating the act or incident. 
ACTION = The incident or the act itself. 
EXPLANATION= The implied reason for the act or incident. 

************************************************************ 

1- On February 11,1979, the Iranian revolution came 
to a climactic victory when Ayatollah Khomeini returned to 
Iran from exile and only after the then Shah had left the 
country as derrar.ded by the peeple. 

TIME ( ) AGENT ( ACTION ( ) EXPLANATION 
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2- On November 
seized the u.s. 
protesting the U.S. 
depcsed Shah to the 

-4,1979 a gprcup 
.En1bassy in Iran 

GovernmeIilt's 
States. 

of Iranian students 
tatftng 100 hostages, 
admdssion of the then 

TIME ( ) AGENT ( I) ACTlm~ ( ) EXPLANATIO~ ( ) 

3- On 
Provisional 
powers to 
because of 
'I'IME ( ) 

November 6,1979, Prfurne miniEter Bazargan of the 
Revolutionary Government c£ Iran, yields his 

the Ayatollah and his revolutionary ceuncil 
the sensitivity of the sitmation. 

AGENT () ACTION ( ) EXPIANA'IION ( ) 

4- On November 14,1979 then President Carter blocks all 
to bring official Iranian assets in the u.s. in crder 

pressure on the Iranians. 
TIME ( ) AGENT () ACTION EXPLANATION ( ) 

5- It was en Nevember 17# 1979 that Ayatollah Khomeini 
ordered the students at the American Embassy to release 
all woman and p1~ck hostages as a good will gesture to 
these twe groups. 

TIME ( ) AGENT ( ) ACTICt~ ( ) 

6- During the months of November 
Iranian students and businesses in the 
to insults and harassment by the general 
law enforcement agencies in order tc get 

TIME ( ) AGENT ( ) AC'IION ( 

EXPLANATION ( ) 

and December the 
u.S. are sutjected 
public and the 

even. 

EXPLANA'I ION ( ) 

7- On January 25, 1980 new hopes for the resolution of 
the hostage crisis ereerge cn both sides when Bani-Sadr, 
rr.inister of Economics and Finance, wins the Iranian 
presidential elections. 

TIME ( ) AGENT ( ) ACTIO~ ( ) EXPLAliJATIC'~ ( ) 

8- On January 30, 1980 the students at the Embassy 
announced that they would refuse to obey any order by 
president-elect Bani Sadr to release the hostages to a tr.ird 
~arty because of their own political infighting. 

TIME ( ) AGENT ( ) ACTION ( ) EXPIANA'I'ION ( ) 
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9- On April 7, 1980, u.s. Government breaks diI:olomatic 
relations with Iran and imposes a formal embargo on u.s. 
exports to Iran in oredr tc exert rrore pressure c~ the 
Iranians. 

TIME ( ) AGENT ( ) ACTION ( ) EXPLANATION ( ) 

lO-The U.S. finally decides to act tcugh and exercises 
a military rescue mission, but on May 5, 1980 ,President 
Carter abcrted the rescue mission after one of the 
carriers involved in the operation crashed and killed 8 
American servicemen inside Iran. 

TIME ( ) AGENT ( ) ACTICl~ ( EXPLANATIO~ ( ) 

ll-On Se~tember 12, 1980 and only after the death of 
the Shah in Egypt, the Ayatollah sets four conditions for 
the release of the hostages: the return of the Shah's 
froferty in the States to Iran, cancellation of all claims 
against Iran, freeing of the frozen Iranian assets, and a 
promise by the u.S. not tc intervene in Iranian affairs. 

'I'IME ( ) AGENT ( ) ACTION ( EXPLANATION ( ) 

12-In Noverrber 1980, the Iranian Parlament endcrses the 
conditions set forth by Khomeini for freeing the hostages 
and gives the gc ahead for negotiations with the u.S. via 
the Algerian Government in order to resclve the crisis. 

TIME AGENT ( ) ACTICN ( EXPLANATION ( ) 

13-0n November 20, 1980 u.S. Government confirrrs the 
reports out of Iran that u.S. has accepted, in principle, 
tte fcur conditions set by Iran in crder to pre vide a 
basis for resolution of the crisis. 

TIME ( ) AGENT ( ) ACTION ( ) EXPLANATION ( ) 

8, 1981 President-elect Reagan states 
honor any agreement with Iran made ty 

order tc reassure the Iranians, but 
rig~t tc draw u~ ne~ frcposals if the 

14-0n January 
that he could 
President Carter in 
he also reserves the 
crisis is not settled by January 20, 1981. 

'I'IMB ( AGENT ( ) AC'I ION ( ) EXPlANA'IION ( ) 
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IS-On January 18, 1981, the u.s. and ~ran sign final 
documents agreeing on central issues and lssue a final 
declaration for the release of the hostages. 

TIr.:!E ( ) AGENT ( ) ACTION ( ) EXPLANATION ( ) 

!5-0n January 20, 1981, two Algerian airliners take the 
hostages, after 444 days of captivity, out cf Iran and to 
Algiers according to agreement mediated by the Algerian 
Government. 

TIME ( ) AGEN'I ( ACTIO~ ( ) EXPLANA'I'I C~ ( ) 



APPENDIX C 

CRITERIA FOR THE ANALYSIS OF RI-l MATERIAL 

Ttree criteria ~ere ~sed in evaluating the sucjects' 
free recall cf the hostage story. The first criterion 'was 
whether they had retold the beginning and the ending of the 
story as it had hapFened acccrdins to the published 
choronclogy. The second criterion concerned the retelling of 
the intermediary events and deletions and/or additions that 
the subjects may have had introduced to the situation. The 
final criterion was the extent and the nature of any 
personal reaction/analyses that the sucjects may tave he,:, 
expressed. The elements of the first two criteria are 
outlined below. 

Criterion #1: Beginning. Post revolutionary Iran, Shah's 
ceparture from Iran and u.s. Government's 
admis~ion of tte Shah into the u.S. leadip.s 
to the embassy take over by the Iranian 
"~tudents" in the fall of 1979. 
Ending. Algerian mediation, death of the 
Shah in Egypt, and the agreement between the 
two governments led to the return of the 
hostages in winter of 1981 as Reagap. tcok 
office. 

Criterion #2: Intermediary events and their addition and/or 
deletion. AMERICANS protest and retaliate by 
freezing the Iranian assets and placing an 
embargo on trade with Iran. Iranians in the 
u.S. are scrutinized and harassed. 
lRAbIANS ficd dccuments in the u.s. Embassy 
and call it a s~y d0n, ttreatening to try the 
hostages for spying. The provisional 
gcvernment of Bazargan falls after tte 
Ayatollah gives his blessing tc the 
"students". 
AMERICANS break diplomatic ties with Iran, 
attempt a rescue mission which fails and 
kills American servicEmen. Secretary of State 
Vance resigr.s. 
IRANIANS djsperse the h0st~ges~ threaten to 
kill them if another rescue attempt is made. 
AMERICANS agree witt the cor.ditions set forth 
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by the Ayatollah and the Iranian Parliament 
as a result of the mediations cy the U.N. and 
thE. Algerians. 
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