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We reportnewresultsthatdemonstratéhat selectiveat-
tentionto featuress learnedin the inversebase-ratesffect.
The inverse base-rateeffect (Medin & Edelson,1988) is
found after participantshavelearnedcategoriesvith differ-
entbaserates(frequencie®f occurrence)Whentestedwith
conflicting cues,participantstendedto non-normativelyre-
spondwith thelow frequencycategorysuggestinghatthey
wereignoringbase-raténformation.

Thetopof Tablel (Training1) showsthecategorystruc-
turefor producingheinversebase-rateffectin diseaseliag-
nosis. The commondisease$C1 andC2) occurthreetimes
more frequentlythan the rare diseasegR1 and R2). One
symptom(I1 or 12) is sharedby two diseasegndis anim-
perfectpredictor Theothersymptomsareperfectpredictors,
thatis, they are associatedvith one and only one disease.
In thetestingphase(in the middle of Table1) whenshown
I1 alone,participantdendedo respondwith C1. But, when
testedwith PC1&PR1simultaneouslyarticipantdendedo
respondR1. Thenormativeresponsehoweverwould have
beento usethe 3:1 base—ratinformationandrespondC1.

Kruschke(1996)hypothesizedhattheinversebase-rate
effectoccurshecausgarticipantsapidlyshiftattentiortore-
duceerrorwhile learning.Specificallyhearguedthatpartic-
ipantstendto learnC1beforeR1 becausé occursmorefre-
guently andencodeC1 in termsof both11 andPC1. When
subsequentlyearningR1, participantsshift attentionaway
from 11 andtowardPR1to avoidincorrectlyrespondingvith
C1landto protectwhatthey havealreadylearnedaboutC1.
HenceR1tendsto beencodegrimarily in termsof PR1.Kr-
uschke(1996)formalizedthis hypothesidgn a connectionist
modelcalledADIT whichprovidesanextremelyaccuratec-
countof theinversebase-rateffect data.

If theattentionabccounbf theinversebase-rateffectis
correctjt suggestshatattentionto thesymptomsshouldper-
severateinto asubsequeréarningtask. Totestthishypothe-
sis,weaddedwo differentconditionsafterthetestphasethe
bottomof Tablel). Thefirst condition(Training2: “EASY”)
wasdesignedo be easyto learnbecausdR is relevantfor
correctdiagnosisjust asin previoustraining. This should
havebeeneasybecaussubjectshouldhavealreadylearned
to shiftattentiorawayfrom 11 andtowardPR1(or awayfrom
I2 andtowardPR2).

The secondcondition (Training 2: “HARD”) was de-
signedto be hardto learnbecausePR is irrelevant,unlike
previoustraining. This shouldhavebeenhardbecausevhile
subjectshouldhavepreviouslylearnedo attendto PR1(and

Tablel: Designof the experiment

Trainingl: 11&PC1— C1(3x) [2&PC2 — C2(3x)
11&PR1 — R1(1x) 12&PR2 — R2 (1x)

Testing: 11? (— C1) PC1&PR1?— R1)
12? (— C2) PC2&PR2?%— R2)

Training2: EASY:PRisrelevant HARD: | isrelevant
11&PR1 — R1 11&PR1— R1
12&PR1 — R1 12&PR1 — R2
11&PR2 — R2 11&PR2 — R1
12&PR2 — R2 12&PR2 — R2

PR2)andignorell (andl2), I1 andI2 now wereessentiato
learningthe newdiagnoses.

Participantdearnedthe “EASY” conditionin phasell
significantlyfasterthantheylearnedhe“HARD” condition.
Theseresults,along with othersinvolving | and PC, sup-
port our hypothesighatlearnedattentionto featuresperse-
veratednto laterlearning. Theseresultscannotbe explained
by an eliminativeinferenceaccount,suchasthat presented
by Juslin,Wennerholm& Winman(1999).

Rapidattentionshiftshavealsobeenimplicationin prob-
abilistic learningtasks(Kruschke& Johansenl999). Per
severatiorof learnedattentionhasalsorecentlybeenimpli-
catedin the classiclearningphenomenorof blocking (Kr-
uschke& Blair, 2000).

References

Juslin, P., Wennerholm, P., & Winman, A. (1999). Mirroring the in-
verse base-rate effect: the novel symptom phenomenon. In Pro-
ceedingof the Twenty-firstAnnualConfeenceof the Cognitive
ScienceSocietyMahwah, NJ. Erlbaum.

Kruschke, J. K. (1996). Base rates in category learning. Journalof
ExperimentaPsychology:learning,Memory& Cognition 22,
3-26.

Kruschke, J. K. & Blair, N. J. (2000). Blocking and backward block-
ing involve learned inattention. PsychonomiBulletin& Review
00, 000-000. In press. Available from http:// www.indiana.edu/
“kruschke/ kb99.html.

Kruschke, J. K. & Johansen, M. K. (1999). A model of probabilistic
category learning. Journalof ExperimentaPsychologylLearn-
ing, Memory& Cognition 25, 1083-1119.

Medin, D. L. & Edelson, S. M. (1988). Problem structure and the
use of base-rate information from experience. Journalof Exper
imentalPsychology:Genera) 117, 68-85.





