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Abstract

Drawing on an analogy with the phenomenon of impr@) the current paper demonstrates a
first exposure effect: People favor stimuli theg@mnter first. We obtain this effect for relativatings
of music samples (studies 1 and 2) and of pictaféandscapes (study 3) and for absolute ratings of
abstract paintings (study 4). In all studies, wmiglated a mere exposure explanation by either
statistically controlling for differences in fanality or by controlling for exposure frequency ad/
duration. While several studies have shown thasadtimulus may receive more extensive processing
then subsequent ones, the current studies demtentted this may result in enhanced liking for the

first stimulus.



Attitudinal Effects of First Exposure

One of the central constructs in psychology isdttiéude construct. Its importance derives
from the assumption that attitudes guide behawitthough the strength of the attitude-behavior
relation may depend on various factors, researobrgdly has documented a positive relation between
attitudes and behavior (e.g., Glasman & Albarra20)6). Considering the impact of attitudes on
behavior, it is important to understand how attsiform. The current paper demonstrates that the
order of exposure to different stimuli may affettitade formation towards those stimuli. In partamn
we find that stimuli to which people are exposefirst are liked better than related stimuli to wlhni
they are subsequently exposed. We refer to thisgrhenon as thiirst exposure effect

Consistent with the tripartite model of attitudet Breckler, 1984), Zanna and Rempel
(1988) identified three distinct bases of attitudegynition, behavior and affect. Several very well
known models focognitiveattitude formation and change have been advaiicethle Expectancy-
Value model (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), the ElabaratLikelihood model (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986),
the Heuristic Systematic processing model (Chaikdrerman, & Eagly, 1989) and the Unimodel
(Kruglanski & Thompson, 1999). All these modelsrehihe idea that a person’s attitude towards an
object is the result of elaborating, but not neaglssvery extensively, on certain pieces of infation
— arguments, evidence, peripheral cues, and belfat features.

People’s attitudes seem affected not only by tbajmitions about an attitude object but also
by the attitude-relevatehaviorthey have displayed prior to reporting their atti. In some
situations, people infer their attitudes from tHehaviors just like external observers would {self
perception theory, Bem, 1972). In other casesr afigaging in behavior that is inconsistent withitth
attitudes, people shift their attitudes in the clien of their recent behavior (cognitive dissoranc
theory, Cooper, 2007; Festinger, 1957). While ctigmidissonance may lead to attitude change, self-
perception appears more relevant for attitude ftiongFazio, 1987).

Several investigators have documented that atstutkey be formed in the absence of
cognitive deliberation and when people are noifjisg past behavior or inferring their attitudesrh
it. Two well-documentedffectivemechanisms of attitude formation are evaluativedd@ning (e.g.,
Staats & Staats, 1958; De Houwer, Thomas, & Bagyi@l) and mere exposure (Zajonc, 1968). In
evaluative conditioning, a neutral stimulus is pdiwith a valenced (positive or negative) stimulus.

Repeated exposure to this pairing results in ancaléransfer as the initially neutral stimulus aesr



the valence of the paired stimulus. Interestinglgugh, as documented by the mere exposure
phenomenon, repeated exposure to an initially aestimulus without any pairing with a valenced
associate is sufficient for that stimulus to beconme positive over time. Both the evaluative
conditioning and mere exposure deal with attitudommsequences oépeatedexposure to theame
stimulus. The current paper focuses on attitudinasequences ofsingleexposure talifferent
stimuli. In particular, we show that the stimulosahich one is exposed to first enjoys an attitatin
advantage over stimuli to which one is exposeat®rlon. In addition, this first exposure effectrss
to reflect an affective mechanism of attitude fotiova

Numerous studies have shown that order of expdeundormationabout an object may
affect the attitude towards that object (e.g., Heedt & Wegener, 1994, Igou & Bless, 2003; Petty,
Tormala, Hawkins, & Wegener, 2001). For instancirget person may be liked more when one is
first exposed to the positive information regardihgt person than when one is first exposed to
negative information about that same person (Amderson, 1965; Ash, 1946). However, this type of
effect differs in two important respects from thgbthesized first exposure effect that is the foafus
the current paper. First, studies on the ordexpbsure to information usually focus on a singlgeob
and manipulate the order of exposure to the diftea¢tributes of that object. In the current stadie
however, we manipulate order of exposure to themdint objects rather than order of exposure to
different attributes of a single object. Secondstirdies on the order of exposure to informatiba, t
task at hand invites deliberative cognitive prooessf the attribute information provided. In caast,
the hypothesized first exposure effect is presutndzk the result of an affective mechanism. No
attribute information is provided — making piecehr@agnitive processing unlikely — and the
evaluation is more likely to reflect some gut fagli

The phenomenon that is most analogous to thesfimbsure effect is the attitudinal
consequence of imprinting. Imprinting is the prackyg which a young animal develops an attachment
for the first object it encounters (cf. Bolhuis,9119. According to Lorenz (1937), the image of tinstf
object that a young animal encounters is somehamtd or imprinted upon the nervous system. This
process of “stamping in” then translates into dgyence for that first encountered object. Simidar
results obtained in imprinting studies, we hypotteshat a stimulus may be preferred to later
encountered stimuli, simply by virtue of its beithgfirst to which one is exposed to. Still, imprinting

appears a once-in-a-lifetime event restricted ¢atecal period — although some debate exists atiout



nature and length of that period (Bolhuis & Batest#00). The first exposure effect, in contrash ca
be observed time and again, each time one is edposenovel set of related stimuli. The first
stimulus that one is exposed to of that set teadietliked better than the other stimuli to whicteds
exposed subsequently.

Clearly, preferences for stimuli may not only béedmined by the order of presentation, but
also by the intrinsic attractiveness of the divestsmuli. To control as much as possible for difeces
in attractiveness — which may obscure the firsibexpe effect — we used rather similar stimuli.dotf
in the studies involving visual stimuli, the diféat stimuli were identical save for orientation. f€et
the first exposure effect, participants were exgdsadifferent stimuli (e.g., alternate versionsaof
song, different rotations of an abstract paintingiotures and mirror-reversed pictures of landscap
pictures). We expected that the stimulus (i.e.g4uainting/picture) that was seen or heard firstildo
be evaluated more positively than subsequent stitnuthe current studies, we controlled for therene
exposure effect by either measuring familiarityhattie stimuli or by presenting the stimuli equally
often.

Study 1: Music Study

Our first real-life, correlational study aims tondenstrate that the appreciation of a song
version not only depends on its familiarity (i.@.mere exposure effect), but also on the ordethiichw
it has been encountered. In particular, we testhehne first encountered version of a song is
appreciated more than a later encountered version.

Participants

1364 listeners of a popular radio station (mean-agé,SD= 11.6; 635 women) were
recruited through the website of the radio statmparticipate in an online survey. No participatfee
was offered.

Method

Each participant was asked to listen to eight pai@0” music fragments (see Appendix).
Within each pair, similar fragments from an ‘origihsong and its corresponding ‘cover’ were
selected. Participants were asked to indicate wiéckion they liked best (version 1 or version 2),
which version they knew best (version 1, versioarjo difference), and which of the two versions
they heard first in their lives — prior to the seyv- (version 1, version 2, or don’t know eithersien).

Across the eight music fragment pairs, versionférred four times to the original and four timeghe



cover, but this was not disclosed to the partidipafhe song title and performers were not disclose
either.
Results and Discussion

Using multilevel logistic regression, we predictg@ference for version 1 over version 2
entering two predictors simultaneously: Knowingsien 1 best (scored +1; “no difference” was scored
0 and “knowing version 2 best” was scored -1), ading heard version 1 first (scored +1; “don’t
know either version” was scored 0 and “having heaion 2 first” was scored -1). Consistent with
the mere exposure effect, knowing version 1 bestdean increased liking for version 1 relative to
version 2z = 39.02p < .001, but consistent with the hypothesized &rgtosure effect, respondents’
preference also shifted toward the version of tmgghat they indicated having heard first; 15.48,
p < .001. This suggests that the first stimulusréfgrred over a stimulus that is encountered later.

Clearly, the above analysis depends on respondsuttgctive assessment of having heard a
particular version first or not. To provide furtterpport for the hypothesized first exposure effeod
additional analyses were conducted. First, undeasumption that people are more likely to have
heard the original version first if they are boefdre its release then if they are born afteratsase,
respondents should indicate greater liking forahiginal song if they are born before its releagber
than after it. Considering the current analysiolags the preference of the original song ovenarco
version, we recoded participants’ responses t@tigstion which version they knew best (version 1,
version 2, or no difference) into whether or natythknew the original version best (yes, no,
indifferent). A multilevel logistic regression agals that included “knowing the original versiorstie
(i.e. familiarity) as predictor indicated that resgents were indeed more likely to prefer the aagi
version if they were born before its release tlidindy were born after iz = 2.15,p = .03. Second,
respondents indicating knowing neither version sbag, preferred the version that was presented on
the left-hand side over the version that was piteskon the right-hand side in 55.22% of the cases,
2.49,p = .01. Although we had not tracked which version @spondents had sampled first, a follow-
up study (n = 78) revealed that 96.2% of participaample the ‘left version’ prior the the ‘right
version'. Thus, it seems that, among respondentkmawing any version of a given song, a significan
preference for the version that was heard first,(the left) was observed. Despite the correlation

nature of this first study, we obtained eviden thdividuals prefer the song (1) they indicated



having heard first prior to the study, (2) that weleased before their birth or (3) they heard firghis
study.
Study 2: Song Study

In the Music study, we used songs with which a eapfrespondents would be familiar to
demonstrate the first exposure effect in a reald#étting. Consequently, however, we had no control
over the order of exposure of the different somigr po the study, necessitating relying on seffengs
about participants’ order of experience duringrthiégtime. In the current study, we minimize the
possibility of pre-experimental exposure by usiwg wersions of a song our participants would not be
acquainted with. This eliminates the need to relwelf-reports but necessitates tracking the aotler
exposure to alternate versions of a song. Theoretsi which participants are exposed first in the
experimental session should be preferred.

Participants

Seventy-five students from various departmentdthigersity of Leuven (mean age = 21.28,
SD=1.81; 50 women) participated in the current ancklated studies in exchange for €6.

Method

The participants had to listen to two 30" musigfrents (two versions of “Boom Boom”)
and were free to choose which fragment they warttdaar first (the order of exposure was
unobtrusively tracked). Pretesting a list of sohgd indicated that “Boom Boom” was least likely to
be known by our student participant population.

The fragments were labeled “88888” and “#####” [imimate the possibility that familiarity
with a performer’s name would affect participanigéference. For half of the participants, “§8888”
referred to the version of John Lee Hooker and ###to the version of The Animals, and vice versa
for the other participants. In addition, the pasitof the alternate versions was counterbalanced: F
half of the participants, John Lee Hooker was prsgkon the right-hand side, and for the other diialf
the participants on the left-hand side. After expedo both songs, participants had to indicate the
relative preference on a 201-point visual analcgpade with “indifferent” as the midpoint and the
labels of the songs as endpoints. Afterwards, taeyto indicate whether they had ever heard thig so
prior to the experiment (“§8888”; “#####”; nonelmrth). To exclude the effect of pre-experimental

exposure to any or both of the versions, partidipardicating they knew at least one of the versioh



the song were removed from the analysis (N = 1% .H)pothesized that participants would indicate a
preference for the version they listened to first.
Results and Discussion

The preference ratings were recoded to indicatecla¢ive preference for the stimulus that
was heard first (+100) over the stimulus that weerti second (-100), with 0 as a point of indiffeen
The song that was listened to first was prefernest the song that was heard secd(&R) = 2.59p =
.02, M =19.17;SD= 63.43). 98.7 % of the participants clicked oa lift version first, providing
further support for the findings of Study 1.

Study 3: Landscape Studies

The Landscape studies aim to replicate and extenéindings of the previous studies by
demonstrating attitudinal effects of first exposwithin a different modality (i.e., visual rathdvain
auditory). Possibly, the first exposure effectlisained only when people can attribute their enbednc
liking for the first stimulus over subsequent stinta differences on one or more important
dimensions. Clearly, alternate versions of a song differ on several dimensions (e.g., tempo, tenbr
voice of the artist,...) to which differences in liki could be attributed. In the following studieg w
used original images of landscapes and their migeersed counterparts as stimuli. Images and mirro
reversed images are identical save for orientaiarynimportant difference. If a first exposureseff
is still obtained for stimuli that differ only trially, this would suggest that the first exposuffedat is
very basic and not the result of attribute-basetgssing. We ran three different Landscape studies
with slightly different methodologies and we willgsent each of the studies individually.

Landscape Study 3a

Participants

Seventy-eight students from various department&tiieersity of Leuven (mean age = 22.34,
SD=4.11; 49 women) participated in the current ancklated studies in exchange for €6.
Method

In the exposure phase, the participants receivgubt8 of pictures of landscapes and had to
indicate on a visual analogue scale their preferdocthe left (-100) or the right (+100) stimulach
pair was displayed until the relative preference waicated. Participants were thus free to visuall
inspect each pair of pictures as long as they wiatateExposure duration to each pair was measured

and included in the statistical analysis, but thisnot change the pattern of the results. Theudtim



were presented in 4 blocks of 5 pairs. Order obsype was manipulated by exposing participants in
the first block to ‘original’ pairs (e.g., A & B)nal in the second block to the corresponding ‘mirror
reversed’ pairs (e.g., mirror A & mirror B). Thdrthand fourth blocks comprised different original
images and their corresponding mirrored versiogspectively. In the test phase, participants reckiv
20 pairs, each pair composed of an ‘original’ imagd its ‘mirror reversed’ version (e.g., A & mirro
A) and had to indicate their relative preferenaetifi@ left (-100) or the right (+100) stimulus. We
hypothesized that participants would prefer thexstiis that was presented first (i.e., the ‘original
image) over the stimulus that was presented later the ‘mirror reversed’ image). The preference
ratings were recoded to indicate the relative pesiee for the stimulus that was presented firs0Q}1
over the stimulus that was presented second (-100) 0 as a point of indifference. The individual
ratings were subsequently averaged across pairexXpérted these average ratings to differ
significantly from the neutral midpoint (0) in ptige direction.
Results and discussion

Consistent with the previous studies, the stimphesented first was significantly better liked
than the stimulus presented lat€7,7) = 2.37p = .02, see Table 1. Clearly, the effect seemsrath
limited as the preference advantage for the stimtiiat was presented first is only 2.44 point @0%-
point scale. Note, however, that the two stimulividiich a relative preference is required identical
save for their orientation. So, participants havatlicate which of two virtually indistinguishable
stimuli they prefer. This probably limits the extém which participants are going to indicate prefey
one version much more than the other version. ike gif this, they consistently indicate preferrihg

version they were exposed to first slightly over #ersion they were exposed to later.

Insert tablel about here

Landscape Study 3b
Participants
One hundred-and-thirteen students from various rtieeats the University of Leuven (mean
age = 20.995D = 1.56; 69 women) participated in the current ancklated studies in exchange for €6.

Method
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Study 3b was designed identically to Study 3a, with exceptions. First, the same image
pairs of Study 3a were displayed for 4 secondd) lmothe exposure and test phase. Participantsi coul
indicate their relative preference only after tietyre pair had disappeared. This controls foramdy
for exposure frequency but also for exposure domadind rules out a mere exposure account of the
obtained results. For example, participants in $Ralmight have been exposed longer to the original
image than to its mirror reversed counterpart, by explaining the enhanced preference for the
original image. Second, we employed a counterbalgmrocedure in the exposure phase (i.e., for half
of the participants, the mirror images were presgfitst and the original images were presented
second), but this counterbalancing factor was igotificant and ignored in the remainder.

Results

Once again, we found that the stimulus presentstivias significantly better liked than the

stimulus presented latef112) = 3.45p < .001, see Table 1.
Landscape Study 3c
Participants

One hundred-and-fourteen students from variousrti@pats the University of Leuven (mean
age = 21.5SD= 0.98; 84 women) participated in the current ancklated studies in exchange for €6.
Method

Study 3c was identical to Study 3b, with one exiceptin the test phase of study 3c, half of
the participants first had to recognize which pietwas presented, while the other half first had to
indicate which of the two pictures they preferr&tl.20 pairs had to be rated first on recognition
(preference), before participants indicated the#fgrence (recognition) ratings for the same 2@spai
Preference and recognition ratings had to be inelican a scale from -100 (definitely the left stio®)
to +100 (definitely the right stimulus). The preface ratings were recoded to indicate the relative
preference for the stimulus that was presenteti(ftB00) over the stimulus that was presented skcon
(-100), with 0 as a point of indifference. Recommitratings were similarly recoded to indicate
‘definitely recognize the second stimulus as th&t fine’ (-100) to ‘definitely recognize first stihus
as the first one’ (+100).

Results and Discussion
Replicating the previous Landscape Studies, weddhat the stimulus presented first was

significantly better liked than the stimulus presenlatert(113) =4.79p < .001, M = 4.93;SD=
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10.99), see Table 1. Because individuals may hawglittle basis for claiming a strong difference i
liking for stimuli that are, save for orientatiadentical, the relative preference for the stimulus
presented first is small in an absolute sense gadiee three different studidd:= 3.38 on a 201-
pointscaleSD= 9.41,t(304) = 6.27p < .001). Claiming a strong certainty in recogmitie much more
warranted as one of the two images clearly wasepted first. Indeed, a repeated measures ANOVA
indicated that the effect of first exposure on gggtion is significantly stronger than the effect o
preferenceF(1,112) = 8.82p < .005. Participants use more extreme ratingsdicate their
recognition than to indicate their liking. To assadether the effect of exposure order on prefagnc
is due to its effect on recognition of the firsepented stimulus as such, we conducted a multilevel
regression analysis, in which we predicted reldikiag using recognition ratings and exposure orde
simultaneously. Correctly or falsely recognizingigen stimulus as being presented first did inczeas
relative liking for that stimulug(2165) = 9.32p < .001. However, this did not eliminate the relati
preference for the image participants really hahdest,t(113) = 3.03p < .01, indicating that the
preference for the first encountered stimulus ismerely the result of recognizing a given stimulss
being presented first.
Study 4: Pollock Study

In this study our goal is twofold. So far, we onlynsidered sets comprised of two stimuli,
making it impossible to disentangle attitudinakets offirst exposure from attitudinal effects of
earlier exposure. Indeed, it is possible that the stimthasis encountered second is preferred over a
stimulus that is encountered third (i.e. likingaigradual function of position rather than an alhone
function of being first). In the Pollock Study, teets offour related stimuli — different rotations of
abstract painting — are used to explore whethiudithal effects are due to first exposure rathantto
earlier exposure. Second, we test the robustnetbe @ffect by assessing absolute evaluationsrrathe
than relative preferences. If we can demonstraite@dinal effects without employing a relative
preference elicitation paradigm, the proposed effenot bound to a specific methodology. Landscape
Study 3c already suggests that the attitudinakteffare not entirely dependent on recognition. The
current study elicits immediate evaluations. Thigimizes the role of memory because no
comparisons with previously encountered stimulidheebe made to immediately evaluate the exposed
stimulus.

Participants
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One hundred-and-nine students from various depattibe University of Leuven (mean age
= 21.5,SD=0.99; 80 women) participated in the current ancklated studies in exchange for €6.
Method

Participants were exposed to 10 different abstieigbaintings (cropped to a square) of Paul
Jackson Pollock (1912-1956), in four different ataions (0°, 90°, 180° and 270°). The 40 (10
different paintings x 4 orientations) stimuli wgnesented individually and in a different randordize
order for each participant. Participants indicdter liking for each of the paintings on a scatef -3
(don't like it at all) to +3 (like it very much).

Results and Discussion

Across the 10 paintings, the orientation that apgebéirst was appreciated moid € -.45,
SD= 2.11) than the orientation appearing secdd(-.61,SD= 1.99),t(324) = 2.19p < .01,
appearing thirdM = -.62,SD= 2.01),t(324) = 2.29p < .01; and appearing fourtM(= -.69,SD=
2.04),1(324) = 3.19p < .01. Appreciation did not differ among the otaion shown second, shown
third and shown fourth, ai§ < 1, allps > .31. This pattern cannot be attributed to bamedecause
one would then expect a more gradual decline imegdgtion. In this study, the more favorable attgu
towards the first orientation cannot be driven hizanced memory of that orientation, since it was
immediately evaluated. It remains possible, howetheit the stored representation of a first stirmulu
leads to an unfavorable evaluation of the secdmid] or fourth stimulus. As such, these findings
appear at odds with a perceptual fluency accougt, @ornstein & D’Agostino, 1994). One could
argue that, if anything, the processing of a ratgt@inting should be more fluent after exposura to
structurally similar stimulus and should lead thubetter evaluations.

General Discussion

Across modalities (auditory and visual), acrossisti (music, photographs and abstract art)
and across rating procedures (relative prefereamcdsbsolute evaluations ), we demonstrated that a
first encountered stimulus tends to be liked beten later encountered ones. The obtained first
exposure effect appears to be an all-or-none ef@o’s attitudes are biased toward the very first
item. In the Pollock study, no gradual change fituates is observed beyond the first item.

The observed first exposure effect seems to bedftehtively and cognitively based. In
Landscape study 3c, we measured not only prefesefocehe landscape pictures, but also whether

participants could correctly identify the orientatiof a given landscape they had been exposeusto fi
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A multilevel analysis indicated that participardésded to prefer the orientation thépughthaving
seen first to the orientation théyoughthaving seen later. At the same time, howeverpti@tation
that wasactually shown first tended to be preferred to the oriéoethat wasactually shown later.
While the former finding seems to refer to a cagaibasis of attitude formation, the latter finding
seems to imply an affective basis. A stimulus seente preferred to related stimuli that are
subsequently encountered. This process is remimtieéémprinting (e.g., Lorenz, 1937).

What are the potential cognitive and affective naetbms behind the observed first exposure
effect? Thecognitivecontribution to the first exposure effect may loe o an association between
first and best. Interestingly, at some level pesglem to believe that being first has various athps
as described in various idioms like “first is foresti’ and “the early bird gets the worm” (cf. Bolton
2007). Also, finishing first is a memorable accoisipinent while finishing second is not. Possibly,
items that participants thought were presentetiiiese liked more than items that were thought to
have been presented second, by virtue of thelfest-association.

The affectivemechanism behind the first exposure effect is nspezulative. In the current
studies, we obtained a preference for the firsbentered stimulus, even when controlling for
exposure frequency and exposure duration. Thisidrsl a simple mere exposure interpretation. Still,
although the current first exposure effect is défe from the mere exposure effect, one may wonder
whether the underlying mechanisms for the two pheara are similar. The mechanism underlying
mere exposure that is most supported by reseatbk fuency/misattribution mechanism (e.g.,
Bornstein & D’Agostino, 1994). According to that af@anism, previously presented stimuli are easier
to encode and process than novel or unfamiliarudtimihis enhanced perceptual fluency is then not
correctly attributed to frequency or duration opesgure, but incorrectly attributed to liking, regu
in a preference for old over new stimuli. Althouirency/misattribution may explain mere exposure
effects, it is less clear how it accommodates outifigs. On the one hand, the stimulus one is eeghos
to first may be encoded better and consequentigretasretrieve (i.e. retrieved more fluently). $hi
would imply a preference for the first encounteséthulus. On the other hand, the processing of a
mirror reversed image, a rotated painting or theecof a song could be processed more fluently afte
exposure to the original image, painting or sorfys vould imply a preference for the former oves th

latter, which is counter to our observations. Shethier or not a fluency/misattribution explanati®n
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compatible with the first exposure effect depenmlsvbether processing a given stimulus facilitates o
inhibits processing of a related stimulus.

The registration-without-learning phenomenon intlisghat processing a given stimulus may
inhibit processing of related stimuli. Registratiithout-learning refers to the situation in which
repeated exposures to a stimulus do not increagggie ability to discriminate that stimulus from
similar stimuli, although it does increase peopéstmates of how often the target stimulus has bee
presented (e.g., DiGirolamo & Hintzman, 1997; Shef& Shiffrin, 2003; but see Miller, Westerman,
& Lloyd, 2004 for some limiting conditions). DiGil@mo and Hintzman (1997) found evidence that
encoding of a repeated objecpisrceptuallybiased by the first exposure. They showed pagitipan
identical picture five times. In either the firstthe last exposure of the five, the picture wasspnted
in a different orientation than in the four remamiexposures. After the exposure phase, particgpant
had to indicate whether they had seen the leftata@picture, the right-oriented picture, or both.
Participants were more likely to claim having stempicture only in the infrequent orientationhifit
orientation corresponded to the first exposure tharcorresponded to the fifth exposure. This
indicates a qualitatively different encoding offiexposures than of very similar repeated expgsére
better encoding of a first stimulus than a simiklated stimulus is also implied by change blingnes
failure to detect changes in visual scenes (eigo®s & Levin, 1998) — and change deafness — failur
to observe changes in speakers’ voices (Vitevioh32 A perceptual bias toward a first stimulus is
similar to the imprinting phenomenon: a first enctwed moving object is stamped into the central
nervous system (i.e. leaves more of a mental neagk,Lorenz, 1937). Just as imprinting translates i
animal preference for the first moving object, &dreencoding of the first encountered stimulus may
translates into preference for that stimulus. Fagtadies are required to investigate why suclebett
encoding may affect preferences.

The effect of exposure on attitudes is epitomizgthle mere exposure effect: people develop
a preference for initially neutral objects as thegmoreexposed to it. The current paper demonstrates
that people’s preferences are not only shapedpmsated exposure or by exposure duration (cf.

Bornstein, 1989), but also by first exposure.
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Overview of the Landscape Studies: PreferencesCandct Recognition for the First Presented

Stimulus (positive scores indicate higher likingldetter than random recognition of the first

presented stimulus)

Preference for the first

Correct recognition of

the first stimulus

stimulus
Study N Rating Order M (SD M (SD
3a 78 - 2.44 0.10* -
3b 113 - 2.47 (7.60*** -
3c 55 preference-recognition 3.70 10.89* 5.75 @.09***
3c 59 recognition-preference 6.07 (L1.04*** 12.80 (14.59***

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; **p < .001



Original-cover Pairs used in the Music study.

Appendix

Song Original performer Release original Cover quankr Release cover
Unchained Melody Righteous Brothers 1966 GaretleSat 2002
American Pie Don Mclean 1972 Madonna 2000
Mandy Barry Manilow 1975 Westlife 2003
Forever Young Alphaville 1984 Paul Michiels 2000

Faith George Michael 1987 Limp Bizkit 2002

Take my Breath away Berlin 1986 Jessica Simpson 4200
Désenchantée Myléne Farmer 1991 Kate Ryan 2002
Aisha Khaled 1996 Outlandish 2003




