LUND UNIVERSITY

Choice Awareness and Manipulation Blindness
A cognitive semiotic exploration of choice-making and memory
Mouratidou, Alexandra; Zlatev, Jordan; van de Weijer, Joost

2019

Document Version:
Publisher's PDF, also known as Version of record

Link to publication

Citation for published version (APA):

Mouratidou, A., Zlatev, J., & van de Weijer, J. (2019). Choice Awareness and Manipulation Blindness: A
cognitive semiotic exploration of choice-making and memory. Abstract from

12th Conference of the International Association for Visual Semiotics, Lund, Sweden.

Total number of authors:
3

General rights

Unless other specific re-use rights are stated the following general rights apply:

Copyright and moral rights for the publications made accessible in the public portal are retained by the authors
and/or other copyright owners and it is a condition of accessing publications that users recognise and abide by the
legal requirements associated with these rights.

» Users may download and print one copy of any publication from the public portal for the purpose of private study
or research.

* You may not further distribute the material or use it for any profit-making activity or commercial gain

* You may freely distribute the URL identifying the publication in the public portal

Read more about Creative commons licenses: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/

Take down policy
If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact us providing details, and we will remove
access to the work immediately and investigate your claim.

LUND UNIVERSITY

PO Box 117
221 00 Lund
+46 46-222 00 00


https://portal.research.lu.se/en/publications/155ff165-4f5d-4f57-83eb-7fedd9ab9527

Choice Awareness and Manipulation Blindness:

A cognitive semiotic exploration of choice-making and memory
Alexandra Mouratidou, Jordan Zlatev & Joost van de Weijer

Lund University

alexandra_mour@yahoo.com

“Blindness” to choice is widely considered to be part of human cognition,
designating unreliable agents who essentially lack choice awareness (e.g. Johansson
etal. 2005; Hall et al. 2012; Sagana et. al 2014; Cochran et al. 2016). The cognitive
semiotic approach, however, encompasses a variety of factors that may influence our
choice-making, and acknowledges different degrees of awareness. Manipulation
blindness is a more adequate term for what is known in the literature as “choice
blindness” (e.g. Johansson et al. 2005; Hall et al. 2012; Sauerland et al. 2013a;
Sagana et. al 2014; Cochran et al. 2016).

We argue that participants’ tendency to accept a choice that is presented to them as
if it were their own is not explained by them being “blind” when making the choice,
but because they did not detect (or at least object to) the switch of the preferred
choice to a non-chosen one. In order to examine manipulation blindness as an
“indicator” of conscious choice awareness, we investigated the factors of memory,
consequence, and affectivity by using pictures of human faces and abstract figures,
implying that if these factors influenced the detection of manipulation, then we
could argue for different degrees of choice awareness.

Forty-three participants were assigned two tasks combining choices with 1) two
degrees of consequence (more/less) — based on task instructions, and 2) two degrees
of affectivity (high/low) — based on stimuli with different degrees of abstractness.
Participants were first asked to state their preference for one of two alternatives
(choice). After that they were shown chosen as well as non-chosen pictures and asked
to confirm whether the picture presented was the one of their choice (memory).
Lastly, they were asked to justify their choice, although some of the trials had been
manipulated (i.e. the chosen card was switched with the non-chosen one)
(manipulation).
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Half of the manipulations were detected, and 75% of these detections occurred for
the choices participants remembered correctly. While the consequential impact of
the choice did not seem to influence detection, the affective valence and pictorial
status of the stimuli contributed to manipulation detection for both the remembered
and misremembered choices. Unlike other experiments that investigate “choice
blindness”, the results indicate that manipulation blindness is subject to memory and
affectivity, suggesting that we are aware of our choices and that we have, to various
degrees, access to our intentional acts.
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