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ABSTRACT ,

~There are many studies that demonstrate‘ the deleterious effegt\et—/ '
mlsleedlng lntormqtlon encountered by eyewltnesses after an event has
i d‘ecurred on the accuracy of the witnesses’ ubsequent testimony about
the event The fact that witnes@ﬁ dpparently influenced by
tellaclous postevent Informetlon “has been descﬂb’ed as the misleading
_information effect. - When the Information Is provided in the form of o
questlons asked of the wltness about the event the phenomenon Is
termed the mlsleadlng questlon effect. The most. popular interpretations -
to date have been some variation ot a. memery-impairrnent hypothesis":
Either the original memory for the -event is erased by the new
|ﬂ:0%ﬂ"ﬂﬂ~sa that - the: new informatlon is reported during retrieval, or
the ortglnel memory and the new informatlon coexist,” but the probdbility
of one t} the other belng repdrted Is. dependent upon -the match between
_the encodlng and retrieval contexts. ‘Another interpretation is that the
witness' memory for the orlqlnal event remains intact despite the new
information, but that varlous social factors lnﬂuence the _Wwitness'
decision regarding which version of the event he or she will report, The
' present paper reports. two studles in which the questioner's alleged
f&nllliﬂty with the event“ and the witness’ percelved position . in the
o_rderlng of witness interviews were manipulated to determine the
effect of these soc{el manipulations on eyewitnese testimony.

—
-

-
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In Stydy 1, it was predlcted that- wltnesses who believed that the .
quastloner was contused roqardlng details of the event would be less_
likely to lncorporate any mlsleadlnq information provided by that

: exparlmenter into their testlmony than would witnesses who reoelved.
-the same lnformatlon from an experimenter who apparontly was: vsry

familiar with the avent In Study 2, it was pradicted that lncreased |
resistance to reporting the mlsleadlng postsvent information™ would be.

_demonstrated by wltnesses who believed that they were the first “to be
,intervlewed as opposed ta the witnesses who thought they were the

last. — The resuits in Study 1\sre conslstent with the hypothesis, but

" Study 2 failed to support the predic’tion The findings suggest‘ that

future research should focus on determinlnq which of many posslble
in_terpretatlgns best describes the apparent effectiveness of the

’faml_liarity rmanipulation for Inducing res_lstance}o misleading postsvent

lnformation. Does leadlng\' witnesses to believg that the ’quastioner is-

very tamlllar with the details of ““an—event’ encourage witnesses to

~comply with their. perceptions -of the exper enter‘s wishes? Or do the
witnesses merely believe that lnformatlon provided by<‘the experimbnter

is more likely- to be correct tha; their own memory qs the
manipulation cause witnesses in the confused-experlmenter condition to
be especlally alert to the possibility of discrepant Information and .

rtherefore more Iikely to detect and resist any misleadlng supposltlons?

Future studjes are planned to investlgate thpse possibilities.

i}
>3

%
e



1 would like to thank most of all my superids ' ells, for his
assistance, support and commltmont to my lntares\s throughout this
- project. | would also like to thank - Mlke Enzle for his comments and
helpful advice. Finally, | would like to thank Tom Magulre for his
' comments and for .serving on my committee. T

" In addition to the scholarly as‘sistance from those mentioned above,
Cathy McFee deserves my appreciationfor collecting much of the data.
- Cathy's diligence, patience, and procedural suggestions were responsible .

for our belnq ‘able to ﬁnlsh the project on tlme

P .



TABLE OF CONTENTS

CHAPTER B | PAGE
L INTRODUGTION . .. oo e
 Ressarch on extramemorial influences ... ."....... . ..,...5
___ An approach to studying more ecologically valid social

X | influences. ................ ST 12
IL.STUDY1.....oovvnninnnnn... e R .18
MBINOD ...t e 18

ROSUS . . ...ttt 23
DISCUSSION. . . .\t eeeee e e e e i 32

M STUDY 247 oo oe e e 34
Method... . ................ O R SO 34

Results. ... ... ... i N 37

6iscusion ........................................ . .40

IV. GENERALDISCUSSION . .......coovvrnreeeenen .. 42
REFERENCES. 7............... e 47
APPENDX 1. VIDEO H HABITS INVENTORY . ............oeen.. ., 50
APPENOIX 2. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS . ........................ .52
APPENDIX 3. PARTICIPANT RESPONSE SHEET.................... 53
APPENDIX 4. DEBRIEFING ...........ovoee i 5¢

vii



Table

_LIST OF TABLES ,

* v

' J | Description . Page

Cainparisons Between the Estimated Percentage |

ofwr_o.opla Who Actually Knew the Correct Response --
in the Control Group Against the Overall Percentage
of-People Who Gave the Corract Response In the
Familiar Expe_rlmentarll)llsl.eadlng Information

vill



- usT oF ‘#ie.unés o
Figure _ ' Page
1. Plotted cell means of overall accuracytobsmw e 24
2 Pradlctld configuration of the overall lccuucy ‘ " |
| camtorswoyt........ e e 28
3. Plotted cell means of choice scores for each cr)tlcnl -
,wmtnswy1 ...... R e ...28 |
4, Plotted cell means of confidence ratings e -
for each critical question in Study.1 .. .. . e S 29
5 Plotted cell means of overall accuracy for Study 2., 38
6. Predlctqi configuration of the overall: _accuracy
~ datafor Swdy2......... [T e 39
_ - |
f .
’ -
y ‘

ix



I. INTRODUCTION

-

[ )

-

- . , s
People's 'rcconccucns ©f something they have witnessed. for a shbrt

time seidom ‘are exact replioas of what actually transpired. Although'
most people are well aware of the many threats; to their memory's

lnthrlty. and a number of these possible sources of memory error have '
. been lnvcsthated in cycwitness-tesﬂmony research, more. needs to be
._ learned about how varlous factors can distort .peo‘ple's reports «from
memory. The fact that peopla's.testimony regarding an event can be
lnﬂuonced :t0. contain Inaccurate reports has obvious lmplicatlons for the
- Julitice system. The present thasis was deslqned to investigate one of

_ these sources of errof with.a more ecoloq valld approach than has
| been utilized to date. o
The cons!ructlon of a usaful memory be cons!derad a threo-staqe

process: An event must first be encoded, then it must be stored, and
finally it must be rbtrleved Studles have been conducted to determine
the effect of various factors on memory at. each of these three stages
(see Loftus, 1979 for a review). A short- exposure to the
| to-be~rcmaberpd d\etall or person in the encodmg phase, for example, is
likely to lmpose 1h upper limit on the accuracy of a witness memory for
that detail, as compared to a wltness who had a longer time to view the
~event. During the storage phase, a lengthy délay between encoding and \‘
retrleval is the most  obvious | cause of torgettlng ‘Most modern g
Aaccounts - of memory. however, do nct consider the length of the interval
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per se to bo the mo‘t lmpomnt factot in iommng. rather, many.
investigators. regard the information to which fﬁnon Is exposed during
that interval as the most Ilktly candldm for cﬁuﬂng a ptnon to report

- a falisclous mcum of s wltnosnd event. Dtmnn mrmal the,

interview technique or the quality and approprlatenus of ncooﬂmon
tasks are examples of factors that are crucial to obtaining accunto and
completc testimony. T(R'qs reported In the present papcr whre
designed to investigate the efféct of mlalnadlng, or fallaclous. postovont
information on the second of these three stages of memory in an’
eyewlt'néss context. ' T o

Elizabeth Loftus and her colleagues have Fap&'rted a series bt studlesJ
demonstrating the effect of mlsleadlng postevent information on
witnesses™ subsequent testimony about an event (e.g., Loftus, 1979; ,
" Loftus, Miller, & Bumns, 1978; Greene, Fiynn, & Loftus, 1982). The typlcal
experimental procedure is exemplified by the Lottus et al. (1978) study:
Participants weare presented with a sequence . of slldes deplcting an
auto-pedestrian accident in which half of of the panlclpants saw a red
~ car "halted at a STOP slgn and the other haif saw the same car stopped at
a YIELD sign. Following the presentation, the wnnessas who saw the‘
STOP sign read a question that implied that the car had been stopped at'a
}YlEl{.D sign. Similarly, half of those who saw a YIELD sign read a ‘question (
. that implied the presence of a STOP sign. The other participants read a
question that lmplied the presenca of the sign they had actually seen.
Following an unrelated. ﬂller activity, tha wttnessas engaged in a ',
forced-choice recognition task. Two slides were presented: me one that .
was origlnally seen and one that was consistent with the misleading
information contained in the quesﬂonnaire The results indicated that
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only 41% of the witnesses who read the question contalnlng misleading )
v iniormatlog (l.e., a sign other than the one they actually yiewed)i

accurately chose the slide that depicted what they had “originally seen.

In contrast 75% of those wlﬁ read the question that was consistent with '

the orlginai sllde were abie to accurately select that slide in the test.

Loftus and ‘her colleagues contend that results of this type support their

vlew that the orlglnal memory for an event can be replaced by misleading
postevent information. " | o
’ The postevent-inlormation phenonemon has been weli ‘documented in

the literature and researchers have gone. on to investlgate tHe' conditions

in whlch ‘people mlght be likely to reslst the incorporation of n‘tjsleading .

inlormatlon into their memories Bekerlan and Bowers (1983 Bowers &
Bekerlan 1984) for . example, have demonstrated that the order in which
the misl‘eadlng questlons and test items are presented (relative to the
, sequence ln the original event) srgmficantly affects the degree to which

postevent lnformatlon will be: lncorporated They argue that the typical :

Loftus procedure facilitates the mcorporation of postevent information
’ because the test items are presented ln random order thus. rendenng the

‘retrieval process much dlfferent from. the order inywhich the. original_,
memory was constructed In- this situation Bekenan and Bowers contend.

“that many people are likely to access thelr memory for the pOSteVe it

lnformatlon because it is more recent and not because the misleading
postevent lnformation has erased the original memory.  Bekerian and

, Bowers pursued their predlctions by presenting ‘witnesses with the test"
ltems in the same order as. they ‘were viewed origlnally - The results"
lndlcated that the incorporation of mlsleading postevent informatlon ,

was virtually eliminated thus lending support ‘to . Bekerians and Bowers

<o
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notion of co- existmg memories versus Lottus hypothesis that the
original memory is lost. > |

The apparent drscrepancy between the Loftus (1979) and thef ekerian
‘and Bowers (1983) positions regarding the incorporation of/ /postevent‘ -
information has major |mpiications for theones dealing withr the nature
of the representation of information in memory. Bekerian and Bowers '
propose that postevent information resides, in a separate memory store
from the original and whether or not the origmal memory wrll be

- accessed at retrieval depends on the degree to i&hich the conditions
present during retrieval. resembie those, operating /during encoding. Thls\.,_\
mterpretatron is consrstent with the encoding specificrty hypothesis'
proposed by Tulvrng and Thompson (1973). Loftus on the other -hand,
holds  that -postevent rnformation actually eplaces the original memory
SO that the original memory is not availaBle . at ail during retrieval. One
of the purposes for conducting the stu?és reported in thé present paper, *
then, was to produce evidence that wril contribute to the resolution of

this memory- rep_resentation controversy.



' The discusslon thus far, has centered on-a memory/cogmtion
_ Interpretation of the mlsleading question effect. Other research in this

area has investigated -the eftect ( jfextramemorial factors on the

‘likelihood that witnesses Will inconporate misleading postevent

information. This dlstincti" eenf "'memorial and extramemorial

factors on postevent Information _brporatiOn ;is a reflectron of a more

global  distinction - between“ eyef,','tness memory and ~eyewitness .

| testimony When a person is asked to report on some event the report is
“testlmony, testimony can mclude lies, lnierences guesses and a host of
'other soclal psychological factors that influence the accuracy of the
report. Eyewltness Semory, on the other hand, refers to ‘a more abstract

notloe of the perso 's recollection of an event, rndependent of the

retrieval task or other conditions that m@‘t affect the reiationshrp
‘between what the person remembers and what he or she reports. - This 3
dlstinction has important rmplications for mvestrgations concerned. yrth
" the misleading question effect. Most researchers in the area assume“
~-that-results from a postevent information study represent a measure of
eyewitneSs .memory. Thrs assumptlon |mpi|es that manipulattons
, related to social psychologrcal processes, but apparently unrelated - to
memory processes, should not affect the postevent information
_aphenomenon; In contrast, if a soclal psychologrcal manrpuiation like the -
‘credibiiity. of a postevent mformation source, affects the likelihood that |
;"vritnesses will "rncorporate the postevent information into _their
'testlmony. then it is dlfficult to conclude that at the responses recorded m
such a. study reflect eyewrtness memory per se. In fact, the title of the ~



present paper purposely contra'sts the notlon oi eyﬁewitnessﬂ
rnemory -distortion with testlmony dlstortlon ' ‘

Researchers in Loftus's Iaboratory have attempted to induce

- . resistance to mlsleadlng postevent lnlormatlon by warning participants

that a wrltten account of a witnessed event might contain some
«‘dlscrepant informatlon (Greene Flynn, & Loftus, 1982) The gist of the
“ ‘findlngs from the four studies reported in the Greene et*al. artlcle is
that a warning presented immediately prlor to misleading postevent
information’ serves to reduce the incorporation of. postevent iniormation
into memory. These results do not suggest that a warning is an effective
. guard agalnst the mcorporatron of misleading information however,
becduse even people who received rnformatron that was consistent with
the original event were more likely to choose the slide in the
forced-choice test that differed from what they had viewed orlglnally l;i"
other words the warning served to reduce the likelihood that wrtness/es
would choose the Sslide correspondmg to the postevent lnform;(tion
regardless ot Whether ) that informatlon was accurate or mis ﬁadrng
' Such an overall decrement in performance does not heip to- descnbe the
influence of a warning ‘on the likelihood that witnesses can detect and
resist misleading information.. '

Recently, Loftus and her colleagues (Hall, Loftus, -& Tousignant. 1 984;
~ -Tousignant, HaIl, & Loftus, in press) have presented two general
principles relating to the conditions. in wnich misleading information
| will distort a*person's testimony. The frrst prlncrple states that, "For a
change- to occur [i.e., testlmony distortlon] "the subject must not notlce
discrepancres between an orlginal event and the mrslniormatlon thatv

follows"” (Hall et al p.135).- They suggest that |f a discrepancy is
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“ detected the faulty iniormatlon will be either stored separately from
the correct lnformatlon or ignored altdgether. The Greene et al. (1982)
study, in whlch a warning served to reduce the incorporation of

~ Inconsistent postevent inlormatlon is cited as an example of making,

- people aware of discrepant lniormatlon and thus allowing them to access

the correct information during retrieval.r The warning procedure dbes not

' provlde a convlncing demonstratiop W \k lncrease in detectability per

4se however, beceuse it does mot rule out the possiblity that
partloipants merely shifted their responseNs a result of bemg toid to

- axpect some inconsistencies regardless of whethar or not they actually

" detected the discrepant information.. , \\

™~
In another series of studies, Tousignant et al. investigat\ed\the_}l effect
of the time taken for witnesses to .read the postevent account.\\ In
Experiments 1 and 2, naturally occurring differences  in reading speed.
~ were tested ior therr relationship to accuracy and to the detection of
discrepancies between the original event and the postevent information,
respectlvely The resuits indrcated that the longer wrtnesses took to
- read the account, the better able they were to resist incorporatlngi
misleading iniormation into memory and the more Iikely they were to
i detect discrepancies b én the two information sources. Tousrgnant et
point out, howevera':t\a these correlational measure-s“do not directly.
address the reletionship between reading time and accuracy or detection
it may be that the type of people who read the account more slowly are
Kalso the type of people'who are more naturally suspicious of the

possiblity that the account. contains misieading iniormation
in Experiments 3 and 4, therefore, the time taken to read the account

of the event wasy‘exerimentally manipulated. so that participants were
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randoml"y assigned to either slow or fast readlng conditions.

Experiment 3 demonStrat_ed that witnesses instructed to read the._

account of the event 'slowfy were more likely. than those who read the
account quickly to detect the dlscrepancy between the original event and
the postevent informatfon The, results from EXperiment 4 lndicated that
witnesses in the slow-readlng condition were better able than the those

in the fast-reading condlﬂon to reslst the misleading postevent -
information on a subsequent memory test. Although these are

interestlng findings. the time manipulation Is- nJ Nery representatlve of
the types of 'detectabuhty factors that a witness ‘is likely to. encounter.
in an actual case and “that are likely to vary systematically from one

-

case to another. Much of the postevent mformatfon to which a witness iIs

‘exposed is inadvertantly supplied by‘varioug agents throughout the legai., .

process. In addition, the time manipulation does not deal.. with Qe
~ possiblity that mstructing partrcnpants to read the account slowly might.
imply to them that there is something (like a discrepency) to notice in’
the passage. Because a written account of an event is not likely to be-
the “ﬁrime source of misleading information in-a reai case, manipulations
concerned with written accounts are Iikeiy to be low in ecological
validity. In addrtion,l the differential effects between social influences
and other detectabilty factors (like time) have not basn teased apart to
this pOint. Therefore, the studies‘reported in the present paper were
designed to investigate the effects of potential social factors that
witnesses are more“l‘kely to encounter in an actual case. '
Other researchers besides Loftus have conducted studies in an effort
-to further mvestigate ppssrble socral influences that might. account for
Loftuss findings regarding the apparent distortion of eyewitness



memo‘ry (e. g.'. Dodd & Bradshaw, 1986' Wienberg, Wadsworth & Baron,
1983). in ti'te Dodd and Bradshaw experiment, witnesses were glven a
written account of a traffic accident and were told that it was compbsed
elther by the Iawyer for the party charged with™the .mishap or by the
| _lnnocent victim-driver.. Dodd and @adshaw demonstrated that if people _
belleved. that the source of the misleadlng Information might have had
some motive to“misiead them (i.e., the defendant's lawyer), information
thus presented was not Hiﬁ‘corporated into the people's memories for the
event. | | |

Weinberg ot al. (1983) attempted to reduce _any demand
characteristlcs that might be operating in the typical postevent
inlormltgri ‘procedure by including- an item in the forced-choice test ‘that -
was . nelther presented originally nor implied in the questionnaire. in
addition to the correct slide.- Wernberg et al. felt that it the misleadingl
- Information - was not represented by a slide ln the memory test, the .
witnesses would be encouraged to accurately select the slide originally
presented Weinberg et al. goncluded that - misleadlpg postevent
lnlormatlon still resulted in less accurate testimony from the w1tnesses
who received it. in comparison to those who recewed consrstent "
intormation.’ | - C - <

Methodological problems. described by McCloskey and Zaragoza
(1985a) render the Weinberg et al. (1983) conciusucns suspect, hbwever
McCloskey and Zaragoza utilized the same procedural modifications
-attempted by Weinberg et al. and found o apparent memory distortion.
McCloskey ‘and Zaragoza pount out that a poor choice ‘of stimuli N
conlounded the Welnberg et al. results and claim that the concept behind
the modified procedure is valld namely ‘that the presentation of‘
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misleadlng postevent information does not affect the probabliity that

the orlglnal informatlon will be forgotten or rendered lnacceslble
McCloskey and Zaragoka argue instead that witnesses who recelve
‘misleading postevent information are no more Iikely to' forget the
original information than are those who-were not misied. It ‘then_follows
that those wltnesses who forgot the original informatlon but ‘who :
remember the postevent informatlon because it is more recent, will be
. more likely than control witnesses to access the postevent (information
‘- during retrieval. Witnesses who received misleading postevent
information then, will provide a false report and will thus appear to
have had their original memory impaired by the misleadlng information
‘The debate between supporters of difterent versions of a memory
impatrment hypothesis (eg Loftus Miller, & Burns, 1978; Bekerian &
-Bowers, 1983) and those who do not believe that musleadmg postevent
information atfects a parsens original memory for an event (e.g.,
M_cCIoskey &.Za_ruagoza) is far from settled., A paper by Loftus, Schooler,
8t Wagner (1985) outlines a number  of responses‘to the modlfications:
suggested by McCloskey and Zaragoza (1985a) in that paper, Loftus et al.
. suggest that that McCloskey§ and Zaragoza's modified procedure is not -
~sufficiently sensitive to assess the effect of misleading postevent
information and argue that research on "blend" memd?ies is Binconsistent
- with the no-impairment hypothesis. "Blend memories have been
demonstrated by Loftus (e.g., 1977) using pecple's estimates of color. A
typical -study involt{es_ }presenting participants with a picture of, say, a
green ‘car in a series of slides. The participants are then presented wlth
a written account -of the event depicted in the slides The account
implies that the carfln the slides was actually biue. The blend memory
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phenomenon occurs at retrieval: Particigants identify the color of the
car as being a compromise between the original and implied colors
(blulsh@raan. in this case). Loftus argues that the blend memory
phermomenon supports her view th;t postevent information Mmpairs
- people's original memories. In turn, McCIoskey and Zaragoza (1985b)
have countered thyne drguments and still contend that their modified
procadure is the best.}léy to assess the effect of musleadlng postevent
" information on memory.

-
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ajor source of ‘contion with thraslc Loftus procedure for ,
: the eftect of misleading postevent Information is - that
partlclpants are forced to accept inconsistent postevent lntormatlon"
because it is presented on a formal, typed questtonnalre. leavlng very‘
little room for doubt that the information must be tactual. Loftus - has‘

admutted that there might be so;ne demand characteristics influencing

the participants' responses (Loftus etval., 1978, Experiment .2). Hef‘\z
attempt to .tesL_tor demand characteristics, however, consisted only of a

“debriefing questionnaire” (p. 22) that allowed parttcipants to admit it

4they' had rﬁe'rely complied with the_ inconsistent postevent information

.becau_se they wanted to oblige the researcher. Participants' responses to

the questionnaire did not indicate‘that they were influenced by what they

perceived to be-the purpose of the experiment. Unfortunately. this

procedure is not a compelling test of the demand characteristic

hypothesns because it is unlikely that people will voluntarily admit to

having conformed to the expenmenter‘s wishes. F _

The thesis of this paper argues that the participants"»: in a typlcal
LoftUs""eXper‘lm'ent are persuaded by social factors to inter that incorrect
postevent information is accurate and that the participants then access
the inaccurate mference during the retneval task. The exact nature of
this influence is difficult to determine, however. In a classic study, -
Asch (1951) demonstrated that the pressure to conform to the opinions
of others is extremely powerful. Knowing this, it is logical to suspect
that many of the participants in Loftus's studies felt that, becadSe other
- "witnesses™ had not corrected the misleading information as it appeared
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, ’on the. questlonnaire; they n’tlght have felt that it was not their place to
bring the discrepancy to the experimenter's attention. On the other
. hand, the participants might have reasoned that any lnforrnation provided

" by the experimeriter is more likely to be accurate than s their o:wn
memory tor the event because they assume that the experlmenter Is.
intimately tsrniiiar with the details i the slides To. lilustrete this
second possibiiity. conside.r how an experienced multiple-choice

- test-taker uses the "intormatlon,top:talned in a test to his or her fullest
advantage: If Question 10 asseds a certain ‘relationship between two -
 things (e.g., "Festinger's cognitive dissonance theory proposed that . . ."),
and Question 21 asks if that relationship exisits (e.g., *"Who proposed the
cognitive dissonance theory?") the intelligent test-taker will use the
information previously provided and be assured of givmg the correct
answer. AII that the test-taker must assume is that the, examiner is
knowledgable and trustworthy in constructnng test questiohs In fact,
even if the asserted information is incorrect, the examiner is bound to
accept an answer consistent with that information or stand accused of
constructing an invalid test. The simrianty to the w:tness preducament
_In a Loftus-style study is clear. A witness faced with credible
information from a souree who has no- apparent motlv,e to deceive mig
likely infer that that intprmation is correct and, therefore access th‘t
Information when the witness memory is tested later. The origmai\
memory might ten}ain intact, though fuzzy, while the mierence gained
from the presented information dominates subsequent testimony. '\

Most reseerohers would agree that our investigative efforts are best \

aimed at eyewitness-memory distortion as it is most likely tQ occur in
anvactual crime setting. - My argument to this point is that the typical
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Loftus procédu'ra is not represontatl\;a of a real crlminai_ ylvosthatlon.' -
The problem of people con&gmlng.to l-nconslsﬁnt po
even when they know it to be fdise, however,
implications for actual eyewitness Interviews.  Afteral,
crime sattlnc ” fha police off)cer is known by the ey I!nos‘s"to"ba. :
ignorant of the event and therefore ‘dependent upon the - eyewitness
reports to ‘determine what transpired. On the-other_ha d, t;h‘ere; are
certain circumstanges In which- a witness might reasonably belleve that -
the pollc'e\qmceg posgesses some information about the év; t and_that,

vprit Tnformation
as significant

In_an’ actual

therefore, there is some pressure on the witness to appea consistent
with thlé"lnfdrmation.' Cohisider this scenario: . Four people ) |
auto accident at a large urban intersection. They remain at the scane.‘
waiting'for the police to arrive so "that‘ ihey can 'relaté their versjon of
‘the accident. The cars involved in the accident are towed ‘away as they
) arp blocking traffic. Upon arrival of the police, the witrl—e.ssés are
separated a.ri‘d each is dsked to wait on- one of the corners_of. the”._'
ingeréection. (_Thls' is the -standard procedure recommended by most
éyoWitness résearchers and by most _p'o_ll'/ca\dgpa,rtment's.) Consider
Witness Number 4. He or she watches the police constable interview
each of the other three witnesses on the d't'her'istreet 'corners. uriéble to
hear the other people's stories, all the while reheérsing his or. hé( own
version of the accident. Witness Number 4 is sure that the blue car was
speedlnnghen it collidéd with the pick-up truck in the intersection.
Whe}n the police officer finally gets to our witness, he asks: "How fast do .
you think the. pick-up truck was going when it ran into the blue car?® Our
witness flushes, believing that ihg ‘other witnesses must have said that
the pick-up truck was at fault in the accident, contracy to Witness



Nurnbor  own bellel.  Qur, witness responds, "Oh, ai)out-ao or 8
k‘ii s ‘an how, | suppose.” Obviously, this is a worst-case scenario.
Witness Number 4 was the .last to be Interviewed and the constable's
impiication of who was at fault ,.was directiy opposed to our witnass'
- bellef. The point. how,wer. is oiear Thinking ‘that the constable hm
: 'received a oonsensus i‘rom the other witnesses that was inconsistent'
with our witness' own bellef, Witness Number- 4 feit, pressured to -
respond in accordance with that consensus.
Within the context of the Greene. fiynn and Loftus (1982) drticle, in -
which a . warning served to reduce the incorporation of inconsistent
postevent information, beiieving that the experimenter is unfamiliar
with an event might act as a waming of sorts, in that the witness should
now be alerted to' the possibiiity that the . iniormation contained in the
experimenter‘s interview is more susoeptibie to error. Simiiarly.
belleving oneself to be the iirst of several witnesses to be interviewed
might aiso be construed as’ a ‘type of warning. aierting the first§ witness
to the iact ‘that none of the other witnesses in his or her group have been
questionned abbut the event and that the accuracy of his or her answers
might set the trend for further questlonif'ig ﬁ These two situations
represent a mo{re ecologically .valid investigation ot"the possible
. resistance to misiea‘dinq postevent information thanwdoes" an explicit
warning to witnesses to be alert to possible false information. Th'ese
~ two- situations were ‘operationaiiied in the current thesis as a means to
further understand the importance of witnesses' perceptions of the
context in which his" or her memory might. be/at odds- with other source§
‘ot iniormation it was hypothasized that, aithough misie_ading_
mimmation might resuit in an overaii decrement in ‘acouracy gompared



16.
to people who receive leading ror neutrat intormatlon. those who receive
the mlsleadlng information trom a source who apparerftly I8 not very
" tamillar with the details of the “svent Amuch. like a pollce otficer sor
attorney) will be more. tlkely to reslst the misleading information. ‘The
ability of people in these altuatlons to resist the postevent Intormatlon
should -be evidenced in their aceuracy scores, which }\ould be more
similar to the people. who receive the Ieadlng ‘of*neutral information than
to those who receive the misleading informa¥on from ‘the tamillar
oexperlmenter or those in the unstated fammarity condltlon In addltton.
it is expected  that witnesses ‘in the _tamlllar-experlmenter or
unstated-tamitlarity condvltlon's who receive ‘mlsleading information
should indicate that they have less confidence in‘ their ch‘oices“ than do
-witnesses in ‘the other seven conditions. -/ - o

One of the assumptions asstciated withvthe hypothesis is.that some
people who receive misleadtng postevent information Rut who remember ‘
which -of the two slides in. the torced-choice task is correct will .choose
the lncorrect slide consistent with the poStevent intorr‘nation because of
the alleged social pressure. McCloskey and ~Zaragoza (1985), have
provided some- examples in which the proportion of witnesses. who
actually knew the correct response is distinguished from those who
happened merely to guess correctly If, for example, 75% of the
witnesses choose the correct siide, McCloskey and Zaragoza s?!qgest that -
only 50% of the people reaily know the corract response and that the/
other 50% resort to guessing because it is a two-alternatlve choice,
those people who guess have a 50% chance of belng correct 1) they
constltutq 25% of the "accurate® witnesses (l.e., 75% CORRECT = 50%
KNEW + 25% UESSED CORHECTLY) ln,.general. the' percentage of people |



w 4 v ‘ |

who actually knew the orlglnal detail (K) can be calculated by
K =2 (C'- 50), where C = percentage correct overall .
and the’ percentage of people who guessed cerrectly (GC) can, in turn, be
calculated by:- _‘ o L E
"4 GC= u_og_m S o -
A t—test wlll be conducted to test the predrctron that the famlllar‘
experlmenter mlght Influence puglpants who really know the correct
answer to respond lncorrectly It the accuracy. score in the familiar
.experlmenter/mrsleadlng mlormatlon condition ls significantly below
- the estlmate of wltnesses who really knew .the colfrect response in the
control condition then it could be concluded that witnesses who really
knew the correct response did not select the correct sllde because of the

‘J

soclal lnfluences present |n the famllrar experlmenter condmon
4 Y ‘ ‘



WUSTUDY 1 | o,

Ea.m_c_m_ams_an_d_j_eﬂg_n_ The partlclpantf |n Study 1 were” 158

introductory psychology students participating for partial fulfillment of
a course requirement. The partlcnpww avrlved at the laboratory in

- groups .of four, but each person Vseuwe& g to-be-remembered _event

“individually. The study used a 3. (expeﬁmenter type) x 3 (postevent

information type) factorial design. Parucnpants were led to believe that
the experimenter was very famjliar with the to-be-remembered event,

‘was confused re‘gardin'g many ‘of the details in the event, or .the ‘were.

given no information abo% the experimenter's familiarity or

unfamiliarity with the event (control).  The postevent information

presented to the participants was either 1eading7(i.e.. consistent with
the original information), neutral, or misleading. Participants were
y rahdohﬁlyi assigned to one of the nine conditions. ‘The versions of the

»to-be-remémbered detail in each of the four critical slides was

counterbalanced that is, half of the partlcrpants in each condrtlon were

‘presented with one version of the event (e.g., a BLUE backpack) and the -
~ other half were prgsented with the other version: (eg, a BROWN

- backpack). In addmon, the left- right posrtlon of the

, origtnally -presented slide in the test phase was counterbalanced S0 that.?'

half of the participants saw ‘the correct slide on the left side of the

'screen and the other half saw the correct sfu-de on the right side of the

screen.

> 18
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~ 'Materials. The 24 slides depicting the to-be-remembered event were
photographed with a' 35mm SLR c?amera on Kodachrorie film. The slides
were subsequently. recorded onto 18. 75rrrm.videotape.~ Each slide was

visible f,or'S'-seco i‘bn a 50mm color televisron " The event involved a

reallstlc‘portraya of a purse snatching. in which a bearded thlef grabbed '
a young w°’or'nans purse in a thallway whlle she - was waiting for an.
elevator' The perpetrator then lled down. the haliway, through a door, and
into a staircase area He then removed some money from the purse, left™
the purse behind and nonchalantly exrted the building onto the street.
Among the- 24 sludes.,fi were “critical”™. slrdes for which there was an -
? alternatlve slrde that: difiered sllghtly from the orlgmal The critlcal
details were the color ot a backpack (blue VS. brown) the type of sdft
‘drink container (Pepsh bottle VS: Pepsu can) a - chair vs."a desk in a
”hallway. and a STOP srgn vs a YIELD sigh on street corner The four -
critical slrdes were rnterspersed among twe other slrdes from the
_original event, for a total ot nine slides in the test phase ‘ |
Pracedure. Upon entenng the laboratory, the partrcrpants Were led to
believe that the study was concerned with assessmg their preferences
for moving -picture” versus strll picture video Ppresentations and that
they would .be viewrng a sample of each medium after the expenmenter
provided them with - a few inttlal rnstructrons , ln the confused
researcher condrtion . the’ particrpants were told that the bxperlmenter
_would bé vuewmg the vrdeotapes for the first time. The participants
,were then escorted to mdivldual rooms (cublcles), each of whrch was
equipped with a. televrston momtor and a parr of headphones
,?Partiplpants were asked to seat themselves comfortably and put the
headphones in- place The door to each cubicle was closed and the
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experimenter delivered tgremaining instructions over an mtercom
' ‘system u

Participants were told that the first videotape'they' would see was a
-series of still slides for whrch they would be no accompanylng audio, Iin
case the e{ggperimenter needed to provide . the participants ‘with more
‘instructlons during the presentation The experimenter then switched on
| the VCR and the slides began to appear In the confused researcher
condition, the experime‘nter left the intercom mtcrophone on and
activated an electric bell very similar to a telephone‘ All participants
could clear|y hear the bell and the experimenter was heard to mutter,
"Oh oh" just before he or she switched off the mncrophone The series of
24 slides lasted appromeate!y 2 minutes. After the slides were

presented, the partictpants were instructed over the headphones to

complete a "Video Habits ‘Inventory" that was on the table in front of

them (see Appendix 1). ) )

---------------------------------------------------------

seconds into the

1Note that th%st critical slide did not occur in the series until 15 .

distract the participants' attention from any impaortant details. If
“anything, any distraction caused by the manipulation would have been

sentation, so that the telephone manipulation did not

likely to cause a decrement in ~performance for particlpants in the

confused condition, which runs counter to the hypothesis; therefore, the
manipulation shouid not be considered a confounding variable just

because it was encountered only by~ particrpants in the confused
condmon

P



Thé questionnalre consisted of 10 items that "w’iere intended 'to
convince ‘the' participants that the cover story (l.e.; peopie::%s"”’preferenoes
for still- versus 'movin‘g-picture video presentations) was indeed' valid.
They were given {12 minutes to c%pmpiete the questionnaire When
everyone was ﬂnished the experimenter instructed the participants to
watch the moving picture presentation that ioilowed The tiim was a
" clip irom a iairiy racent commercial motion picture ("The Outsrders)
The film served as a seemingly relevant activity, yet actually was an

T

unrelated filler task. : o &

After the film had played ior()a 1/2 minutes, the eirperimenter
randomly determined which of—the four -participants was to be
interviewed first. The participant was escorted to the main room in
which the group of four were gre_eted initially and asked to take a seat
across the table. from the experimenter, In the iamiliar researcher

condition, participants were told the followmg

I'm supposed to get you to answer some questions about the slides
that you saw at the beginning of our session. Ya know | must've"
seen these slides about a n_un_dmd, times so it was pretty easy for -
me to come up with these questions about them for you to answer,
and I'm supposed to get you to answer them for me now. | know

- that ‘they're not the vm.ost exciting slides in the world, but we'll
have to do through with this anyway. If you can't remember what
you think .is the exact a53wer. just give me your best guess; one or
two words will do for all of them. O.K.? e

. b oy
£ LI 0

The experimenter then asked the participant nine questions relating to
the slldes, ‘apparently recording the \partiCipants responses (see
- Appendix 2) The interview required only 2 minutes to administer.
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_ In the unstated iamiiiarlty condition, the instructions to the
- participant were neariy the same except that instead of indicating that
he or she was very .familiar with the slides, the experimenter asked the ’
participant It the headphones were ‘bothersome *. . .. .-as some peo'pie found
them to be too tight" The particpant gave an appropriate reply and the
f»mterview continued. = .. = S o ' e

In the confused researcher condrtion the story was quite ditferent.
Recall that the particlpants in this condition heard the "telephone ring"
and heard a syrprised response from the experimenter over the Intercom
‘Just - prior to the interview, the participant was told that the
experimenter had to answer the te"iephone (which was visible during the
‘ interview) and that he or she therefore did not get a really good look at
many oi the slides However, the experrmenter told the participant that-
he or she had managed to construct the nlne -item questionnaire anyway
:'From there ‘the interview continued as before. : i

After all of the participants had been intervrewed the film continued
for 5§ minutes. The film was then stopped and the participants were toid |
that the next phase of the study was upcoming. The experimenter
delivered Aa response sheet (see Appendiiva)'mh participant in
exchange for the compieted "video questionnaire" Participants Were
then instructed over 'the intercom to expect a. senes of nine pairs ot‘
slides to appear on their television monrtors ,in 5 seconds. They were
" told that one of the: slides was the same as one of the slides they‘ had
viewed in the original presentation and that ihe other had not been
presented before. They weré asked to indicate which of the slides they
- had seen earlier-and to indicate the confidence they had that their choice
was accurate (from favery confident to 7= not at*all ‘confident).'
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The left/rlght position of the slides was counterbalanced and each pair

~of slides was presented for 10 seconds. |

" - After the: test phase, the partlcipants were asked to ‘Ieave their

cubicles and to meet the experimenter back in the main room where they
began. At that point, the partic':ipants were probed for their suspicions

_as to the ". . . real nature of the study, above and beyond what you were -
told at the outset of the session®. A complete debridfing was then
delivered (see’  Appendix 4) and the\sparticipa‘nts were thanked for their

assistance.

Besults

Four of the nine pairs of slides presented to the participants |n the
test phase of the study’ were critical pairs; one slide had been presented -
to the participant in the orrgmal slide sequence the other had not, and
the participant may or may not have received misleading mformatlon in \
the Intereview consistent with the novel slide. A particrpant‘s accuracy
~ score consisted of the number of original slides chosen from among the
four critical pairs. The ac’curac)r scores for three types“of information as
a iuncti0n of the experimenters apparent kndwledge of the event are
illustrated in Figure 1. ‘
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FIGURE 1. The percentage of critical questions answered
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information as a function of the experimenter's
alleged familiarity with the event.
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A two-way 'anaiysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed a significant main
effect for the Information variable; that is, participants ‘who received
misieading information in the interview were less —accurate overall than
those who reeelved either leading or neutral information, F(2 149) =
3.596, p < 0.01. No main effect for the experimenter variabie was
’evident and there was no interaction between the two variables (both F's
< ‘1) Recall, however—that an experimenter-type main eifect was not
predicted. Also, the lack of an gverall interaction betvveen
'experlmenter-type and information-type does not indicate that the
hypothesis was not supported Instead the hypothesis predicted a
particular configuration of the data--an interaction between the
variables such that ‘only participants who received the misleading
information from the familiar experimenter or in the unstated
famiii_arlty condition were expected to be significantly less accurate
than participants in the remaining seven conditions. Therefore, a planned
contrast to test for this pattern in the accuracy scores was conducted
(see Figure 2 for the contrast coefficients assigned to each condrtion and
the hypothesized configuration of the data). The contrast indicated that
this predlctTon accounted for a large proportion of the total
between-condition variance, F (1, 149) = 10.353, p < 0.005. In other
words, those participants who received the misleading information from
either the famillar-eiperimenter or were in th‘e unstated-familiarity
condition scored significantly lower than those in the remaining
conditions. importantly, however participants wno also received
misleading information, but from an experimenter who apparently was
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not fam‘llm with the event achieved accuracy scores that were not
slgnmcamly mnt from those achleved by participants who did not
receive mlsleadlhg information at all. A test on the remaining
between-condlﬁah varlance not accounted for by the contnast indicated
that the residual sum of squares was not significant, F < 1.

Th)e participants' responses to each of the. four pairs of critical slides
were# analysed by a 2-way, multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA).
i this case; the responses were dichotomous; a participant could score
either a 1 for an incorrect choice or a 2 if he ot she chose the slide that
had been-presented in the original series. These data are illuetratied in
_ Figure 3." The MANOVA revealed that the’ predicted configuration of the
data again accounted for a significant amount of the variation among the.
group m'eans when all" four queetlons. are considered simulta?eously,
Wilk's Lamda 0.841 and the corresponding F(4, 146) = 6 907, p < 0.001.

) Again, this result mdicates that the responses from participants who

received the misleading information from the confused experimenter
were more similar to those who received both Ieading and neutral
Information from any experlmenter -type. than to those who received
misieading information in the\ﬁar or unstated familiarity groups.

w The COandence ratings for the participants' choices on each of the
four critical slide-pairs were also analysed using a MANOVA procedure
(see Figure 4 for the confidence dy). The hypothesis predicted that
Jparticipants who received the misleading information in the familiar or
unstated familiarity conditions should be less confident than the
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. participants In the other seven condltlons Aoaln the data supported

this hypothesls. Wllk’ Lambda = 0901 and the correspondlng F(4, 146) -
3.996, p < 0.005. . R '

Racall thiat anothe? of the predictions involved estimating the number"‘
of partlcipants who really knew the correct response as compared t0

those who merely guessed correctly. Did the mlsled witnesses in the .
~ familiar-experimenter conditions respond at g, rate -that suggests 'that
‘some ]21 therg'Who—knew the correct answer responded lncorrectly S0 as

to cogtorm to the experimenter's 'expectatlons or because they Inlerred
that the experimenter possessed more accurate information? The
proportion of witnesses who knew the correct response for each question
was estimated lrom the accuracy scores .in the _unstated
familiarity/neutral information condition (controls). Table 1 shows
these estimates compared with the accuracy score from the familiar
experimeqter/musleadlng lnformat‘iOn condition for each Critical

question. The comparisons did not indicate that the number of misled ,

witnesses _who selected the correct slide was lower than the number

who were estimated as knowing the correct response that is, the data
are consistent with the idea that those peOple who knew . the correct -

response gave it and that only those who did not know the correct '

response were influenced by the misleading postevent information.
A Pearson Product - Moment Correlation was also computed to
determine the relatlonship between the partlclpants confidence and

aceuracy. The analysis indicated Iow to moderate correlations, none of -

which was signllcant at the 0.05 level
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The results from Study 1" provide supprort tor the ‘othesis that
people comply with misleading information provided by an experlmenter
when he 6r she appears to be highly famillar with the event to which the

lnformatton pertains. . The configuration of the data indicated that only'

those people who 2 ied misleading information in the
.fam'i"liar.-expe'rirnenter comn' the experimenter's familiarity
‘was not stated, were significantly less accurate than those who 8id not
receive misleading information; those who received the misleadbing‘
mformatton from the confused researcher responded more like they had
- recetved etther leading or neutral mformatlon n
| It is not elear - which of the familiar-experimenter' or
unstated-familiarity conditions more closely resembles the status of an
fexperimenter in._a_ typical loftusstype study. Some participants mig?tt
- have assumed that the experimenter Was familiar With the event;. the
‘experim_enter m:aht have unwittingly implied that that was the case by
- the ease and confidence with which the procedure was executed. On the
other hand, a good exper'imenter would Strive to avoid providing cues t6
imply such familiarity on' purpose, but subtle, unconsclous cues are apt
to be detected by some people . Regardlessﬁof the degree of familiarity
-unferred by the participants in these other studies; parttcipants who
\recetved the mnsleadmg mformatlon from the/ confused experimenter m
‘the present study were less Itkely to mcorporate ‘the mrsleadmg
postevent information than were participants in ‘either ‘of the other two
famuhanty conditions. ) )

These results stand in contrast to fmdrngs from /the study by Greene,
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Flynn, and Loftus (1982), In which an overali decrement in performance-
was exhibited by participants who received a warning to be alert for.
po ible discrepant information but. who actualiy were not presented
with such information. In the present study. the abrlity to resist
misleadlng intormation was demonstrated by those particrpants who
received it from a confused experimenter, but those yvho received leading
. "or neutral information fro—rrt—'the'same experimenter-type did, not show
any ill effects of the mpnipulation. “In other words, in the leading and
unstated information conditions, - being 'led to believe that the
experimenter was confused regarding some of the details of the event in
question did not result in partrcipants scormg significantly different
from those who were Ied either to believe that the expenmenter was
tamiliar with the event or ‘those who were grven no mforrnatlon
regarding the expenmenters familiarity. | '\ .

Study 2 ~was conducted to mvestigate the effect of the witness'

percelved position in the ordering of multtple wrtnesses to the same
- event It was predicted tgat those people who were led to believe that
t!tey were t%frrst to. be interviewed would be more Iikely to resrst
v Incorporating misleadﬁtg information into their testtmony, than would
‘those who were led to believe -either that they were the last to be
- interviewed or those who received no information as to where “they
| belo'ngedginv the order. In addition, it was expected 'that witnesses in the
last- or -position- information conditions who received misleading
-intormationrglouid indicate that. they had less confidence in their. choices
compared to witnesses in the other conditions. :



Il STUDY 2

o Ea.r_tj_om_ams__an_d__d_eslg_n The partrcrpants in Study 2 were 92
‘ mtroductory psychology students participating for partfal fulfillment of
a course requirement " As m Study 1, the partlcfpants arrived at the
laboratory in groups of four but each person -viewed the event
rndivldually The study used a3 (percelved posftfon x 2 (PEI type)
factonat desrgn Partrcupants were led to beheve that they were either
the first or the. Iast witness in the

group to be interviewed, or they were
given no mformation regarding ’Ileged position Only ‘two types of
PEl were used" for Study 2, Ieadmg and misleading; the neutral. -
.information condmoﬁ“was dropped because |t appeared to h,ave exactly
o the same effect as Ieadfng information in Study 1. -

M_a_Ler_Lali The same shde-event was used for Study 2. The only
. difference between the two studies relevint to this sectfon is a change
in the filler actlvrty, a clip from a drfferent commercral motion- plcture_
was ‘used ("Time After Time").

Procedure. The same cover story that was used for Study' 1 was used
in Study 2; namely, that the purpose of the expenment was to assess
people s preferences for moving- plcture versus stffl -picture video
presentations. In .Study 2, however, more of an effort was made to. lead
‘the participants to believe that t'h.e experimenter was unfamillfar with
many of the details related to the video presentations about which he or
she woufd'. be asking.the participants questions Iater‘fn the ‘session. The

experimenter told the participants ihat the usual experimenter' for the

34
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' currenf study.had called in sick for that day, but that he or she had been
involved in a very simltar study last year, so the questions that he or she
had-used then should be adequate to coliect most of the information now.
The e)(perimenter admltted that many of 'the details 'in' the slides had
been changed over the year and that mgny different versions of the event
now extsted but that the version he or she would be showing today was »
not necessari@ different from the original. As in Study 1, after the
partlelpants received: these intial instructions.’they were then Ied down
the haliway to the individual cuybiclee te view the video presentations.
~ The same subSequent Instructions used in Study 1 were given in Study
2, except that there were no special actions taken by the experimenter
like those used‘in the eontused experimenter condition for Study 1. The
participants viewed the slide presentation completed the video
questlonnaire and watched the filler film. The delay between the end of
the slide presentation and the beglnmng of the first mtervuew was again
- 10 minutes.. The experimenter randomly™ determined which of the four
,pariticpants would be th'efirst to be interviewed end asked that person
to eccompany' the experimenter to the.main room. All' participants were
“reminded that the elxpeftmenter‘ had not viewed the slides during the
~—session, that he or she had not seen the slides for about a year before
- that, and that the version used in that session'mig'ht be slightly different
~ from the one with which the experimenter was familiar af that time.:
' Note that this is very similar to the warning delivered in the Greene et
al. (1982) study', but that it‘w’as not a manipulation in the current study
- - all participants received the same story. ‘, '
In the flrst-wnness condition, the particnpant was told that he or she
was the first to' be mtervnewed SO the experimenter *. . . hope[d] that the
| wquestlons made sense and that [he or she] ce{ud ask_them with ae little
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stuttering as possible {laugh, laugh]".. At the end of the interview, the
" experimanter explained that he . or"‘she h‘ad better hurry SO that the
remaining three people in the group could be interviewad beior the
session was over. In the last-witness conditlon the particlpe[ was
told that the other three people in the group had already provlded their
| responses ~ Three completed * interview,sheets were visible to the
“participant, though they were-turned upside down and faoe;down and in
fact contained unintelligible tresponses ~ The experimenter also
mentioned that he or she was now fairly well practised at asking the
questions so the interview was expected to go quite smoothly. At the
conclusion of the interview the experimenter explained that7 everyone in
B the group was now at the same. point in the required procedure In the
2 unstated- posntion condition, participants were agann asked an innocuous
qu"estion regarding their headphones so that the experimenter conversed
with each partlcrpant for about the same length of time regardless of the
posution condition From here on in the session the procedure: was the
same as that used in Study 1. The debriefing for Study 2 was the same
as for Study 1 (see Appendix 4), except- that the explanation of the
: independen/t variabie_s was consistent with the what actu_}ell_y took “'place
in Study 2. |



0

37

The‘déta for Study 2 are presented in Figure 4. An initial ANOVA did
not reveal any main effects or an interaction for the infqrmation and
positldn varl"ables.A In other words, those- participants who received
misleading Information did not score significantly different from those
who received the leading in'formatién. a wiiness' perceived -position in
the interviews ’did“not affect- his or her accuracy sc_Ore,'”’and fhe
difference befwe’en the levels of one of the factors was not dependent -
_upon the level of the other factor (all F's < 1). | '

Recall that the hyp’othesis predicted that last- and unstate&‘-positién
witnesses who received the "miﬂe_g_gﬂg information would score
‘'significantly lower than those who thought that they were the first to be
interviewed. In addition, it was predicted that first-witnesses who
~ received misleading -information would score mbfe \Iike Jwitnesses who
received leading information in all position levels (see Figure 5 for the
'contras‘t éoéfficients and the predicted configuration of the data). The
planned contrast indieatéd that the predic_g[bn was not supported by the
data overall, F < 1. In addition, when ail four questions were analysed
simultaneously (MANOVA), the contrast also failed to indicate a
significant fit—t;etw’;;n the predicton and the data,” Wilk's Lambda = .960 |
and the corresponding F < 1. With respéct to the confidence meaéure,_
-'there was a non-significant trend toward supporting th; prediction that
parthipants, in the last- and unstated-position conditions who received
misleading information would be less coﬁfident than participants in the
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other conditions, Wilks Lambda = .909 and the correspondlng F (4, 83) =
2.070, p = 0.092.

e
Riscussion .

The pbsltlon and information manipulations in Study 2 did not result
in the expected differences in accuracy scores. It is interesting to note,
however, that the lack of a significant' difference between ;r\ri’tnesses
who received leading and misleading mformatlon can be interpreted in
light of the findings from Study 1. The familiarity manipulation in
Study 1 was achieved by leading some witnesses to believe that.the
experimenter was confuséd regardlng some details of the event depicted
in the slide presentatlon while other wutnesses were led to believe
aither that  the experimenter was very familiar with the event or they
‘were ‘given;‘, no information regarding the experimenter's alleged
"familiarity. - The results in Study 1 indicated that witnesses in the
confused experimenter comdition who received misleading information
scere& more like witnesses who had received leading information. In
Sttrdy 2, on the other hand, it was emphasized for "au witnesses that the
experimenter apparently was not familiar with the event; the position .
m‘ani'pulation was expected ' to produce diﬂerencee among witnesses
abovej,_ﬁ the new baseline accuracy-score produced by having an:- apparently
confused experimenter i'n all conditions. The fact that the accuracy.
scores for witnesses in the leading and misleading conditions were -not
srgmfucantly drfferent in Study 2, therefore, is consistent with the
conclusion reached in Study 1 that witnesses who believe that the
experiﬁ?enter" is not familiar with the event are able to resist the
incorporation of misleading postevent information.

In retrospect, the failure of the position manipulation in Study 2 to
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produce the expected differences can be accounted for if one considers
the ass.umptlons that expérlenced research-‘particlpan‘té might draw in
the situation they faced in the present study. It was expected that the
Iagt witnesses would infer that if a dlscrepan‘cy in- a question 's'tlll
existed, despite the fact that the other tHree people in the group had
alieady had the question put to them, then those three people must have
agreed that the question was accurate. Put another way, the hypothesis
predlctéd that the last witnesses would assume that if the other three -
people had detected the discrepancy, they would have informed the
experimenter and he or she would’ have altered the wording 9{ the -
- question to bring it in line with  what actually transpired in the event.
Unfortunately, many research participants were perhaps too
sophisticated to assume that an experimenter would alter the &ocedure
of an experlment merely on the basis of the comments from .three
participants. It is part of an introductory psychology education to kngw
that an experimental procedure should not be changed midstream a

adhermg to the design and procedure protocol is one of the basic

of good experimental research. Therefore, perhaps it is' not sup\fsfng

that the last wltnesses were not signiticantly more likely to incorporate

the misleading information into their testimony . than were the first
witnesses. -



IV. GENERAL DISCUSSION

Many aspects of the results from the studies reported here must be
considerdd to draw an appropriate conclusion regarding the impact of
social influences on eyewitness téstimony. The relatively small‘
effect-size In Study 1, along with the failure of that study to Iinfluence
people who d}obably had an.accurate memory of the original event in the j
first place, do not allow for a sweaping revision of the conclusions
drawn by earller misleading quéstion studies. The significant flt of the
predicted pattern to the data, however, does allow for the pdsslblllty “
that some proportion of the witnesses who provided Inaccurate
testimony in those studies did so either because they assumed that the
information provuded by the experimenter was more likely to be- correct
than were their own original memories, or because they did not want to
upset the flow of the experiment on the basis of what they assumed to be
a minor inconsisténcy in an otherwise complicated and invovl\A/ed
procedure. The possibility also exists that” witnesses in the confused
experimenter condition were gespecially alert to detect any discrepancy
. between the interview and the original presentation This’ posslbillty
will be discussed more fully later in this section. .

Although the position manipulation in Study 2 did 'r;ot produce the
expected differences, the lack of significant difference between
witnesses who received leading and misleading information further
sﬁpports the notion that much of the misleading question effect might be )

42
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due to socl/al influences. In Study 2, all witnesses were led to believe
that the experimenter was unfamiliar with the event, and as a result

information.  These results suggest that wltneeses in a typical

misied witnesses were not susceptible to incorporating the false

/

misleading lnformauon study might appear as having been misled, ‘but

were actually influenced by the eXperlmenter's apparent familiarity with
the event to choose the incarrect siide. ’

In spite of the failure of$tudy 2 to reveal an effect for the position
variable, it is possible ‘thiit the rationale behind the experiment Is still
valid, but that the procedure would require major changes to detect agy
tendency for people to aiter their testimony so that it is consistent with
what they believe to be the testimony provided ‘by other witnesses to the
same event. As mentioned above, it is likely that participants did not
expect the experimenter to alter the procedure of the experimeht?‘bas‘ed
on the comments of three participants, so they probably -did not assume

that these. three people necessarily agreed with, or wéf he source of,

~ the dlscrepant imormauon%!:uture Studies designed to investigate the
possibility * of. such an

rigorous experimental procedure. An experiment’ that uses a confederate

security QUEfd or police officer to interview witnesses about a staged

crime that the wltnesses believe to be real, would perhaps have a better
chance at detecting an effect.

Overall 2 more engaging event would probably resuit in bigger

"effect-slzes as well. Many participants indicated that they suspected the

filer activity to be just that - - not a part of a study designed to assess
people’s preferonces for video media. In - future studies, motion picture

c\

ect would be best conducted wiih an
interviewer who would not be expected by the participants to adhere to 4
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presentations should be the standard siimuius event- *Crimestopper"-like

. scenarlos invclve much more complex action and many_ more compiex
dataiis’ ab which witnesses . couid be, questioned it is posslble that

‘ ns simpiy do not eroun the interest of peopie enough to

ony as a result of the social iniluence n'ianipuiatiens
present studies. -~ .

performed

The results of the present studies "are an‘ibiguous regardlng whether
the improvement in performance evidenced by witnesses who received
misieading information from a confused experimenter, as cqmpared to
© their cohorts who experienced a familiar experimepter was a function of
the perceived lack of social influences to comply Mth the experimenter
-or was the ,re.sult of increaged attention - to the possibiiity”oi'
discrepancies between the original event and the interviewiqwhenf the
vexperimenter had admitted to being "unfamhier with the matérial. In
- other words, it might be that all participants who received misieading
~» information Were aware of the discrepancy, but only those in the
’ confused experimenter condition were  confident enough Jo stick with
what they thought they saw in the originai presentation when asked to
Indicate which’ slide was presented initially. - On the other hand, _being
told that the experimenter is unfamiliar with the event might haVe led |
: participants in that condition to become more alert to the possibiiity 4
that the interview might contain some discrepant information. '
Therefora, particrpants in. the confused expenmenter condition might\
have detected the discreparrcy more oiten than participants in the »
familiar experimgnter condition and, in' turn, selected the originaiiy _
“ p'resented slide mvore often. vThes”e possipiiities represent two plausibie '
- explanations for resolving "the controversy - between the
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memory-impairment hypothesis ~forwarded by Loftus and the
_ memory-coexis nce positlon argued by _Bekerian and Bowers. Future
' studies’ are pfa\‘ed tb tease apart “the effects of cues that might

.
influence participa ts to ccmply with the experfmenler, or to assume

, that Information supplied by the expenmenter is~ cprrect from cues that
might increase ‘the detectabilnty of discrepancies between an initial
\_ewve_nf.?gm_u_ndmi_sleading postevent mformatton. ‘If,Bekertan and Bowers are

_ corract, then studies thet demonstrate that social factors influence the

likeiihood that either the original memory or the postevent mformatron

will be - reported durtng retrnevaf u;,dependent of detectabrhty

differences. should Iend support to the’ memory coextstence hypothesns

The difference between eyewrtness memory and eyewnness '
| testimony discussed earlier -in the present paper reflects, the distmctloﬁ"

oy .r .

made by Wells " ( 1978) between estimator variables and system varrabies
-'that might affect eyewutness accufacy Estlmator varrables rare those
over which the justice system has no control Iike the Iength of the
" ‘witness' exposure to the event, ﬁthe vrewmg condmons du""'rfg' ~thati
exposure .and so on System variables~o:3- the other hand are
;ontroilabie wuthuq{lhe 1ust|ce system (eg the quality of a suspect
Jineup or photospread from whrch a wrtness is to’ select th

~perpetrator of a crime, ‘or the types of uestfons allowed in a wufngss :

) |nterview) Wells has suggested W system variable research is hke'iy
. to yield the ‘most_ useful information regarding eyewrtness behavror Thé.

varrabies, rn that determmlng the effect of socral influences on :
..eyewitness testtmony couid ‘help to guide the- constructlon of police"
;mte,mews and thea.pollqyw that goyerns,the-treatment of witnessbs -in

,,‘\ )i

*factors rnvesti ated in “this paper “fall into ~ the category of system

i
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gene,‘r'er.

In conclusion,. it remair;s‘°to be ‘seen whether -or. not witnes\ees'
perceptions. of the social factors present in an interview cr some other
- testimony-related task influence tHe degree to which the -v‘{itnessses
will distort their testimony to make it more consistent | with the
eXpectatioHs created by these sociél factors. Such factors along with a
host of other extramemorial influences are consudered to be a potential

major ;Pnfluence on testlmony accuracy (Turtle & Waells, in press,
| Zaragoza in press), but the present studles represent just the begmning
of the mvestlgatnon into their ef_fect. Future research should be directed
foward distinguishihg between actual} memorial limitations on |
eyewitness accuracy imeosed by the nature’ of the human memory system
and ‘the mfluence of social: factors over whnch agents in the legal system
‘»._;,have control.
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" APPENDIX1

/ '
/

VIDEO HABITS INVENTORY a

~Before the second videotape begins, please answer questions

1 - 5 (Page 1) and questions 6 - 10 (Page 2). Please do not
mark on this question sheet; use the computer-sheet for your
answers. - L S ' '

It you feel '_unea_sy' ‘about any of the questions, just leave the
item blank. You need NOT fill in your name and ID number.

() How many hours per day (on'the average) do you watch t‘elvevisi_on? -
@ 0 T oregel €0 Yol waldh telev
(b) 1 hour.
(¢) 2 hours
(d) 3hours - - -
'(d)  more than 3 hours

(2) Which of the following type of show do you most prefer to watch on
(a) drama
(b) comedy .
' (¢) documentary
- (d) sports
() news

(3) What is your primary source of news: information?
' (a) television. - :
-, (b) radio
- ~ (¢) newspaper
~ (d) magazine
. (e) other

|(4)‘Wnat is your primary reason for watching television?
' (a)  entertainment R L

(b) ' information ‘ ‘ '
- () distraction
- (d) other

(_e) | dpn’t watch TV

50 , .
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. (5). Do you own a color TV, black and white TV, or no TV?
(a) color .
(b) black and white o | X
(¢) none ,
(6) How much vV do you think you watch in comparisor! to other people
your age? | : »t"

1

(a) more.
(b) less
('c) the same

(7) How much TV do watch now, compared to 5 years ago"
‘ (a) more

. (b) less

.(c) about the same

{8) How many movies do you see in.a month" (Theaters plus TV)
(a) more than ten
. (b) between five and ten.
(c) . less than. five .

(9). Which of the following would be your chorce to watch'?
(a) an Qjlers' hockey game _
(b) a PBS documentary
(c) a horror film
(d) Dynasty o
(e) none of the above

(10)' Do you thmllhtmt moving-picture videotaped presentations are more -
than the still-picture slide presentations?

(c) about the same
(d) no opinion B

| ‘Thank you tor completing the queionnalre o o }



APPENDIX 2

POSTEVENT INTERVIEW FOR STUDIES 1 AND 2

*®
1. .What did Suzanne throw in the garbage can when she passed the
person with the b.lun_(,bmm)_ backpack? .

2. Where did Mark leave Suzanne's handbag after he removed the
— money trom it? - . ‘ ,

3. Which oﬁhe double doors (left or right) did Suzanne open and
‘ walk through"

4. What did Suzanne reach for on the desk that had the can (hottle)
ot.coke on it?
. 'e . m
5.” Which shoe (left of right) did Mark bend down to tie when he got
.. . outside the buuldmg"

6. Did Suzanne use a cup to get a drink of water, or did she dnnk
straight from the fountain?

7. Was there a car on the road behind Mark when he. .
~ walked by the yield (stop) sign?

8. Did Suzanne put her cigarettes in her pocket orin her purse?

9. In which hand dld Mark carry Suzanne's handbag when he passed
the gnau_(desm in the hallway?
&

Nota: The underiined items represent the critical questions in
which the misleading information is presented. In the control
condition, -a generic term for the specific object was used
(e g..traffic sign for stop/yield sign).
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APPENDIX 3
PARTICIPANT RESPONSE SHEET FOR STUDIES 1 AND 2

3

For Researcher's use only:
Cubicle: 1 2 3 4 Cond:
Date: ' Session:

Participant: For each palr of slides presented, please indicate which
slide you think you saw in the original presentation by circling an ‘L' for
the left slide or an 'R’ for the right slide in the appropriate space below,
élo"ng with the confidence you have in your choice.
very certain  neutral  not at all certain
LL R 1234356 7



.- APPENDIX4
DEBRIEFING FOR STUDY 1

~ Thank you for your par‘tleipatlon. Before we begin, I'd like to ask you
-what you think the "study you']ust completed was about. [Researgher ‘
".|Istens to resp"onse and records instances In which the participant
i reports that he[ or she was suspicious of the cover stary. In the event
that the participant somehow managed to divine the purpose of the study,
his or her data will be eiminated from subsequent analyses] Good now
rg, like to tell you that some aspects of the studyo you just completed
wee not really as they appeared. You should know that it is not always
possible to tell participants exactly what variables are being '
- manipulated in a study, so that the participants are most likely to behave
as they would if they were to experience the same sltuation in everyday
life. In this case, two variables were manipulated withqut your
knowledge: First, some of the participants in this study are led to
believe that the researcher who gave you the questionnaire about ' the
slide presentation was confus‘ed as tot w{tat 'exactly took place in the
presentation. If you were in this condition, you might remembet that the
reseacher told you that he or she was _' busy an the phone while the slides
were peing presented ‘In fact, this was not true; the researcher Is
actually very familiar with -the event depicted in the slides. The reason
for leading some. participants to ‘believe that the researcher  was
confused will become clear in a moment. e
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The second variable that we manipulated was Qhether&r not you
recelved subtie, misleading Iinformation in the quesilonnalre from the
researcher.  If yo'u were in the misleading condition, you mlght remember
\that the researcher implied the presence of objects in the questlonnaire
that actually’ were not present. For ‘example, some pebplo who saw a
slide with a STOP sign were given Information that irhplled the presence;
of a YIELD sign instead. It's important to know that the ditferences
between these slides were very subtle and that many people accept the
mlsleadlnq information from the researcher because they can't remember
the fine detail of what they actually saw.

The hypothesis for our study predicts that ‘people who receive the
misleading information from the confused researcher will be more likely
to correctly . reject this infarmatlon than the people who receive the
same information from a very credibile, apparently responsible
researcher. The fact that peop'le are more likely to go along with
information from a cre&lble source is well demonstrated in psychblogy'.
but its appllcatlon to this type of informatlon has not yet been
lnvestlgated '

The dependent measure, or dependent variable, in this sthdy was the
accuracy with which barticipants are able to correctly select the slide
in the test ‘phase that aorresponds to the slide they viewed ‘in the
original presentatlon Agaln it is expected that those partlcnpants who
received misleading lnformatlon from the credible researcher wiil be
less accurate at selecting the correct slide becau:e of the more

. .
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persuasive nature of the information as compared to the lnfo‘rmatlon

received from the confused researcher. |

| think you ¢an see that it's very important for you not to mention the

detalis of oui*“qtudy to anyone else. If, for example, a future participant

knew that the apparantly confused mrcher actually was very familiar
N

with the sllde presentatloh. that manipulation would not tive for

that parson and his or her responses wouid not be mean ]
agree not to discuss this study until the end of the school yed
positive reply] Thank you. .
- The name of the reserve reading for this study is “CHESTER". Reading
this article will help you to understand the issue with which ou‘r Study Is
| concérned. If you are interested in obtaining more Information about this ‘
study when the da‘té have been analysed, feel free to contact John Turtle
in the Depanment of Psychology by phoning 432-5847. It you have any
questions regardlng the conduct of this study. or any other study in our
department, contact the\a\search Participation Administrative Clerk,
Mrs. Pauline Grant, in room P-202A.

Do you
Vait for

Thank you again for your participation.



