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- feedback indicating they took a long or short time relative to other eyewimesses to make a

-

- Ce \ ABSTRACT
Yy } n‘

‘ O
These studies 1nvcst1gatcd several hypothcscs regarding the relationship between lineup

behavior, confidence, and accuracy to sce what aspcct?hlmeup behavior may be related to

. accuracy and to see if the probative value ofiidentification testimony cduld be§mproved...

Some participants in Study 1 were allowed to se¢.a videotape of their previous

\

identification decision regérding the suspect in a staged, videotaped crime. Some saw
eitlaer a full-color vqideoiape or onlyv‘a silhoué;te, some were instructed ’to_‘s'imul‘ate the task,
and others received no instuctiont Witnesses who saw either a normal or silhouette -
videotape demonstrated a .signiﬁc'ant relation beﬁtween the:lr,self-reports@f ;onﬁdence and

. n
actual accuracy, whereas witnesses in the othcr two cqndition Udid not. Some panicipams
in Study 2 were allowed to see witnesses' lineup behaviors from one of the conditions in-
Study 1. The correlation between these observers’ ascribed confidence and actual
witnesses accuracy was signﬁéant only for observers who :séw the silhouette version. This
finding, togethcr w{i_ththe Study 1 resultsy was ihterpreted as evidence for the notion that
cues to identification accuracy ma;y be contained in the tone of witnesses' oral 'ut-teranc':es. It
was predicted in Study 2 that jurors"hbilities to distinguish accurate testimony from

inaccurate testimony would be better for w1tnesses who showed a signficant relauon

betwecn accuracy and confidence and for jurors who were aJlowed to view vxdeotapes of
the Wwitnesses' identification behavior. Accuracy-assessment was not better in either of

these condition,s compared to control grbups. Participants in Study 3 were given false

-t

lineup decision. Short time/perpetrator-present lineup condition witnesses were more

confident than witnesses in all other conditions; those in the Short time/absent lineup

condition were less confident than those in all other conditions. It is concluded that

witnesses can infer their confidence from their identification behaviors, but video replays of
/

those behaviors for witnesses and jurors might not be of much forensic use.
& o . iv f
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" LINTRODUCTION . A,

"The ’ébi]ity of witnesses to a crime or accident to recall accurately the details of whu%
transpired is an integral part of the judicial system. More generally, however, the
investigation of social and cognitive factors that influence the accuracy of ey.ewimess
recollections is important in that it reveals something about the nature of how peopl;:

| encode, store, and retrieve information.. Psychological researchcrs have long been aware
of the opportunity the cyeWitnes;sing situation presents as a naturally occurring instance of

- the complex human information-processing system at work. ‘

At the turmn of the century, prominent researchers from both'Eufbpe and North Anterica
began inve.stigating._the accuracy of eyewitness testimony. Foremost among the Amcriczmb
investigators was Hugo Munsterberg (1908), wh‘ose book ?n the Witness Siand is often
cited as the beginning of a literature c;)ncerned with the empirical study of people's

: eycwit’f{essing capabiiitics. Subsequent to Munsterbcrg’s.boolg, Guy Momrose‘Whipplc

(e.g., 1912, 1918) published a series of Psychologibal Bulletin articles discussing the

| advancement of eyewitness research. In Europe, Germany's Wilhem Stern (e.g., 1904,

1939) was conducting "realistic” eyewiiness expcrimct\nts. The gist of this early research is

_ often characterized by the conclusion that eyéWi‘tness testimgmy génerally i$ unreliable

(e.g., Buckout, 197?; Loftus, 1984). Perhaps it was this simple, somewhat pessimistic

‘view of the eyewitness that le;i to the :;;Iative‘ demise of eyewitness research until the mid
1970s. .

Robert Buckout'3 (1974) Scientific American .article regarding ey%:wimess testimony
marks the beginning of the modern era of eyewitness research. Sincé then, hundreds of

~ journal articles and numerous b&oks devoted entirely to eyewitness research have uppeﬂfcd, '

and the area continues to enjoy popular support among both academic psychologists and



* . was expected to improve the ability of mock-jurors to 1dent1fy a

o

the l"cgal community. The tone of cyewitness research has evolved from the view that

b

eyewitnesses are unreliable to the investigation of factors responsible for inaccuracy when

it occurs, and procedures that may reduce. error and in ccuracy. Consistent with this

view, the present series of studies were de\signed to assess the ot_ent;inlhof several _factors','
that rnight bolster the relation between eyewitness accuracy afd confidence, which in turn,
te testimony |

The rationale and hypotheses that form the basis of the present studiés stem from a

N

socxal-psychological perspective. Generally, a juror's decision to believe or discount an
‘ . = v .

eyewijness's testimony is viewed as a complex process that is influenced by a humber of

factors, many of which are not'reitited to eyewitness accuracy and many of which the juror
. . ST
is not aware. Speciiically, the present studies were aimed at determining the process_(es) by
. which mock witnesses and some mock jurors in a previous series of studies (Kassin,
- . :

1985) were able to improve their judgments of identification confidence after viewing s
videotapes of the identification task. In some ways, the process by which people judge the
accurzic?oﬂtheir’ own or another person's' testimony is an eittribution issue. Just as social
perceivcrs'in other Sitl‘lalionSlm}lS‘_t infer an actor's motive }or a particular‘behayior based on
cues like consistcncy,'distinctiveness, ancl consensus information, a juror must aSsess a

witness's identification accuracy based on some relevant set of cues. There are several

~ plausible candidates for these cues (e.g., facial expression, voice intonation, decision time,

apparent "conﬁdené%") each of Wthh is discussed and then in rporated into one of three

N 1Y

studies rcported » N

The ‘present research has the potential to be of signiﬁcant practic:\al irnport for :the police
- and the judicial vsystem. The rnanipulated‘factors involve procedures that could be
' implemented by the police during thc 1mna1 stages of the 1nvest1gatory process and then
utilized by the courts dunng the judicial phase of a case. Foremqst among these procedures

is the idea of vxdeotapmg witnesses while they make an identiﬁcation of an alleged

.
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} perpe{ator and theniallowi'ng jurors the opportunity to view this tape eithgr by itself or in
addition to the,witrress’s. cro's,s-exami/nation testimony. It should he noted that the courts
_are becorrung more mﬂuenced by the recomrnendatrons of some eyewrtness mvesugators
because they are allowed to provrde expert tesumony regarding eyewrtncss factors in an
1ncreasmg number of cases. In turn the police are becoming more aware of

eyewrtness procedure recommendations because they must anticipate possrble retumuons
of 1mpoperly obtained eyewitness testlmony in court. Some aspects of the proccdures
1nvest1gated in the present studies, therefore, have been desrgned with the possrbllty of
the1r apphcauon to the courtroom and to pohce procedures in mind.

The potential apphcauon of the procedures used in the current studies reflects what
Wells (1978) termed a systern—vanable approach to eyew1tness research. Wells
dasungurshed systern variables from what he termed estimator vanables in eyewitness
research. System variables are those factors thatvare under at least some control of the
' justice system and that may affect a witness's testimony after he or she hag witnessed an

. v ) /

event. The construction of suspect lineups, interview techniques, the time between

witnessing and providing a sfatement, and even courtroom procedures are all examples of

[ " . - . L. . . N
system variables. Estimator variables are those factors over whieh the justice system has

Dre
little, if any, control and of which the system can only esth;ate the inﬂuence. The lighting
(and other \{gewing) conditions at the ime of the incident, the durati_on of the exposure, thc;L
stress e_xpen'enced by the witness duyrihg encoding, race differences between the witnegs

and perpetrator are exampies of estirnator variables. Although oﬁ;{ous importance to the

fehablhty of tesumony in some cases, Wells noted that system- vanable research is more

likely to be, A fruitful pursuit for eyewitness researchers dnd the course of research over the

/ past decade has borne out that predlcuon [Note, for example the utrhty of suspect- lmeup

= S

research regardlng such aspects as the number of\lmeup members (e.g., Wells, Lelppc &

Ostrom, 1979), therr s;lrrulanty to one another (e.g., Lmdsay & Wells, 1980), the

Eay]

hd



dragn%ticlty of nonidentifications (Wells & Lindsay, 1980), the number of suspects
relative to f01ls (Wells & Turtle, 1986) the phrasing of witness instructions (e.g., Malpass
& Devme, 1981), the effect of mls\leadmg questions in interviews on subsequent tesumony

(e.g., Loftus, 1979; Loftus, MiHer, & Burns, 1978), and so on.]

The Nature of thc Problem
The impetus for this research is based largely on the g-apthat exists between
assumptions made by the courts, police, and laypeople on the one hand and a fairly
consistent series of psychological research findings on the other. The judicial proce_ss |
operates on the assumption that an eyewitness's expressed conﬁdence in his or her
testimony and/or suspect-identification is an appropriate cue for jurors. to use in their
assessments of eyewitness credibility. In a landmark case, Neil vs. Biggers (1972), the
U.S. Supreme Court court ruled .that;the expressed confidence of an eyewitness should be
among the five criteria recommended to juries as the bases on \yhich to assess the |
credibility of eyewitness testimony. Among the other criteria were the v itness's
opportunity 0 view the incident, the amount of attention the witness paid to the event, the
correspondence between the witness's initial description of the perpetrator and the
appearance of the suspect chosen frorn the lineup, and the length of the 1nterval between the
event and the identification (see Wells & Murray, 1983, for comment on these criterizi).
~ The police and attorneys also make the assumption ‘that witness confidence is a useful cue
to their wnnesses or clients' accuracy (Bngham &Wolfskeil 1983). And ﬁnally,
laypeople have reported that they believe there isa prL[IVC accuracy/conﬁdence relation |
(Yarmey & Jones, 1983).
In con‘tmst to the assumed relation between eyewitness accuracy and conﬁdence

: psychologlcal researchers have for the most part failed to ﬁnd a stable accuracy/confidence ’
relation using standard laboratory procedures (e g. Deffenbacher 1980; Kassin, 1985;

fund



Leippe, 1980; Wells, Ferguson, & Lindsay, 1981; Wells Lindsay, & Ferguson, 1979; see -
Wells & Mtlmy, 1984 for a review of 31 studies). Not only is there often no rel.ttton
between accuracy and conﬁdence overall but some studies have demonstrated the lack of a
correspondence between the two measures by supporting Leippe's (1980) argument that

one can be manipulated independently of the other. For instance, Wells et al. (b8 1)

what they should expect during their /upcormng cross-examination. Consistent with
Lelppe S 1ndependence view, self—reborts and mock-Jurors judgments of bnefed

-w1tnesses confidence were higher compared to nonbriefed witnesses, but without an
accompanying increase in accuracy. In addition to the Wells et al. demonstration that
confidence could be increased Wlthout an increase in accuracy, Lindsay et al (198 l)

' dernonstrated that accuracy could be manipulated without a corresponding adjustment in
people S Judgments of confidencé. In that study, witness accuracy was increased between
subjects by affording some witnesses a "better v1ew of the to-be-remembered event thtm

others. Desptte reliable differences in-accuracy between groups, neither witness
self-reports nor mock-Juror ratings of conﬁdence revealed any effect of the initial-exposure
manipulatlon. The significance of the We" et al. and 'Lindsay etal. findings becomes even

'.'more apparent in light of research showi: ¢ . at jurors spontane'ously -utilize ‘eyeWitness
conﬁdence cues in their assessments of eyew1tnesscred1b1hty (Brtgham & Bothwell 1983,
Lmdsav Wells & Rumpel, 1981; Wells et al., 1979; Wells et al 198 1).

- The problem to which the proposed studies are addressed, then can be. surnmarized,as
follows: Judges, lawyers, poltce, and laypeople hold a common belief that eyewitness
confidence arid eyewitness accuract/ are posiitively related. Consistent with this beliet:,
jurors tend to ascribe more cred1b1hty to more-confident w1thog§es compared to

less conﬁden‘tbmmesses In additiod, the U.S. Supreme Court has ruled that confidence

should be used by jurors to assess the credtbtltty of eyewitness testimony. Recent



| ‘cr_npiricalvﬁndin-gs,' however, indigate that a witness's expressed confidence often is not a
usef;ul;:pr_e.dictor' of his or her testimony— and/or identiﬁcation-accuracy. g
'The lack of 2 signiﬁcant vcorrel"'z’t'ion E;etween eyewitness conﬁdence and actual
eyew1tncss accuracy has sparkcd a number of research efforts alm},d at 1dent1fy1n g the
factors that mﬂuence each of the two components and, in many cases, ways to 1mprove the
magnitude of the rclatlon between them. [These srudles are drscussed n thetnext sectlon N
"Although the present studies are also concerned: wrth the conﬁdence/accuracy rclatmn at the
witness level, there is an additional emphasls here on the u‘npact that a 51gnﬁcant
confidence/accuracy correlation might have on mock-inror" subsequent abxhty 10" 2 ”
distin guish accurate from inaccurate tesimony. Ir g : manipulation 'that
* improves the correiation between witnesses' self-ra~ or.iden. 2 and actual accuracy rnay'
or may not improve Jurors ablhues to detect accurate lioiu ylaccurate witnesses.
Improving jurors dxscnmmauon abilities is important, because ]US[ as the 1‘ntumve1y
appealing conﬁdence/accuracy relation has not been supported by research, previous
o : - _ ‘
studies that have examined jurors' abilities to discriminate accurate from inaccurate.
‘witnesses have shown that jurors did not perform above chance level (’Lindsay, Welle, & B
Rumpel 1981; Wells, Ferguson/ ?& Llndsay, 1981; Wells Lmdsay, & Ferguson 1979)
F.rom a Judlmal standpomt then the strong form of the argumem is that the 51gn1ﬁcance of : '
factors that 1mprove the accuracyjconfidence relation within eyewitnesses rests ultimately
on the degree to whxch the 1mproved relauon also improves jurors Jud«rments of
. eyewitness credxbthty From an 1nvesugatory perspective, however, an 1moroved
conﬁdence/accuracy 'relation at the witness level would be useful even if police could Dbetter
allocate very 1imited investigative resources by feel'ing' mmiore conﬁdent themselves that’a =
‘given witness's 1dennﬁcauon is more likely to’be accurate. |

To improve the accuracy of jurors' belief dec151ons three links among four elements in’

the,.eyewimess process would have to hold. First, there would have to be a'significant '

~ . ’ o _—



correlation between accuracy and confidence at the witness level (r aw). Second, the

N ~\
correlation between witness confidence and jurors' ascriptions of contidence (zr yj) would

have t0 be signficant zmd large. This value has been calculated in a number of previous
eyewitness studies and ‘was fQundto be signficant, althcugh by no means perfect. Wells et
al. (1979) r_eported-a correlation of ¢ = .549, n_=42, p <.01-and Wells et al. (1981)
reported a correlation between the two Q‘f =53, n=34,p< 01. And third, the

correlation betv_veen jurors' ascriptions of confidence an_d their dec-ision to believe the
. . : 4
o

'wnness @) would also have to hold. ThlS value has aIso been measured‘ in previous
studies and was also found to be 51gnﬁcant Wells etal. (1979) reportcd' an g =.706, n =
42, p <.001-and Wells et al. (1981) reported anr = 58 n=152,p<.001. Given this
series of sigrficant correlancns, it would be expet:ted that jurors would believe accurate
wimesses more th. » inaccurate ones. The correlatlons calcu]atcd in the studlcs ncnnoncd ,
above, however, are not extremely large and the multiplicative natu_re of the ch’zun leuv‘cs

) rnuch room for an imperfect transfer of cc*ﬁdence: .Thefefore,’ the irnpactof a i
manipulation that boosts the conﬁdence of accurate witnesses and/or lowers the confidence

. of inaccurate witnesses would have to be very robust in order for its benefit to transfer to

the accuracy of j _]UI'OI'S dec151ons

The Confi dence/Accuracy Relation in yewztness Research
-What are accuracy" and "confidence''? |
The accuracy component of the. conﬁdence/accutacy t'elation in eyeWitncss research
does not require much of an explananon Most often 1t IS sxmply a medsure . of whether or
not a witness's recollection of a briefly seen detatl 1S correct. In the vast majomy of: .
eyewnness studles accuracy refers to d\witness's stxspect xdemxfxcanon S 1mxlarly,

 throughout thls paper, accuracy refers to whether or not the person a pdr[l(,lpdnwa(ﬂthb

identifies from a series of very similar-looking pictures is in fact the perpetrator of a
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simulated crime viewed by the witness on videotape. If the actual perpetrator is not among
the pictures in the lineup, however, a witness's decision not to choose anyone from the
pictures could also be considered accurate, a distinction that will be dlscussed in
subsequent sectons. |

The confidence part of the relation can be viewed as witnesses's belief in the accuracy

of the'tr testimony. This belief is dependent on a number of factors that different witnesses

in different sxtuauons may}or may not use as a ba51s to Judge their own conﬁdence One of " ;-_f "

. these factors is witnesses behef in their opportunity to view the to- be remembered event

Wltnegges who believe their opportunity to view was good (e.g., lorg exposure time, good

Mﬁl
o ghtm g condmons allocanon of attentlon to the event, short duration between viewing and

recollecnon) mlght express more conﬁdence n thelr recallection compared to those who

beheve thetr opportumty was poor Another factor comes from external sources that boost ‘

, w1tness confidence without an acCompanymg mc:rease in acc:uracy (e.g., the common \
o

\ -')

practlse of attorneys coaching the1r w1messes on how to b‘ehave under cross-exarmnanon)‘. :
Another factor concerﬁs people S behefs regardmg their personal abilities as eyew1tnesses
Somc peoplc mi ght beheve they are eSpecw.lly perceptive and good candeates for an
ey)ewmitessmg task (e.g., police), Whereas others are convm‘ced of their poor memory -for
brieﬂy—seen faces. lFinally, and most relevant for the present research, people may make
their judgments of conﬁdence after reflecting on their own behavior during a récall or
recognition task (e.g., suepect lineup). o

Theory and research ¥

The most general hypothesis bearing on the relation between eyewitness confidence and

accuracy is the "optimality" hypothesis proffered by Deffenbacher (1980). According to

: Deffenbacher, the be't'ter the initiiil‘ _encoding conditions at the time of the to-be-remembered

incident, the better the relation between accuracy and conﬁdence Desplte the mturtlve

appeal o7 the optimality predtcnon ithas. recelved little empmcztl 3upport Recall for

v
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instance, the.Lindsay et al. (1981) study in which encoding situations"designed to result in

higher rates of eyewitness accuracy did not yield higher magnitudes of accuracy/confidence -

correlations.

Jack Brigham and his colleagues have repc;rted findings consistent with their view that
. - ' A

the confidence/accuracy relation should be greater in réal-world settings as opposed to the .

' labo‘ra;ory situation (e.g., Brigham, Maass, Snyder, & Spaulding, 1982; see also Krafka &
Penrod, 1985), They contrast the anxiety of making a lineup identification in an actual
-criminal invesﬁgation to the laboratory; sexting in which the participants know there are no ‘
meaningful ramifications of an iriaccurate lineup choice. Tile Brigham et al. findings are
inconsistent, however, with other research 'd_¢monstrating that the accuracy/confidence
relaton is in fact greater when participant-wimcssés ‘khow‘_that their identification is not
~rélated to a real crime (Murray & Wells, 1982). Clearly, the role of Iaboratory; v\crsus~>
.field-experiment .fa‘ctors requires more investigation. ’

A more reccntvstudy by Flect B'righarri and Bothwell (1987) suggests that the
_accuracy/conﬁdence rclauon may be mgmﬁcant and quite largc whcn measured only tor tlmt
sbset of wimesses who made a chou‘:e,sfrom the llneup Fleet et al reported an [ (94) =
.50, p < .001 for choosers obn;pared to z (44) = 14 ns, for nonchoovcrs Althoughih

Fleet et al. ﬁndmgs are interesting, the advantagc of measurmg the accuracy/conﬁdcncc

relation only among choosers has failed to receive support in many other studies (see

_ Bothwell, D_ef‘fenbacher, & Bngham, 1986 for a review of 11 studies). In addition, Wells
and -Lindsay (1?85) have noted that there are a number of interesting and forensically

relevant ways (3f subdividing samples. for calculating the accuracy/confidence relation, so
that reliance on a particular groupinéais not always ﬁseful.

The research most relevant to -th‘e current studies is that by Kz&ssih (1985). Ina se_ricé
of four experiments, Krassinbdcm’onsﬁé(ed [h’ii[ the accuracy/confidence relation could be

[FS

improved by allowing witnesses to view mémselvcs on Qideotape making their

~
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identification from a photb liné'u;; before ask'mg them to rate their conﬁdgnce in that
idcntiﬁcation Kassin called this opponﬁﬁit}; for the wimess to view their own
identificatior behavior ' ret:rospectlvc self-awareness" (RSA). Averaged over the four

' expcnmcnts ‘.Kassin reported an accuracy/confidence correlation of 48 (_ = 102) for the
RSA participants compared to .04 (n = 126) for control groups. Kassm also calculated
accuracy/conﬁdence corrclauons among-the sub-sample of "choosers" (i. e., only those

~witnesses who identified someone from the Imcup) Consistent with the results reponed
byﬁeeb etal. (1987) discussed earher Kassm found an appreciable i increase inthe
accuracy/conﬁdcnce relation among RSA witnesses in the chooser-only group compared to
the-Qverall‘ Sarhple. This incre:ase was especially apparent for observers; when observers' '
confidence ratings of only choosers were considered, the accuracy/cc;nﬁdence relation

Jjumped from .24 (o = 30, ns) to’41 (no nreported, p < .05)." This increase suggests that
the behavioral cues prov1ded by witnesses w‘ho make a choice from the lineup are '
interpreted more clearly by observers compared to witﬂesseé \th0 do not make a choicc. .
Kassin's seﬁcs of stﬁdjes will be discussed at length in a subsequent section.

At this pdint, it makes sehse to ask why any differences between accurate and '
maccuratc wnnesscs should bc expected at all, glven the d15couragmg results of standard

cycwxmcss stud1cs mmed at, mvesnganng confidence dlfferences as a fum,uon of accuracy.

y}

Of course the justice systcm depends on the cmstcncc of soime dlfferencc betwccn accurate
and inaccurate witnesses, as was mcnuoned above, but perhaps this difference is ’
) N , _
_c{racte\r;iied by some intangible, unmeasureable "feeling" on the péft of*witnesses that

~ cannot be observed, describc&, or controlled even by psychological investigafors whose
r;:seaxrlzh is dedicated to just these gbals. The perspec: ve t~'zn in the preseﬁt résearch,
however, is.at‘ odds with “this conclusion; in addition tu the social bsychological perspective
guiding'it, another strong influence on the present research is the notion that dfccuratc and

inaccurate memories are in some way(s) fundamentally different from one another.. ;

10
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The most direc,zfy relevant work regarding distinctions between accurate and inaccurate
mermories is that of Johnson and Raye (1981) and of Schooler Gerhard and Lottus
(1986) Both of these groups of researchers have attempted to quahfy the differences_
between people s real and unagmed memories, as represented by the titles o/?trhexr
respecnve articles: "Reality Momtorm "and "Qualmes of the Unreal”. The basis of their
work is that tk. .in which people describe memories of thm gs that they actually
-expeﬁeneed?s disnngu{shable from the way in which’ they describe imagined, or»'evenv’ '
extemally distorted, inaccurafe memories. In addition, there is another vast area of
somewhat less relevant research dealing with statements from people who may be

L 4
purposely trying to provide inaccv ‘e information. For example Undeutsch (1982) and
’ S

‘Yuille, Raskin, and Steller (in press) hold strongly to the idea that truthful statements are
qualitatitvely different and discernable from deceptive ones. The paradigm common to all

of these researchers, however, hns been res;ricted to the evaluation of tranecribed texts of
people’s memory descriptions and not appﬁed 1o the evaluation of actual behavior. In that
domain, the litefature on nonverbal communicaztion (e.g., DePaulo, 1985; Ekman, 1985715

) also based on a snmlar idea that the behawor of deceptive people is dlffcrent and

| dlscernable from that of sincere commumcatorst 'I’he b‘"SlS ot the presem research is. -0
smuh.r to all of ﬂns work in that' me studies desmbéd are comerncd wnh identitying

dlfferences between the behavior of accurate and inaccuate 1dent1ﬁers during g both the actual

identification task and under subsequent cross-examination.

Confidence/Accuracy Analogues in Other Areas of Research
What does psychology have to say about how well a person's feelin < of knowing is-
related to actual'ac“curacy in domains eutside the eyewimessing'situation? The answer
appears to depend.on which task-type, research domain, ekperimental procedure, anc}unit

and level of analysis one chooses to investigate as an instance of the relation between

-



~ feeling of knowing, or comprehension, or confidence, and accuracy. Research findings on

"feeling of knowing" ‘(FOK), for instance, suggest that people are fairly good at predicting’

their ability tp recognize a word in the {uture that they cannot recall in the present (e.g.,
Gruneberg, Monks, & Sykes, 1977, Hart 1965, 1967, Ne‘lso‘n, 1984). Sirraarly,
"tip-of-theltongue" studies suggest that people are quite good at predicting their ability to
rccogﬁize a word in the future based on how many aspects of the word they can recall m
the .p'rescr}_t (e.g., Brown & McNeil, 1966). In contrast, "calibration of comprehension”
| studies (e.g., Glenberg & Epsteinf'i985, 198Y7)vsugges\t that people are quite poor at
predicting théir ability to answer a qu‘estmn in the fl_‘n'ur’c based on material they have just
read. Similarly, "calibration of performance" studies ( e.g., Lichtenstein, Fischhoff, &
Phillips, 1982) s;ggcst that for many tasks people are not very good at calibrating
probability estimates of their own accuracy with actua} perfon’nance Each of these areas is
: discusséd,bclow to support the contention that the eyewiluiess identification task is-a special
case of cahbratmg confidence with accuracy. . ”
First, research dealing with fcehngs of knowmg (FOK) in general 18 mdccd vaned
IusL rcscarchmg thc phrase "feehng of knowing" in the psychoiogmal literature may lead a .

‘madcr to fccl as 1f he:or she has a good grasp on the relauon betwcen people's expressmns

of certamty and actual accuracy, when in fact then; are nurmerous other relevant areas of -

- research. The beginning of research on FOK per se can be traced to Hart (1965, 1967). In-

this early work, Hart used a'recall-judgment-recognition procedure to assess people's

ability to estimate the likelihood that-they would later reéogniié a word that they could not«:!

recall at the moment. Pérticipants were given the defintion of a familiar, though
low-frequency, word and asked to recall the vyord Those who could not recall it were

- asked to indicate whether or not they thought:thc& could rccognize the word later (i.e., "Do
you feel you know what the word is?") Finally, recognitilon‘accuracy was measured.

SoL .
Hart's results showed that those people who indicated a FOK were significantly more



likely to recognize the word later compared to people who said they were unlikely to
recognize it. He concluded that FOK as demonstrated in his;tudy was suggestive of an
efﬁcient memory-rnonitorlng process inherent in humrm judgment. Several noted theorists
have discussed the importance of such a process in the overall operation of the human
information-processing system (e.g., Tulving & Madigan, 197Q; Underwood, 1969). In
additiop, other researchers have taken up from where Hart left off and developed varied
and elaborate techmques for calculaung FOK (e.g., Eysenck, 1979; Gruneberg, Monks, &
Sykes, }977; Nelson, 1984; Nelson & Narens, 1980, D.L. Schacter 1983).

One )ear after Hart's (1965) FOK paper, Brown and McNexl (l966) published an .
article dealing with people's often reported feeling that they know a word but can't reenll it
exactly at the moment. This i mvesugauon of the "tip-of-the-tongue phenornenon used a
slightly more sophisticated methodology than the FOK studies. Brown and McNei’l again
~ gave people a deﬁmtron of a known but uncommon word. In this case, however , they
measured how many aspects of the word (e.g., number of syllables inflection, first and
~ast letters) people could remember and tsed that to predict subsequent recognmon
perf(or_mance. The results showed that people were quite good\at recalling a number of
things about the word except the word itself and.t‘hat this recall was positively related to
subsequent recognition. Brown and McNell concluded that peoele have a dlctronary like L
representation for words. When asked to recall a partrcular entry, parts of relevant pages
of the drctionary can be recalled so that similar looking and soundrng words are avarlable
but not necessarrly the word itself. In a similar vein, Blake (1973) showed that the more
information participants recilled :bout a previously seen trigram the more likel)-l they were
to indicate a strong FOK. |

A number of studies have investigated peop‘le:;ability to predict whether or.not they |

can verify an inference in the future based on material they have recently learned. These

"calibration of copmprehension" studies differ from the Hart (1965) and Brown and
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McNeil (1966) studies in that a'cont;n'uous confidence-judgment scale (e.g., 7-point, from
"Not at all confident" to “Absolutely confident”) was used instead of an FOK/no FOK
response (Han)'or number of word attributes recalled (Brown & McNeil). For example, in

studies by Glenberg and Epstein (1985, 1987) partir‘ipants read a one-paragraph text about

-a toprc (e.g., music, physics) and then rated their conﬁdence in their ability to answer an

upcoming quesnon for which they would have to make an inference from the information
given in the text. In both of the Glenberg and- -Epstein studies calibration of comprehen51on
was extremely poor overall but showed slight improvements with increased task

familiarity. Despue ngorous attention to methodological protocol, these authors offer little

14

in the way of a theoretical interpretation. Basically, they concluded that people's évaluation )

of their comprehension in certain domains is often inappropriate for assessmg future abrhty
to verfly inferences based on therr knowledge in that domain. |
There are some important differences between the FOK and tip- of the- tongue studres

on the one hand and the calibration of comprehension studies on the other. The former

were concerned p_nrnanly with memory momtonng or metamemory; that is, pamc1pants

"confidence" ratings were based on some notion of how much they thought they

¥

- remembered about the meaning of a word they had enountered before. In contrast ‘the

. calibration of comprehension studJes were concemed w1th people s predictions of their

~

upcoming performance at answering fiovel questrons The dlstmcuon is clear, but often

treated hghdy or ignored completely in discussions of the relevant findings. For example

_ Glenberg & Epstem ( 1987) mcluded both types of studies in their ' samplmg of the

~

litetature" (p. 85) as if they were equlvalem.
There are eyewitness studies that fall into, or are similar to, the FOK and "tongue”

studies dxscussed above, in that all mvolve some lond of memory momtormg They differ

,

on two meortant pomts however (1) eyew1tness experiments invodlve epxsodlc memory
\

whereas the others mvolve semanmc memory, and (2) eyewrmess expenments involve

[

‘ ‘ L



,_.
wn

visual, face ﬁlemor; and the others inyolv;a verbal memofy. First, in a similar vein to FOK
studies, some eyewitness experiments have asked witnesses to rate their conﬁd;hcc in théir
. ability to recognize the criminal BeforQ the identification task (e.g., Cutler & Penrod, 1986;
Fleet, Brigham, & Bothwell, 1987; It/Iurray & Wells, 1982). In contraét to the FOK
studies using words, thﬁese cchimess studies did not show a si gnificant pre-identification
confidence/identification-accuracy relation. Second, along the lines of the =
"tip-og—the-tongue.” studies, witnesses who provide fairly accurate descriptions of the
criminal (i.e., recall) before the idenfiﬁc‘ation tas_k do not shoyv an cohcomitant
. improvement in subsequent recognition performance (Goldsteih, Johnson, & Chdncé, a
1979; Wolfskiel & Brigham, 1985). Again; this Tesult is in'co_ntrast to the "tongue"
studies, in which bet_ter initial recall was related to subsequent recognition performance.
The last area to be discussgd, confidence calibration, is the most‘ similar to the
eyewitnessing situation. Within this area, the groﬁping of cfonﬁden_ce calibration studies
" that are most similar to the eyewitness task deal with people's ratings of confidence in the
accuracy of a éuestion they have just answered. Findings in this-area su ggest that people
are not randomly uncalibrated in asséssing their past performance, but that they tend to bq
conéistenfly overconfident in their judgments (Adams & Adams, 1961; Fischhof f Slovic,
& Licr-enstein, 1977; Koriat, Lichtenstein, & Fishhoff, 1986; Lichtenste-in & Fischhoff,
1977). In these studies, participants were asked to rate their confidence in their answersto -

a large number of gcnerafknbwledge quesu’ons.. As Adams and Adams ‘( 1961) first
pointed out, a perfectly calibrated judge should assign a particular confidence ratin g (pp)to
that groupin g of answers whif:h have a corresponding frequency gf aémally being correct
(P). In other words, for all answers assigned a confidence rating of 7 ona 10-point scale,

a perfectly calibrated judge would have answered 70% of the questions correctly. In
contrast to this ideal case, pcopch tend to ascribe confidence ratings to questions that exceed
the probability of actually answering the quéstions correctly. R

i



With res’pect to strajghtforv{ard confidence calijbration studies, witnesses to a staged or
other\')vise simulated crime have been asked to identify the perpetrator of that crime from a
number of \;ery siinilar photos and then rate their confidence in that choice, The common
» /‘r'mdin g that eyewitness confidence 1s often unrelated to accuracy is ¢onsistent with«rrtany
calibration of performance studies in that no significant calibration was found (e.g.,
Fi.schhoff etal., 1977; Koriat et al.r 1980). One difference, hoWever, is that the
eyewitness studies have not investigated, nor discussed, whether or not eyewitnesses are
"generally overconfident in their identifications. Finally, the eyewitness studies stand in
. >
" stark contrast to the Gienberg and Epstein (1985, 1.-87) studies; here :people's confidence
_in the accuracy of a recently given answer to a general knowledge questlon was o
: 51gmﬁcant1y related to the actual accuracy of the response
Does the episodic-semantic distinction between the eyewimess studies on the one hand
~and the FOK, "tongue and conﬁdence calibration studies on the'other hand account for
A these d1fferences‘7 Or that the forrner mvolve visual memory codes for faces whereas the I
latter mvolve verbal mforrnanon’7 In general both are probably true to some degree but
there are other specrﬁc differences between the eyewn:nessmg 51tuat10n and each of these’
other domams that also may account for i inconsistencies between them. First, with respect

. to the type of pre-recognition conﬁdence ratmgs recorded in FOK studies, eyewrtness |
pre-identification conﬁ;ience ratings include people's reservations about the consequences
of making a lineup choice that may influence the relationship between their ratings and their
subsequent idendﬁcation ;accuracy. Second, with respect to the amount of pre—recognition
intormation people can provide in "'n'p of the tongue" studies, verbal descriptions of faces
in the eyewitness case include plecerneal surface Judgments of phy51cal apbearance that

often are not meamngful 1nd1¢ators of a witness's mcmory fc- the perpetrator. Sev eral

eyewitness studies have failed to find a relationship betwveen witnesses' pre-identification

.

descriptions of the perpetrator and their subsequent identification accuracy (e. g.u, Goldstein,

M
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Johnson, &Chance 1979 Wells, 1985; Wolfsklel&Bngham 1985). Finally, with

~
respect to the multiple-trial ature of conﬁdence calibration studies, eyewitness

1dent1ﬁcanons are a one-shot affair that preclude a traditional, within-subjects analysis of

calibration. The current studles however do 1nc1ude a probability estimate of accuracy
\

//errn witnesses that will prov1de some measure of general under- or overconfidénce across

\\b_]CC[S.

What Aspects of lhe. Ident'* -ation-Task Might Predict Accuracy?
The ssin Studies in Detail
Recall Kassm s (1985) article in which wunesses and some cbervers', confidence

-7

_assessments were, improved by allowmg them to view the identification’task on v1d\tupe

: (1 e., the RSA man\lpulanon) Kassm s ;(planatton of the RSA effect i is mixed. On the
_one hand, he speculated that the 1mproved relatJOn between conﬁdence and accuracy may
denve from 1nferences the w1tnesses make wh11e watchtng thetr own observable ’
decision- behavxor on v1deotape Wltnesses may, for example have mferred that the. lon/g,er
it took them to make a dec151on the- less likely they were to be accurate On the other hand,

Kassm suggested that RSA may have worked because it allowed people 10 I'CllVC the pnvate

cognmons that they were expenenc1ng dunng the 1dent1ﬁcatlon task (a dxrcct access

 retrieval-cue model, e.g., Ericsson & Simon, 1980; Zajonc, 19_80). In other words,
perhaps the oppor_tunity for witncsses to view themselves on tape making their
‘ 1dent1ﬁcanon facﬂxtated an introspective process whereby w1tnesses acccss information.
about the1r dec151on that they had not retained from the task. Despite several attempts. to
find support for one mterpretatlon over the other however Kassin's. SIUdlCS generated
‘more questions than ar vers. o |
The notion that RSA worked because witnesses leamed_from their ’ob'ser\rable beha\}ior

would be supported by a significant relation between observers' ratings of witness-



18

confidence and actual identification accuracy. Kassin (1985) included observers only in
E)(pcnn)cnt 2. Although he reported that observers did not reliably rate accurate witnesses
as more confident than inaccurate witnesses overall, the correlation between observers'
ratings of confidence and actual accuracy was substantially higher than that for witnesses
who were not allowed to view themselves on tape at all ’(i.e., the control group), r (30) =
24 vs. £ (17) = .05, respectively. And, as mentioned above, when oniy Chocscrs WCrc
considered, obcewers' ability to assess confidence was improved significantly compa'réd to
their ability with both choosers and nonchoosers cbmbined.""’[his snggests that there may
be some useful,information for obseﬁf{rs\to gain from Qiewing witness identifications.

~ The proposed studies are aimed at maximizing this possibility.

A vcry plausible observable cue to accuracy is wimesses' decision time to make a
chmce from a suspect hncup In order for decision time to aid jurors Judgmcnts of
accuracy, both parts oi a,two-stage relation would have to hold true: First, there should be
a significant correlation bctwecn decision-time and actual identification accuracy and,
second, there should be a significant correlation between decision-timc and witnesses'
Judgments of confidence. In other wor'djs., if knowledge of decision-time contributes to the
improvemcnt in confidence assessment, then it must be a V'glid indicator of accuracy and be
seen as such by the witnesses watching the tape. Kassin's (1985) studies provide marginal
support foxf the first stage, in ‘that'accu:acy and decision-time were consistently, although
not signiﬁcantly, related in each of the four experiments. The second stage received more
support, in that decision time and judgments of confidence were ccnsistently and |
51gnﬁcantly relatczm each study. People appear, then, to use the decision-time cue in their
Judgmcnts of conﬁdence even though it is not always a vahd predictor of accuracy. Note  f
that thcsc- relations between decision time and accuracy are only correlational. In order to
_ assess the causal influence of decision-time on jndgments of accuracy, some witnesses in

_ the third study presented in present paper were misled as to how long they took to'make an
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identification. This manipulation is discussed in the next section.

Kassin (1985) included se1 ' measures and manipu(lations designed to test the
retrieval-cue hyplothesis to.expiui the RSA effect. In his Experiment ., participants were
categorized as being either high or low on Fenigstein; Scheier, and Buss's (1975)
Self-Consciousness Scale. As I&assin suggests. "People who score high in private
self-consciousness tend to be cognizant of thier own inner thoughts, motives, and feelings,
and characteristically, even in the absence of [RSA], 'th;; atternpt to decipher ;hcir own
cognitive processc-s" (p. 884).. Kassip predicted, thereforé, that the retrieval-cue
hypothesis would be ~supportc:d if participants high in private self—consciousneés showed
higher accuracy/confidence relation compared to participants low on that dimension, even
without the RSA feedback. This hypothesis was not supported; in fact, those high in
private self-consciousness were among those with the lowest accuracy/confidence
correlation (r = .02 in the RSA group, £ = -.33, ps, in the control group).

In addidon to this individual-differcncc measure, Kassin (1985) manipulated two
between-subjects variables to test the retrieval-cue interpretation of the RSA effect. In
Experiment 3, some ;)am'cipams were asked to "reconstruct and describe the thoughts that
accompanied their decision making process" (p. 885) prior to assessing their confidence.
Among these "narration" participants, some viewed their identification Behavioriwhile they
described ;lmeir thoughts. Kassin hypothesized tha‘tb if RSA enhances the
accuracy/confidence relation by facilitating the retrieval of Lhoﬁghts experienced during the
identification, then narration participants should recall more of these thoughts and, hcn(;c, ’
the correlation should be improved even further. Again, however, this’hypothesis was not
supported; in fact, the narration procedure appeared to interfere with the basic RSA
manipulation in that neither of the narration groups produced a signiﬁcam
accuracy/conﬁdence corrélation (rs = .05 for RSA group, .18 for control, both 0s).

Finally, in Experiment 4, Kassin (1985) included conditions in which some participants

19



spoke aloud during the original identification task. He hypothesized that if the retrieval-cue
cxplanation for :h‘e RSA effect is correct, then thinking al’oud should produce more
process-related thoughts to draw on when witnesses are asked to judge their own
confidence. Like the narration procedure in Experiment 3, Kassin [;redicted that the
think-aloud manipulation should improve the accuracy/confidence correlation even ambng
participants who do not watch themselves oﬁ tape. This hypothesis was not supported, =
both think-aloud and control participants in the RSA condition showed a signiﬁcant

confidence/accuracy relation (rs = .47 and .58,. respectively, both ps < .05), but
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participants who only thought aloud during the identification task did not show any rclation

at all (r =-.03, ng).

Preview of the Present Research

Recall the earlier discussion regarding research concerned with differences betwech (a)
statements from people with accurate versus inaccurate memories (e.‘g., Johnson & Raye,
1981; Schooler, Gerhard, '&. Loftus, 1986), (b)’ statements frorﬁ people who are telling the
truth versus those who are lying (e.g., Uncéutsch, 1982; Yuille, Raskin,l & Steller, in
press), and (c) the behavior of people who are telling the truth versus those who aie lying
(e.g., de Paulo, 1985; Ekman, 1985). Consistent with all of this research, the notion that
the RSA effect works because witnesses learn from their behavior implies that witnesses
display behavioral indicators of confidence and/or accuracy that aid both themselves and
others in calibrating their aésessments of confidence with actual accuracy. What might
these indicators be? And are they useful for both witnesses themselves and observers?
These are the questions to which the present studies are ?ddressed. |

Despite the ap/parent complexity of fhc issue as it addressed he.rc, the main idea is that

people are asked to make decisions in real court settings regardiﬁg eyewitness identification

accuracy and that these decisions to date have been made mostly on the basis of the

-



witness's behavior under cross-examination, and certainly without access to the witness's
behavior during the identificatign task. Kassin's (1985) studies suggest that viewing the

identfication behavior aids both witnesses’ and jurors' accuracy assessments, but he does

not provide a supported argument as to how this improvement is achieved. Furthermore, it -

remains to be seen whether or not viewing identification behavior in addition to the
Cross-¢ xaﬁﬁhadon impro.ves accuraty assessments over and above that achieved by
viewing cross-g:xamination behavior alone. Further understanding of how identification
behavior relates to accuracy should also be of interest to police, since they often have 1o
rhake decisions regarding whether or not a given witness's hesitant or suspif:ious
identification should be followed up by further costly investigatién.

Kassin (1985) su-gg'ested that perhaps observers, and*witnesses themselves, use facial
cues displayed by the witness during the identification task to aid their assessments of
confidence and/or accuracy. It may be the case, however, that both type: of raters use cues
Lﬁat are only indirectly related to the actual facial expressions of thé identifier. Longer g
decision times, hesitation on a particular choice-altemativlc, and verbal intonation are
ex;amplcs of cues that are not expressed by facial expressions; this infoxmation could be
made ava.llable to the rater without allowmg him or her to see the actual facial expresslons
of the identifier. If these variables drive raters' assessments of identification acauracy, then
no differences would be expected between conditions in which raters view the complete
videotape of the identification or a modified tape in wfligh only a silhouette of the wi}ncss is
-observable. A silhouette-only RSA condition is thus included in Study 1. \

The addition of a silhouette-RSA condition, and the inclusion of observers, allows for
the test of another hypothesis in Study 2: If witnesses' ratings of thei; own accu\racy are
cor -lated with actual acchracy in both the full RSA and silhouette-only RSA conditions,
but observers are accurate dnly in the full RSA’ condition, then this would support the

notion that witnesses have some sort of personal, privileged acc s to information about
. . _ “
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their decision that is made available to tﬁcm even without seeing their own facial
expressions. In other words, if viewing a mere silhouette of themselves making their .
lineup decision improves witnesses' accuracy/confidence relation, but viewing the same
tape does not improve jurors' judgments, this would suggest that the tape is somehow
cuing witnesses' memory for their thoughts, feelings of indecision, judgments of
similarity, and so on during the lineup task. .Convcrsely, if both witnesses and observers
are alike in the accura¢y of they';r ratings in both the Full RSA and Silhouette RSA =
conditions, then this would support the notion that information unrelated to fach
expressions is generally useful in assessing identification accuracy. Decision-time :and
verbal intonation are likely candidates for such ihformation, and will be discussed at length
later on. Of course there mbre other possible outcomes than are listed here; these will be
discussed more fully in Study 2. |

In addition to these manipulations of the type of RSA feedback, Study 1 mvestlgates
the effect of witnesses' self—momtonng scores (e.g., Snyder 1979) on accuracy
assessment. Self-monitoring is an individual-difference variable not measured by Kassin,
but included in a number of other eyewitness cxperimentg (e.g., Brigham & Caimns, in
press; Hosch, Leippe, Marchoni, & Cooper, 1984; Hosch & PTatz,(1984; Pigott &
Brigham, 1985). Snyder's self-monitoring questionnaire "is a reliable self-report
instrument designéd to measure an individual's ability to observe and control his [or] her
own behavior by reading subtle situational and physical cues which assist the person in
behaving in a socially appropriate manner " (Brigham & Cairns, p. 10). Although no
consistent relation between self-monitoring and-eyewitness accuracy has been reported, it -
is possible that self-monitoring is an,;irnportanwmng variable that inﬂuenées how
much a given individual benefits from viewing his own identfication behav;or on tape.

Self-monitoring scores were therefore measured for all witnesses in Study 1.

Study 2 is also‘desighed to test two hypotheses concerning the effect of (a) RSA on
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witnesses' subsequent behavior under a simulated cross-examination and (b) exposing
jurors to videotapes of witnesses' lineup tasks, to see if either manipulation improves
jurors’ ability to distinguish accurate from inaccurate identifiers.- Accordingly, some
mock-jurors will view and rate RSA witnesses from Study 1 on videotape as they undergo
cross-examination while other jurors will view and rate non-RSA witnesses. Perhaps the
RS A manipulation from Study 1 will affect witnesses' cross-exam behavior in a way that
improves jurors' accuracy assessment. In addition, some jurors will sée both a witness's
cross-exam and lineup task on videotape while others will see only the cross-exam.
Perhaps the witness's lineup behavior provides useful information to jurors beyond that
available from the standard cross-exam th:a can improve jurors' accuracy us;essmcnt.

The role c3f> actual identification decision time and people's impressions_ of decision time
are the coﬁcem of Study.3. Decision-time has been mentioned throughout the current paper
as a plausible, publicly available indicator of identfication accuracy. Inan early
Psycholc(gical Review article, Henmon (1911) concluded timt inaccurate judgments were

* rd
associated with longer and more variable decision-times and that while many inaccurate
Jjudgments took a long time, many took especially little ime. In addition, Henmon noted
that the time of judgment increased monotonically as confidence decreased. All of this is in
:nost way;é corfsistent with ne m,orebrecent‘data reported by Ka.ssin.

Regarding actual accuracy. and decision time, Kassin (1985) reported a nonsi gnificam
correlation overall, but noted that when a sequentiai lineup was used (Experiment 4) a
significant accuracy/decision-time correlation was found (rs = -.62 and -.50 fof RSA and
control groups, respectively, both ns = 18, both ps < .05). [The sequcnaal method of
lineup adminstration differs from the more common simultaneous proceduye in that each
suspect-photo is presented individually to the witness without informing him or her of the
total number of photos to be viewed. At the presentation of each photo, the witness is

asked to make a yes/no decision as to whether or not that photo is of the criminal in the
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original event. Lindsay and 'Wells (1985) demonstrated that the sequential procedure

resulted in few?r false identifications when compared to the simultaneous procedure.] In
addition, RSA witnesses in Experiment 4 slrowed the highest confidence/decision-time
corrclation in the series of studies (r =.-75, 0= 18, p <.01). In other vgords, witnesses
vtlho were»administereci a sequential lineup and allowed to view themselves making the
decision showed a strong tendency to associate longer decision times with less confidence..

What is the causal influence of decision-time on judgments of accuracy? Do less
confident and/or accurate witnesses tal;e longer to make a identification o; do those who
take longer to make an identification appear less confident and/or accurate? In order to
mvesufa[e the causal role of decision-time on judgments of accuracy, the design for the
proposed Study 3 includes conditions in which w1tnesses are given false feedback
regarding how long Lhey took to make their lineup dec1son compared to some bogus
"average value observed in the study so far".

In addition to these main manipulations, the presence or absexrce of the actual
perpetrator from the crime v1deo 1S an 1mportant vanable throughout all three studies
presented below. Approxunately half of the witnesses in Studies 1 and 3 saw plctures that
contained the perpetrator and the other half saw pictures in which d predetermined |
look-alike was substituted in his place. This presence/absence manipulation was done fora
number of related reasons. - | J

Eyewitness identification accuracy can‘be likened to a sr g'nal—deteetion task, common rn
psychophysical research dealing w1tl; people's abilities to detect the preéence of extremely
faint physical stimuli against a background of interfering "noise". For example,
researchers have mvesugated people's ability to detect faint, intermittent dots of light on an
already-lit screen or on-and-off tones from a constant din of sounds. Pamcxpants are asked

to respond "Yes" when they believe the stimulus is present. In order to measure the

sensitivity of peaple's sense mechanisms, a m&asure that compares the number of times
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they say "Yes" when the stimulus is present (h‘its) to the number of times theysay "Yes"
when it is not (false /a.lam]s) is calculated. In other words, it is not sufficient to respond
"Yes" all the time, éven though such a stategy would result in a high hit rate, because the
overall accuracy would be lpwered by an equally high false-alarm rate (assuming the
stimulus is present only half the time, or less). Similarly, the ipclusion of
perpetrator-absent lineups is eésential,/so that a measure of witensses’ accuracy can be
calculated that includes their false-alm efrors (i.e., identifying an innocent suspect from -
an absent lineup). | - |

The notion of people's ability to Iidentify-a suspect more often when he is actually the

criminal (hits) compared to the case in he _]USt happens to look like the criminal but is in tau

innocent (false alarms) 1s clearly relevant to the eyewitness context. Accordmg_.,ly Wells

_(1984) introduced the idea of a "relative judgment” process, whcreby wnnesses tend to

choose the membe- of a suspect lineup who looks most like the actual perpetrator of the
crime. When the lineup con.tains an innocent suspect, then, even one that bears only a
surface resemblance to the actuai perpetratof gut is n‘uos\t similar to him compared to the

other members, witnesses show a tendency to choose him some proportion of the time.

Lindsay and Wells (1980) reported a rate of from 31% to a surprising 70%, depending ort

the similatity of the innocent suspect to the actual criminal, relative to the other members of

. the lineup. This is true even thouga lir cuy instructions inform witnesses thatthe criminal

_ may or may not be among the pic: res ~' 10ugh Malpass and Devine (1981) reported a

reduction in the false alann‘.fate' from 78% to 33% when the warning was given.

The relative-judgment strategy is clearly inferior to one by which witnesses withold
their decision to choose somepne from the lineup unless their belief that he is the criminal
excéeds some very high threshold of probability, what Wells ( 1984) termed an

absolute-judgmént strategy. The presence of the perpetrator is therefore manipulated 50

that a measure of people's ability to choose the criminal when he is present can be

r
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compared to their tendency to choose é similar-looking substitute from an absent lineup. A’
diagnosticity ratio (defined later and discussed at-length by Wells & Lindsay, 1980) is
therefore reported in the appropriaté places in Studies 1 and 3 of the present research.
\ The last, but certainly not the least important, reason for includ'mé absent lineups has to
do with the ecology of witness identifications ih actual police settings. Although police
' ﬁsually copdu;t a lineup only when [;IC}' have reason to believe the ipcrson they have
apprehended is the perptetrator of the crirhe, there are numerous occasions on which the
wrong person is suspected and subsequently identified. Enlightening accounts of such
"fﬁlsc alarms" have been written describing lifc-dcstroyihg situations in which people have
been arrrested and subsequently identified and convicted as perpetrators of crimes they did’
not commit (see, for example, Borchard, 1932% Brandon & Davies, 1973; Devlin, 1976;
Frankfurter, 1927; O'Connor, 1974; Wells & Loftus, 1984; Williams, 1958). Similarly,
the popular médja have taken up Lhé cause of several such cases. Obviously, it is importarﬁ '
to simulate the real-world situation in which suspect Iineups’do not contain the actual -

criminal in the kind of experimental research described in the pgsent paper.
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II. STUDY 1

The objective of Study 1 was to investigate the roles of various aspects of videotaped

lineup behavior both on pec}p{s estimates of their own lineup accuracy and confidence. In

the only previous, similar studies to date (Kassin, 1985), mock witnesses viewed either a

complete, full-color videotapc‘of their own lineup behavior (Full RSA) or they received no

feedback at all about their lineup task. In those studies, confidence ratings of witnesses
who viewed the videotape of their own lineup behavior were significantly correlated with
their actual identification accuracy, whereas coritrol-gfoup witnesses' ratings were not.
relaté/d to their actual accuracy. These results suggest that something about watching

. ) <0
themselves on videotape serves to help witnesses calibrate their self-reported confidence
- B’ ,

\’:

with their actual accuracy. But wﬁat 1s it that people are using to improve their contidence
calibration? \

The Iiterature on nonverbal behavior is an area of research relevant to the
accuracy-assessment issuAc_a, although the area is dominated by research on cues that aid
observers' detecti’on of éctqrs' deceptive co‘mmuni.cations‘.‘ Itis importht to keep in mind
that the present studies dge not,c;;)ncemCwaith the case in which a witness is purposely .
trying to mislead the poli | or the court &iarding an identification. Instead, the focus in on
how to improve witnesses' and jurors' abilitie assess the accuracy of sincere attempts to

~make an accurate idendﬁcédon. The distinction migh/t not be this clear, however, if
expressed confidence is considered an intervening variable that influences accuracy
detection in judgr'r‘lents of both deceitful and sincére communicators. In other words, it
may be that what makes a liar believable is his or her ability to communicate in a confident
rﬁanner. Therefore, the process b); whic;h/judgmems of accuracy are made in both the

. 7
deceitful and sincere cases may be very similar. With this in mind, the most relevant ¢

L 4
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variables from the nonverbal literature appear to involve the type, or how much of the
nonverbal bchavmr is made avaﬂablc to the observer.
Overall, observers are only rnoderatély accurate in their dbility to detect déceptive

communications (see Miller & Burgoon, 1982, for a review), but some manipulations have

significant effects on relative accuracy between conditions. In a series of articles, Ekman -

"~ (1965) and Ekman and Fricseq (1967, 1969, 1974) dcmonétrated that obséxjvers were

better able to detect whether actors were experiencing positive or negative emotions when
the actors’ bodies, hands, and feet were observable compared to when only faces and

heads were shown. Their intérpretagion of this finding (the "leakage" hypothesis) is that

actors are better at controlling their facial expréssions compared to body movements, which

_af)paremly betray attempts to deceive. The leakage hypothesis has received some support *
from studies by Hocking, Bauchpner, Kaminski, & Miller (1979} and by Littlepage and

Pineault (1979). In these studies, however, the face-bod"y difference was limited to cases

. . . - 3 < . - - . - ‘
" in.which the actor was being deceitful. With respect-to the identification task, Kassin

(1985) suggested that facial expressions may have been cspecially'useful indicators of
idcntiﬁcationraccuracy in his RSA studies. Study 1 of tfle present re;earch was designed to
investigate this possiuility\_, as discussed later in this section.

In a similar vein to the rn'kmipulaﬁon of facé vs.vbody ‘cues, other researchers havé

manipulated the presentation of the audio and video portions of actors' communications.

Although most studies show no difference between live, audio-only, and written-transcript
o A -

presentations of communications (e. g.,v Hocking et al’, 1979; Bauchner, Kaplan, & Miller,

1980), those that do show a difference often favor presentation modes that eliminate much

of the available nonverbal behavior (e.g., Hocking et al. (nonsignificant trend); Maier & .

Thurber, 1968). Again, all of these studies were concerned with deceptive

A : . . .
communications. These manipulations would not necessarily be expected to have the same

impact on accuracy assessments in the proposed studies, in which actors are

communicating as truthfully as possible. These studies do, however, suggest }
X
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manipulation that is potentiallyvuseful for an eyewitness identification t’ask.

‘ The present study manipulated gQmponents of the Full RSA feedback to see which of
them on their own may.be sﬁfﬁcient‘ to result in witnesses' improved calibration. Fzr‘{s‘{ ’

" though, it was important to see if the Kassin (1985) results could be replicated with the
current ‘materials, so a Full RSA condition basep on Kassm s proceduxe was mcluded Ina
second condition, w1tnesses also viewed a videotape of their lineup behavior, but they saw
only a silhouette, or shadow, of therpselves on tl}e TV screen(Silhouette RSA). Wimesscsa
in both groug then, could see how Iong it took Lhem to make a dceision and could hear = ..~
any verbal hedges, hesulano;x intonation changes that may have accompamed it
Wltnesses in the latter group, however, could not see their own facml expressions and
therefore could not beneﬁt from any fac1al—cue information that may have helped wimesses\
in the previous studies to improve their calibration. Witnesses in a third group did not
receive any videotaped feedback, but were told me - to,."fmag'me what you might look
iike ifyou were to see yourself on" videcitape" (Imag :ed RSA). Perhaps merely thinking
about the task,&ecfeating their thoughts and feelings of indecision, their judgments of the
piétureé' similarity, and so on, is sufficient te prodhce a significant relatdonship between
wintes<es' self-/{repgi:t{:d conﬁdehce and actual accuracy. Finally, witnesses in another
grdup received no feghback or instructions regarding their lineup task, but were given a
brief explanauon of the research credit system for about the same am(;um of ume that the?/
spent Jooking at the pictures (Control). This condition represents the standard procedure in

actual police lineups and in other eyewitness identification studies, in that witnesses

received no manipulation before rating their confidence in their identification decision.
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"him in her own apartment because her husband was not home, but that she could call the

Method

Participants and design ~
‘\ Participants were 89 male and female smdents fromrthe introductory psychojlogy

researeh pool at the University of Alberta. Each participant was given one credit for ‘parLial

fulﬁllmcnt of 1ntroduct0ry psychology course requirements. There were four conditions in

the design: Full RSA Sithouette RSA, Imagined RSA, and Control. Parr101pants were

- assigned to condition randomly, with'23, 19, 22, and 25 participants in each of the four

‘groups, respectively. Within each condition, approximately half of the participants saw a

seqies of pictures that contained the actual perpetraior froin the video.
Materzals | ‘ : | - Rt
Each participant viewed a v1deo{aped simulated crime prOJected onto a 150 cm screen
by a Sony prO_]CCtIOH TV The crime video opened-with a- SUSPICIOUS lookm g man
prowling the hallway of a large apartment complex. The scene then cut to a woman
preparing her clothes for the laundry, leaving her suite, and encountering the man in the
hallway. There she saw him knockmg ona door and he engaged her n very pohte

conversation. He explained tha%hls‘room-mate had locked him out of their new suite and

that he had not yet received a set of keys to the doors. He asked if he could use her phone

to call the manager so ‘that he or she could let him in. She replied that she had better not let

3

~

manager on his behalf. He agreed, and followed her back to her suite. The woman asked
the man to rematr in the rlallwa'y v}'hile.she'made the call and again he agreed. After a few
morrlen(.s, the man burst in by opening the unlocked door, quickly surveyed the apartment
for valuables grabbed a purse that was on a desk ne:t to the door, and fled. The criminal
was in-full view of the camera for approx1mately 45 seconds, but was in and out of
shadows throughout the exposure. T

After the crime video, but prior to ﬁ'ewing the suspect ifﬁeup, all participants completed

the Revised S\elf—Moaitoring Scale (Gangestad & Snyder, 1985a; see Appendix 1). This

—
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instrument‘consist‘s of 18 items, a subset of the 25 items from the original Self-Monitoring
Scale (Snyder; 1974). Eﬁch of these 18 items was show to load above .15 on the first

- unrotated, general self-mdnitoririg factor in an oblique-rotation factor analysis conductéd by
Gangestead and Snyder (1985b).

The suspect lineup consis;ed of éight color slides projected on the same 150 cm screen,
this time by a Kodak Carousel remote- contol projector. The pictures were highly similar,
each easﬂy matching even a very accurate vcrbal descrlpuon of the criminal (e.g.,
caucasmn, mid-20s;medium build, medl_um length brown hair combed back, full
mpustaehe, dark eyebrows, dark eyes). ‘-E.'ac\h picture presented a front p‘ose, from the
mid-chest upwar'd, and was approximately 35 cm by 50 cm' when projected on the screen.

In the perpetrator-absent lineups, a prerated look-alike for the real criminal was substitutcd
in his place. The slides were presented in the same Orde:for all wu;esses just as the
pictures in a simultaneous lineup are oft¢r1'in the same configuration for all witnesses in a
given study. ‘

While they looked fhrough the lineup, all panicipants were videotaped with a Panasonic
VHS "chortef" camera from their 1eft at about a 45 degréé‘ angle. All participants were

seated at a table during the lineup, and the camera reéorcicci a full upper-pody shot. Inthe

| Silhouette condition, a translucent screen was placed bet\;veen the pa'rticipz;.nt and thé camera

and a small light was used to pfoject a shadow of the witness onto the screen. Inall

conditions, sound was recorded on the videotape V1a 2 voice- quahty ‘Radio Shack PZM
;eﬂecnng base, electric microphone. After rnakmg a lineup decision, pammpants in the -
Full and Silhouette RSA conditions were allowed to watch the videotape of their Imeup

behavior on a 50 cm, RCA color TV. X
Subsequent to receiving the appropriate post—ﬁneup manipulation, all participants were

asked to answer five questions regarding their impressions of the lineup task (see Appendix

2). These questions asked participants to (1) rate their cohﬁdence in their lineup decision,

from 1 (not at all confident) to 7 (very confident), (2) estimate thé probability that it was
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correct, from 0 10 100%, (3) indicate whether or not they were willing to testify under oath,
(4) rate lhe difficulty of the task, frorn 1 (not at all difﬁcult)lto 7 (very difﬁcult), and (5)
estimate how long they spent lc:oldrlg through the pictures, in seconds or minutes.

Procedure | |

Participants arrived at the laboratory individually. They were told at the outset of the
- session that thegpmadgct had to do with people's impressions of videotaped versus slide
"material, that they would see some sampl. f both media, and then be asked some 51mple
and straightforward questions about the. ..terward. Participants were told to sit back and

_to play close attention'to the first videotape. The first tape showed a 75 sec portion of an

amateur tennis match between two males, one with dark hair and the other blond. After

‘the tape, participants were asked to complete four questlonS regarding their "impressions”

" of the two players (see Appendix 3). Answering these questions required participants to V
make personal judgments of the pla'y'ers' relative abilitie¥, their experience wilth the game,
the na__t_dre of their relationslﬁp with each.other, and who would likely make the better
terlnie instructor. The presentation of ’this first tape; and the accompanying questlons,vwas
intended .0 keep‘paniciﬂpants,from spontaneously treating the subsequent cxime filmasa

' memory task This procedure has been used successfully in previolls similar studies
(e g., Turtle & Wells, 1988), in  that several participaits remarked that they thouglit they

~would l'lave to make judgments about the.pecpt 1 the crime tapé that were similar to those

. made about the tennis match. In addition, postexperimental interviews suggest that very
fe\;v participants guess the memory nature of the study when this proce.ure is used.

‘ After completing the initlalquesticns, participants were'_,aslce:d to wezch affother tape. |

. v'l_'vh‘ey were told that this second tape would be about the same length as i = first, znd that
they would be doin< something very similar to the first task when the secend tape was |
over. Participants then watched the crime film, which lasted about 2 2 min and 30 sec
Afterward they were asked to complete the Revised Self-Monitoring Scale (Gancestead &

Snyder 1985a) which took about 3 to 5 min to complete -

t
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At this point, participants were told the real purpbse of the study; namely, that their
memory for the crime depicted in the second videotape would be looked at in a manner

similar to what might happen to real witness who had seen similar event take place.
Q ]
Participants wer€ told that their first task was to see4f they could recognize, or identify,

the criminal in the tape from a series of very similar photographs. Intructions for the

lineup task were as follows:
What we're actually interested in in this study 1s people's cycwitncss
memory, or eyewitness testimony, abilities. What I'd like you to do is to
imagine that you are an eyewitness to the crime that was depicted in that
second videotape. I'm going to take you through some of the steps that a
real witness to a real crime might go through if you were to come forward
and say iha’t you had seen something like that take place. The first thing I'd
like you to do is to look through a number of pictures of very
similar-looking people to see if you can recognize, or identify, the criminal

L/—\

from that second videotape. Now, there are a namber of things to keep in
mind as you look through the pictures. First, the man from the tape may or
may not be among pictures, but if he is there, he's there only once.
Second, you're going to be seeing these pictures one at a time, and -for each
picture I'd like you to decide, yes or no, . whether or not that’s the man
frorn the tape. Third, as you look thrc.gh the pictures, you can't go back to
a picture after you've passed it. And, ﬁnai’y, if you do choose someone
“you don't get to see the rest of the pictures, if there are any -- you won't
know, of course, because you may have chosen the last one. For“each
picture, I'd like you to say outloud the number of the picture ("Number 1",
"Number 2", etc.) and "Yes" or "No", in answer to the question, "Is that
the man from the second videotape?” '
Prior to viewing the pictures, pammpants were asked for their permission to videotape .

them while they looked through the lineup. Participants were then instructed on how to use
the remote control for the slide projector, the video camera was turned on, and participants
went through the pictures at their own pace. Witnesses' decision times were not recorded

at this time, but were measured from the videotape at a later date.

" -After making a lineup decision (either choosing someone or going through the‘ pictures



without making an identification) participants received one of the postlineup manipulations.
Those in the Full RSA condition were giveh tﬁe opportunity to watch the videotape of

s 3 themselves looking through the pictures. Those in the Silhouette RSA cgfndition also saw
the videotape of themselves, but only‘ a shadow of themselves was visibl\e. In these two
conditions, i)ardcipants were told that, "There is nothing specific about your behavior that
you should be looking for, but you should watch whatever it is about your own behavior
that attracts your attention". Those in the Imagined RSA condi;ion were asked merely to,
"Imagine what you might look like if you were to see yourself on videotape. Imagine that
I've rewoun& the tape of you Iooking at the pictures and that you get to see yourself on tile
TV." Pa;ﬁcipants in the Conyrol group receivéd a brief ex;;Ianatjon of the research-(;redit
system, the duration of which was matched ;5 closely as possible to the actual timé taken to
look through the pictures. After the RSA manipulation, participants answered five
questions regarding their confidence in, and the likely accuracy of, their lineup decisioﬁ
(see Appcndix 2).

Witnesses who had made an identification were then asked 11 questions about the film
and the pcrson’they identified (see Appendix 4). These questions were desi gned to
simulate a cross-cxamination;l sqme were misleading or suggestive (e. g, "Tsn't it frue,
though, that the man [in the ﬁlrxj was facing away from you for most of the time'.;") and
‘some were designed to undermine the witnesses' identiﬁc‘ation confidence if they had any
doubt in it to begin wtih (e.g., "Do you think it:'s possible that you've only seen the man
yéu chosc from the pictures somewhere esle, and that you just think he's the man from the
film?*). Finally, participants were fully debriefed, given credit, and thanked for their |
participation. | |

Results and Discussion

Definition of scoring terms. There are a nimber of v 2v- to score witnesses'

p"lhoto. lineup decisions, depending on a study's efnphasis on forensic relevance and

ecological validity, the assumptions made about the lixieup model (see Wells & Turtle,
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1986), the presence or absence of the actual perpetrator in the Iiﬁeup. the presentation
format of the photos (simultancousvvs.‘s’cqucntial), and other factors. In Study 1, the

relevant scoring terr. defined as follows:
3

1) Accurate identification: A witness chooses the actual perpetrator of the
crime from a perpetrator-present lineup. '
2) Inaccurate, or false, identification: A witness chooses an innocent
suspect from either a perpetrator-present or perpetrator-absent lineup.
3) Accurate rejection: A witness chooses no one from a'perpetrator-absent
lineup.
4) Inaccurate rejection: A witness chooses no one from a

. perpetrator-bresent lineup. '

Lineup decisions. - The Iincub-relevant data afe presented in Table 1. Overall, the
rate of identifcations (accurate or inaccuate) was low. Only 36 of the 89 .wimesses made an
‘identification froﬁ the lineup (40%); 20 of these 36 yvéfe accurate identifications (56%). It
is important to point out, however, that of the 89 Ii‘q‘é:ups administered, 39 did not contain
the actual perpetrator from the videota;ﬁe (44%) anddthat 10 of the 16 inaccurate IDs w _. -
from thése perpetrator-absent lineups (63%). If only identifications from
perpetrator-present lineups are cbﬁsidered, then the accuracy rate increases to 20 out of 26,
or 77%. When 211 lineup decmons in the perpetrator- prcsem cases are consifuice
however the accuracy rate drops to 20 out of 50 (40%). In the absent-" ncup Case. ther.
were 10 IDs out of a total of 39 presentations, which.is a false ID rate >f 2t fof those

T :
lineups. Thus, the diagnosticity ratio for identifications (i.e., the ratio ~f pércent accural
IDs with pfesent lineups over the percent inaccurate IDs with absent lineup ., nedy
and Wells, 1980) is equal to .400 / .256, or'1.563. The diagnosticity ratio for
nonidentifications (i:e., the rat:o of percent accurate rejections with absent lir;leups over the

percent inaccurate rejections ,wiih present lineups ) is equal to .744 / .600, or 1.239. A

diagnostcity ratio of 1.0 indicates a nondiagnostic or chance level of performance.'
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Recall the earlier discussion regarding the comrnbn finding in  '‘donal
.confidence-calibration studies that people are génerally overconfic ' ‘wvhen asked to
estimate the likelihood of their accuracy. Witnesses' probability estimates of decision
accuracy in Study 1 are consistent §vith that finding, in that their average estimate was
69.2% compared to an actual overall accuracy of only 55.1%. |
Overall effects of the RSA manipulation. The RSA manipulation was
administered after witnesses had mad; Lhéir lineup decisions. Therefore, no differences in
rclati\;e rates of choosing, accuracy,'or decision time were expected because these variables
were measured before witnessves experienced any of the manipulations regarding RSA -
levels. "Accordingly, no differences on these variat;les were observed in a one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) with‘ type of RSA as the factor, all Fs (3, 85) < 1. Th;a
means for these rr;easures plus the gender breakdown and lineup-type as a fqgction of the
RSA manipulation are presented in T‘able 2. |
The RSA manipulation could have affected the dependent measures that were recorded -

after the treatment was administered. Witnesses exposed to their own videotapted lineup

behavior, for example, may have felt more confident overall compared to other conditions,

- without regard to their actuz: 1ccuracy. Table 3 presents the confidence, probability,

. difficulty, and estimated decision-time measures as a function of RSA condition. Again,
these data were submitted to a one-way ANOVA with type of RSA as the factor. Most
important is the fact that confidence was not affected overall by the type of RSA feedback
received, E (3, 85) < 1. Similarly, there were no significant differen'ces among the means
for any other depcndént variable as afunction of RSA, all Fs < 1.

" The confidence/accuracy relaﬁ'on.. The point-biserial correlation between
confidence and accuracy overall was sig'niﬁcant, r=.179,n=89,p (oné-tailed)v < .05.
This ﬁguré is close to the populétion éstimate of r = .252 calculated in a recent ~
metafanalysis of 35 studies by Bothwell, Deffer;bacher, and Brigham (1987), and falls well

within their 95% confidence interval that ranges fromr = .08 to .42. Apparently, accurate

.\*
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witnesses were more likely overall to report higher confidence in their decisions than
inaccuraté witnesses. .

Broken down by condition, however, the impvact of t"l.le RS A manipulation shows
clearly in the differences among the correlations. In the Imag‘ined RSA and Control
conditions, the confidence/accuracy correlations were not significant, rs = .076 and -.071,
ns =22 and 25, respécu'vely, both ps > .05. In the Full and Silhouette RSA conditions,

however, the correlations were highly significant, rs =".446 and .540, ps = 23 and 19, Qj

<025 and .005, respectively, and did not differ from each other, z=.373,ns. The

- significant correlation in the Full RSA condition replicates the Kassin (1985) results, in that

witnesses who saw a cc;mplete video picture of themselves were better at culibrutingihcir
confidence with their actual accuracy. And, the significant correlation in the Silhouette
RSA condition suggets that those witnesses did not need to see their own facial cxprcssiohs
in order for their confidence calibration to benefit from exposure to a videotape of their
lineup task. Furthermore, when the data were recoded as Video (Full and Silhouette RSA)
or No Video (Imagined RSA and Control); the correlation in the former case was ¢ = .484,
n =42, p <.005 and in the latter case r = -.014, n = 47, R > .05. These two correlations
are significantly different from each other, z = 2.47, p < .01. In other words, if no
distingtion 1s made betwéen witn{essés in the two video;feedback groups and thcxl are
compared to all other witnesses, then the advamaggof any video-feedback, even without -
facial-cue information, is clear. |

- Further supporting the confidence/accuracy correlational data are the correlations
between witnesses' probability estimates of having made an accurate ID and their actual ID
a'cg*uracy. Although .s'elf-reported confidence and estimated probability were highly’
correlated overall (r = .934,n=89,p < .bOl), rendering the measurés virtually redundant |

with each other, it is encouraging that the corresponding confidence/accuracy and

probability/accuracy correlations are consistent as a function of RSA feedback. For

instance, the probability/accuracy correlation for witnesses in the Video groups was [ =

)
S/



479,n = 42; p < .005, whereas for witnesses in the No Video groups it wasonly r =
-070,p=47,p> .05. -

«Although the point-biserial Correlation between accuracy and self-rated confidence is the
most common indicator of the -clation between the two measures, the data can also be
analyzed from an analysis of variance perspective. Table 4 presenté the mean confidence
and probability ran'ngs as a function of RSA condition and lineup accuracy. Accurate
witnesses were more confident errall and reported hi gher‘probabilrities that they were
correct compaied to inaccurate wimesses. Two-way ANOVAs with RSA type nnd (
accuracy as the factors revealed that the difference m probability was not significant as a
function of accuracy, E(1, 81) = 1.652, p > .05, b’uf that the difference in confidence was
marginally signiﬁcant, E(,81)= 3.380, p =.061. The benefit of RSA feedback for |
cnnﬁdence celibration, however, could be revealed by a significant two-way interaction
between Video/No Video and identfication accuracy on witnesses' mean cpnﬁdence ratings

and probabilities; if RSA gives witnesses an advantage, then accurate witnesses who

wviewed their own lineup behavior (Video) should have reported higher confidence and

higher probabilities in their lineup decisions compared to inaccurate witnesses. In contrast,

no difference would be expected between accurate and inaccurate witnesses in the Imagined
RSA or Control conditions (No Video).

Examination of Table 4 shows that the difference in mean confidence between accurate
and inaccurate witnesses as a function of RSA is consistentvwith the idea that both Full and
Silhouette RSA improve witnesses' confidence calibration. Accurate versus inaccurate
witnesses in these two conditions showed about a“1-point average difference in confidence,
whereas witnesses in the other two grnups differed by less than half of a point (the

~ difference in the Control group was actually in the wrong direction). A two-way ANOVA
with Video (Full and Silhouette RSA combined vs. Imagined RSA and Control combined)
and accuracy as the factors revealed a significant interaction for both the conﬁdence and

probablhry measures, Es (1, 83)=3. 988 and 4. 802, respetively, ps <.05. In other words,
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accurate witnesses who received either type of video feedback Were more confident, and
ﬁought there was a higher probability that they were correct, compared to their inaccurate
counterparts. There were no differences, however, between accurate alﬁd inaccurate
wimesses..who did not receive any type of video feedback.

The self-monitoring scores (SMS): The 18-item, Revised Selt-Monitoring Scale
(Gangestead & Snyder, 1985a) was adrr{inistered to all participants. The average score
was 9.180, the median score was 9, and the lower and upper quartiles were 6 and 12, *
respectively. Self-monitoring is considered a class variable; a high score idicates a higher
probability that an individual belongs ‘to the class of high self—ménitbrs (HSM), rather than
suggesting that he or she has a greater amount of self-monitoring (Pullyblank, 1987)
Therefore, a medlan Spht at a score of 9 was used to divide the participangs mto High and
Low self-monitors (LSMs). Accordingly, there were 37 participants classified as LSMs
| and 37 as HSMs. Fifteen participants had scores of exactly 9 and were excluded from the
analyses.
The main question of i interest was whether or not HSMs were better at dccodm 5 dspuu
- of their own behavior that reflecét accurate vs. inaccurate lineup decisions. In other words,
did HSMs whe v1e\;ved their own lineup behavior or; v1deotape benefit more in their
confidence calibration compared to LSMs? It is logical to hypothesize that HS Ms are more
practiced than LSMs at evaluatmg their own behavior, dlthough Snydcr s ( 1979) theory
postulates that these evaluations are usually made on the basis of mformauon observed in
other people's reactions to the actor's behavior. Still, it is likely-that HSMs are more apt
than LSMs to seek out opport_um'tié:s to see themselves on videotape, or in mirrors, and that
this greater experience with their own app;:arance and behavior may lead to mor,é accurate
evaluations of lineup accuracy. | ~
_Overall, HSMs did not differ frqm‘L'sMs in their ability tocalibrate their cqnﬁaénce |
estimates with their actual lineup accuracy. HSMs showed ang=. 117,n=37,p> .05,

and LSMs showed ant =.196,n =37, p>.05. Within the Full RSA condition, however,
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Lhére appeared to be a dramatic difference between the accuracy/confidence C‘Iorrelation for
LSMs and HSMs. LSMS showed a negligible correlation, r = .061,n=8,p>.05,
whereas HSMs showed a highly significant correlation, r = .847,n = iO, R <.005. Itis
tempting to conclude that the results are consistent with the original hypothesis; namely,
that HSMs have an advantage over LSMs when it comes to evéluating their own observable
behavior. A closer look at the data, howcve-r, revealed that the correlations for HSMs and
LSMS within’the FulL RSA condition are not interpretable because of insufficient variance
in, and a dispropotftidﬁaie distribution of, the accuracy scores between the SMS groups.
Only 1 of the 8 LSMs made an accurate lineup choice, compared to 9 of the 10 HSMs,
ChiSquare_ (1) =5.27, p < .05. This vast difference in accuracy in the Full RSA condition
asa functio'n of the SMS was not significant across the entire study, however. When all
participants in all conditions are coqsidered, there is no difference in accuracy as a f}lnc{ion
of SMS, E (2, 84) < 1. Similarly, HSMs did not differ from LSMs on most of the other
_ measures,'all Es (2, 84) < 1. In fact, the only the signficant difference as a functon of the
SMS split was for gender; 76% of the LSMs were female, cdmpared to only 46% ‘o'f the
HSMs (60% of the median SMS’s were female), Ev(2, 86) =3.93, p < .05.

Decision time data. Overall, witnqsses spent more time looking at the target picture

. compared fo any of the other slideé. Like many of the other measures, however,
* witnesses’ decision times can be grouped in a number of different ways, some of which are
presented in Table 5. Most interestin gis thefquesn'on of whether or not witnesses who
inaccurately rejected me:perpctrator-present lineup spent more time looking at\the target |
picture than the o,.ther slides. If so, this would provide support for the idea that witnesses
" had'some: sort of memory for th.e crimin'al; but that for one reason or another they did not

choose hir-n from the lineu; -The bottom portion of Table 5 shows the relevant times for

the 24 witnesses who "missed" identifying the targetfrom a target-present IineU§. Note

that these witnesses did spend more time looking at the target compar¢d to Ll;e average time

they spent on the other slides. A Within-subjects ANOVA with slide n;mbef as the factor

' 4
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- revealed that there were significant differenges among tile deeision times, E (1, 161) =
5.032, p <.001, and an orthogonal contrast pitting the ulme spent on the target picture

' against that spent orr eacrl of the other slides indicated that witnesses did‘s\pend more time
on the target compared to the other pictures wlren they rejected the perpetrator-present
lineup, E (1, ‘161) =21.107, p <.001. Perhaps even more informative is that 14 of these

T

24 (58%) inaccurate rejectors spent more time on the target S pl(.ture than on any of the

other seven slides (chance —"1;2 5%) 4
Another mteresglng group is composed of the 20 witnesses who accurately id‘enltiﬁed
the target. The decison times for this group are presented in the top portion of Table 5.
Another within-subjects ANOVA indicated that there were differences ‘mnong‘t‘fie decision
. times, E (4, 76) = 5.894, p <.001, and a subsequent contrast indicated that accurate

identifiers did spend more time looking at the target compared to the otherslides, F (1, 76)

- =24.260, p <.001. Nine of Lﬁe 20 (45%) accurate identifiers spent the most time on the
target picture and mdpy of them spent almost 10 times as long Iooleing at him, conrpared to
the other slides. Slmrlarly, 1naccurate 1dent1ﬁers spent somewhat more time on the plc\ture
they chose compared to the other slrdes but this difference was not significant. The times

‘for accurate rejectors indicate that this group also spent somewhat more time on the

nnocent suspect compared to the other pictures in the perpetrator-absent lineup.

The correlations between actual total decision time, estimated decision time. con’ Jcnce.

and accuracy are presented in Table 6. Overall, total decison time and accuracy were
positively related (r = .236, = 89, p two-tailed < .05), whereas decision time and _
self-reported confidence were negatively related (1 = -.259, p two-tailed < .02). In other
words, longer decision times were associated with greater accuracy, and with lower
confidence. Although these results appear to be at odds with Kassin's (1985) decision
time data and with intuition, it is important to keep in mind the nature of the ide tiﬁcation

task as it was administered in this study. It is understandable that many witnesses spent so

much time making identifications because they were told that they would not be allowed o
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see any of the remaining pictures, if they were any. Therefore, although they may have

.

made the decision sooner in other circumstances, many witnesses waited a long time before

identifying a gi\;'cn picture. r
Perhaps more informative than the relations regarding total decision time are the data
concemingbnly the decision time for the individual picture ¢hosen by both accurate and
inaccurate identfiers. With a sequential lineup, it is intuitively ‘appealing‘that both
identifiers ace&mcy and confidence ratings would be most related to how lon g they speﬁt
lookEn g dt the picfure they eventually chose, rather than the amount of time spent on f'ffl/the '
pictures in Lotair. Even though accurate identifiers spent almost twice as long as inaccurate
identifiers on their chosen picture, however, the values were’ not signficantly different from
each othe7r, £ (35)=1.50,p> .05 (co}respondjn_g I between accuracy and chosen-picture
decision time =.249, n =36). Itis interesting to note that accurate identifiers were over
three times as variable in their chosen-picturé decision timcfsk compared to m;ir\ipaccuratq.-
_ ' ' It
counterparts. The correlation between chosen-picture decision time and self-reported

{
N .
confidence was also not signficant, [ = -.238, n = 36.

‘

Finally,_ there are the data for witnesses' estimates of how long they spent looking at the

lineup. Overall, estimated decision time was significantly correlated with actual decision
| EPY e i . -
L 24

time ( = .4

Priet

%&1 = 89, p <.01), suggesting that witnesses had a good idea of their relative

(- . % T - g \ - ' . ‘
decision time, but overall their estimates tended to be much higher than their actual values
(Ms = 30.0 sec and 69.3 sec for actual and estimated times, respectively). Such

overestimation of time, especially in a cogntively-engaging task like a lineup identification,

1s common (e.g., Shiffman & Bobko, 1974). Estimated decision time was not correlqted .

] ~

with either accuracy or confidence, s =.190 and -.101, respectively, ns =89, both
tw;-tailed ps > .05. ) N

Itl'appears', then, that enoﬁgh information was con@ned in the Silhouette RSA
condition for witnesses’ confldence ratings to benefit from the viewingt‘ themselves on tape,

even witkout seeing their facial expressions. This fact eliminates explanations of the RSA

. - N
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effect that rely on facial cues as-the basis for the improved confidence/accuracy relation.
Depending on the results of the observers' ratings in Studyf?., however, it is not clear
whether witmesses in the Full and Silheuétte RSA conditions based their calibrated
confidence ratings on their overt behavior recorded on tape (e. g’.. verbal hedges and/or
- Intonation, decision ﬁme) or if reviewing the tape reminded-them iri some privute' way of
their own certajhty or indecision during the ta§k. ,

The decision—tirr;e results have important i;nplicatic‘)nS for Study 3, in which alleged
decision time was niaﬁipulated in a-categorical manner (i.e., less than or greater than the
"gyerage" witness). Perhaps people think that accurate decisibns should take more or less

time tharﬂ\ihaccurate ones, but only by manipulating people's impressions of how long they
i : / '
took to make a éiecision can the relationship be understood more fully.

Al



4. STUDY 2
Study 2 extends Kassin's (1985) work by including participant-jurors' ratings of

witnesses' lineup behavior in either normal or silhouette form and witnesses'

-

_cross-examination behavior, with three objectives in mind. First, will jurors who see

y

witnesses' identification behavior on videotape ascribe more confidence to accurate
. )

- compared to inaccurate identifiers? More importantly, will there be any difference between

jurors who see only a witness' silhouette compared to those who see a normal viedeotape?

Recall from Study 1 that witnesses' confidence ratings in both the Full and Silhouette

" RSA conditions were signficantly related to their actual identification accuracy, suggesting -

id

that they did not need to see their own facial expressions in order for their confidence

calibra{on to benefit from viewing their lineup task. There are several possible outcomes
of interest regarding Jurors’ aécriptions of witness confidence and actual wiﬁness accu;acy.
(1) If jurors' a'scribed conﬁdcnce ratings are also related to witness accuracy after viewing

either type of lineup tapc then this would suggest that something about the witness' lineup

: beh/avmr with or without facial cues, prov1des pubhcly available information regarding the

witness' identification accuracy. (2) If jurors' ascribed confidence ratings are related to

-witness accuracy only after viewing the normal lineup tape, then this would su ggest that

somcthmg about the witness' lmeup behav1or with facial cues included, prov1des pubhcly
available 1nformat10n regarding the witness' 1dengﬁcat10n accuracy. (3) Ifj _]UIOI'S ascribed
confidence ratings are related to witness accuracy\only after viewing the silhouette tape,
then this'woul.d suggest that something about the witness' linevup behaviQr, facial cues

excluded, provides publicly available information regarding the witness' identification

~ accuracy. It would also suggest that jurors' viewing of the normal tape actually interfered ™

- with their confidence ascriptions and that thely were better off seeing only the witnesses’

'

r



a5

e

of private, retnéval -Cue process.

The second rﬁajor question has to with the potential transfer of the improvc:L

] / . . . ‘. . .
confidence/accuracy relation for RSA witesses to their cross-examination behgvior.

‘ecause witnesses in the Full and Silhouette RSA conditions in Study 1 demo

improved confidence calibration over their Imagined RSA and Control counterfarts, it is
expected that this improvement could transfer to the witnesses' cross-examinatign
testimony and thereby give jurors who see only the cross-examination a better cifance to
distinguish accurate from inaccurate identifiers. If so, then videotaping witness
identifications could benefit credibility judgments in court just through their effect §n -
witnesses' cross-exam behavior and without being shown to jurors at all. Therefér the
cross—examihation rating data will be analyzed to see if accurate witnesses who saw th\ir -
identification behavior on videotape are believed by jurors more than Inaccurate witnessey
who also saw themselves. Conversely, no difference in believability is expected between

accurate and inaccurate witnesses who did not receive any RSA feedback. This lack of a

-difference in jurors' belief rates for accurate versus inaccurate witnesses . would be

consistent with prcwous research in Wthh Jjurors' ability to discriminate ac;:uracy on the
" basis of w1tnesses cross-examination did not exceed cha. e pcrformanc:(c.g., Wells,
Lindsay, & Ferguson, 1979; Wells, Ferguson, & Lindsay,1981). -
Finally, it is expected that jurors who are allowed to see both the crdss-éxamination and
. lineup behav1or should have the best chance to evaluate the accuracy of the witnesses'
idenufication comparcd to jurors who see only the cross-examination or only the lmcu p

L

behavior. If the opportunity to view witnesses' lineup identfications proves to be benefical
X “ %
for jurors, then this would provide the basis for a recommendation to the justice system that
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~ . such wdeotapes be madc avmlable to jurors in eyewitness 1dent1ﬁcat10n cases. In addmon
to these main hypotheses, the relatlonshlp between witnesses' dec151on times and

participant-jurors' ratings of their behavior will be analyzed and discussed.

M etho‘d
Partzczpants and design

The pamc1pants were 192 male and female students from the introductory psychology
research pool at the Umversrty of Alberta. Each pamolpant was given one credit for partial
fulfillment of introductory psychology course requlrements Each participant watched a
vrdeotape of one of 32 of the 36 witnesses who made an identification in Study 1.

'Panlcipants were assigned randomly to one of three conditions: Lineup Only,

Cross-Exarnination Only, or Both (lineup ayb’ss-examination). Each of the witnesses

* was seen by a total of six jurors, one in each’of the three condiditons with a replication. '
Materials o ’ co o,

The stimuli consisted ofvideotapes of 32 witnesses who made'a‘ suspect identification
from the linenp in Study 1. There were four accurate and four inaccurate wimesses from
each of the four RS‘A conditions (the three extra accurateidentiﬁers from the Full RSA

' condition and the one extra accurate identiﬁer from the Irnagined RSA condition were

- deleted randomly). Paruelpant-Jurors v1ewed the wimesses on 50 cm RCA color TVs
while the audio was broadcast through an 1ntercom system to#pammparfts headphones

: Pamclpants in the Lmeup Only condition responded to ﬁve quesuons ona single sheet
of paper (see Appendlx 5). 'I'hey were asked (l) whether or not they believed the witness

jhad made an accurate ID, either Yes or No "(2) how conﬁdent they were in that belief, from
1 =notatall conﬁdent to 7 = extremely conﬁdent, 3) to estimate the probability that the

witness was correct, from 0% to 49% if they answered No to Nurnber 1 or 51% to 100% if

they answered Yes to Nurnber 1, (4) how confident they thought the witness was, from 1

46



to 7, and (5) how 1ong they thought the witness spent looking at the pictures, in seconds or
minutes. Participants in the Cross-Examination Only condition responded to the same first

four questions as those in the Lineup Only group. Instead of the time-estimation question,

- however, they were asked how believable they thought the witness was, from 1 = not at

all believable to 7 = extremely believable (see Appendix 6). Finally, participants in the,
Both (lineup and cross-examination) condition answered all six of the questions described
so far (see App.ehdix 7.

Participants were given typewritten instuctions_tailored to their particular condition (see

Appendices 8, 9, and 10 for the Lineup Only, Cross-Examination Only, and Both

instructions, respectively).

 Procedure

Participants arrived at the laboratory in groups of three and were immediately directed

“to one of three identical cubicles, each of which contained a TV and an instruction sheet.

The TV and headphones for participants in the Cross-Exam Only condition were not
ihiﬁalljoperable, because they were not allowed to see or hear the witness' lineup tupc’fk
Pa.rr:icipants read that the stu.dy was concerned with people's impressioﬁs of eyewitness
testimony and eyewitness identification and that they would be seeing and evaluating one
witness on videotape. After waiting approximately 2 min, the experimenter ensured that
the Lineup Only and Both participants who had headphgncs were réceiving the audio
broadcast and that they were ready to watch the witness on the TV screen. Partici‘pzmis
could confirm tk:at they were receiving the audio message vby pressing a button in their
cubicle. At that point, the eﬁpeﬁmemer played the tape of a witness' linéup identiﬁcu[ion to

two of the three participants. ot

When the tape was finished, the experimenter delivered a response sheet to the Lineup

-Only participant and showed him or her that the qﬁesu’ons were self-explanatory. The TV

and headphopes in that cubicle were disconnected at this point. Then the experimenter gave
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hcadphpncs to the C_ross-Examinau'on Only participant and tumcd on the TV in that cubicle.
The experimenter then played the tape of the same witness' cross-examination to the
particilpants in the Cross-Examination Only and Both conditions. Lineup Only participants
were free to leave theu cubicle and I'CCCIVC credit and a written debriefing whenever they
were finished, Wthh wasalways while the cross-examination tape was playing. When the
tape was ﬁnishcd, the experimenter delivered the appropriate response sheet to the two
rcmammg participants, bneﬂy reviewed the quesuons and waued for them to finish.
“When they had completed the questlons paruc1pants received credit and a written
debreifing. The whole session lasted approximately 20 min. |
Results and Discussion

A videotape of each of the 32 identifiers from Study 1 was seen by threé
participant-jurors at a time in Study 2. One juror saw on' the witness' lineup behavior, -
one saw only the cross-examination, and the other saw both the lineup behavior and the
cross-exam. Once all? -witnesses were rated in each of these three conditions, a
replication was cond. '1";‘ sp that each witness was eventually seen by a total ofgsix jurors.
The data were first ana.:lbyzcd in a two-way ANOVA with juror condition and the replication ‘
as factors to seé 1f the two variabies interacted for any of the measures. Univariate F-tests
for each of the dependent variables indicated that the two factors did not interact,
suggesting that the responses from :he first 96 jurors could be cpmbined with those from
the 96 ] _]UI‘OI‘S in the replication group. ’

Overall, participant-jurors were only 54. 7% accurate in their ab1hty to distinguish
apcurate from inaccurate witnesses. In other words, 105 of the 192 raters who saw either a

-wimess' lineup behavior, cross-examination behavior or both, made the appropriate

decxslon either to believe an.accurate 1dent1ﬁer or not behe € an inaccurate one. A z-test for

- =

proportlons indicated that this level of dlscmnmanon does not cxceed chzmce performance,

2=1.299,p> .05 o o e,
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, <
. Did jurors ascribe more confidence to accurate compared to inaccurate
witnesses on the basis of witnesses’' lineup behavior alone? The first question
of interest concems the relation between jurors' ratings of witness confidence on the basis
of yiewing only the witmesses' lineup behavior and actual witness accuracy. Of further
" interest are the differcnces (if any) between jurors' ascriptions of confidénce when th‘cy see
only a silhouette of witesses cérripared to when they see a normal tape. 'fablc 7 presents
the relevant correlations. Overall, the correlation between jurors' ascriptions of witness
confidence when they saw any type of lineup and‘acrua] witness g?curacy was not
significant,r = .108, n = 64, p > ?85. Similarly, the subset ofjuor; who saw only a
normal linehp tape (i.e., of witnesses in the Full and I%:{and RSA conditions and the
control group) also showed a nonsignificant correlation, 1 = .013, n =48, p>.05.
Somewhat s’ufp'risinlgly; however, the subset of juors who saw only the silhouette lineup
tape did show a signficant correlation between their ascriptions of witness confidence and
actual witness accuracy, r.=.444, n = 16, p < .05. In sum, then, participant-jhrors who
saw a normal tapé of the witnesses' lineup behavior did not demonstrate any tendency to
ascribe more conﬁdence to accurate compared to inaccurate witnesses, “u. -hose who saw
only the silhouette tape did reliablly rate accurate witnesses as more co-fiac. .t than -
inaccurate_ ones.

With respect to thé public versus pd\;ate nature of the RSA effect on
confidence/accuracy calibration, Lﬁe fact that jurors who saw a norma. - deotape of
‘witnesses' identification behavior did not ascribe more confidence to u.curate compared 1o
. inaécurate witnesses suggests that the benefit in calibration enjoyed by witnesses ‘was duc
to some information en the videotape useful only to them. On the other hzmé, the fact that
jurors who saw:or’lly a silhouette tape did ascribe more coﬁﬁdence to a‘gcurate over

inaccurate witnesses suggests that some klr)cf of public, nonfacial ihformatiqn on the tape

Ry
B

was available to jurors on which the coulci base their confidence judgments. Although
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these results are at odds with Kassin's (1985) findings [although he did not use observers
for witn« es who saw a sequential lineup], they are consistent in many ways with the
findings of the nonverbal research discussed earlier. |

It is important to point out here that the Silhouette RSA tape is virtually an audio-only
recording‘ of thel witnesses' lineup task. Although the witnesses' silhouettes are easiiy
distinguished, there is no body information (e.g., leg movements, hand gestures) like that
contained in previous nonverbal research. It may be that the slight postural shifts
.observable on the tape are of importance, but nearly all of the witnesses were seated upright
and remained so throughout the task. In addition, postural cues have figured very litde in
any of rhe nonverbal research, ‘except as they relate to cues of fn'endliness or interest in a
conversation partner. ‘The discussion below is predicated on the assumption that the -
Sithouette tape did not contain anything meaningful beyond the verbal information.

Recall that the work on nonverbal cues showed observers to be more accurate at
dctecung deceitful communications when they saw v1deotapes that excluded actors' faces

from view (e.g., Ekman, 1965; Ekman & Friesen, 1967, 196‘9 1974). Observers' failure-

.o detect deception given the full body exposure was;attributed to observers' tendency to

5

pay an undue amo...if of attention to the actors' face, which prov1ded little

decepuon relevant information. Ekman (e.g., 1988) has elaorated on this ﬁndmg by
showin’g’ that the decisions of observers exposed to full audiovisual presentations of
deceptive and nondeceptlve actors appear to be interfered wnh or diluted by, irrelevant
information, but that observers can detect decepuve cuds when thelr attention is focused op
the commumcauve channel that contains detecuon-relevant mformauon This interpretation
-fits mcely w1th the present results 1f itis the verbal cHannel that contains some useful
accuracy rclevant mformatmn from witnésses. Perhaps e1ther the content or the character
of the witensses' vexbal statements are 1n some way{s),mdrcanve of their actual ldentﬁctlon

N

accuracy Nonverbal msearch has shown that speech errors, pauses, and changes of pitch
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are reliable indicators of changes in'.emotior.;. - 3, although not always of deception
(Ekman, 1985). The fact Lhaf witnesses them:. .ves i)enéﬁted-from éxp\)osurc to the Full
RSA videotape in Study 1 might be due to their ability to override their own irrelevant facial
information, sincg they are more familiar with their own idiosyncratic expressions. These
1deas will be discussed further in the General Discussion.

Ttis ﬁnponant to point out here a possible altemati\?e explanation tor the fact that only
observers who saw the silhouette version showed a significant relation between their
ascriptions of witness confidence and actual Witqgss accurucy. Because witnesses in the
Silhouette RSA knew that only a shadow of thermiselves was being videotaped, it is
possible that they somehow enhanced the way they verbalized their identifications decisions
50 as to overcome the lack of facial cues and convbcy as much information as possible. In
retrospect, it would have been better to han videotaped witnesses with two cameras, one
that recorded a normal vie\;v and another that recorded only a silhouette so that both Full
and Silhouette .RSA wimesses had identical expériences.

.

Was jurors’ acburacy discrimination better for RSA than non-RSA
witn.esses under cross-examination? The second questi}))n of ingegest concerns the
effect of the RSA experience on witnesses' subsequent cross-examination testimony: Did
the cross-examination behavior of witnesses who experiencea the RSA manip|ulation in
Study 1 differ someﬁow so that jurors who saw only their cross-e’xgmination could
discriminate accurate from inaccurate identifiers better than for conéfb,l‘ witnesses? Mosﬁf;—:
impxortant, did the benefit of the Full and Silhouette RSA on witncsses"bconﬁdence
calibration transfer to their cross-examination behg<lor so that jurors' accuracy
discrimination for those witnesses was improved? i

Examination of Table 8§ reveals that jurors' overall accuracy gcore for théir

cross-examination belief decisions (46:9%) was actually, although not signficantly, below

chance performance. Similarly, when broken down by the witnesses' RSA e%per_iﬁ;;cc.}in

~
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Study 1, juror accuracy for their belief decisions of witnesses in any of the RSA conditions
was not significantly better than chance. Finally, the combined aécuracy score (50.0 %)
for jurors’ belief decisions of Full and Silhouette RSA wimesses (who showed a
significant confidence/accuracy relation in Study 1) was no better than the accuracy score
(43.8%) for jurors who rated Imagined RSA and control witnesses, z = 0.709, p > .05.
This la;:k of a difference provides no support for the idea that w{messes who saw their own
lineup behavior presented themsleves in a way that allowed to jurors to discﬁnﬁnate

Tt

accurate from inaccurate identifiers any better than they could for witnesses who did not

N

™

view themselves. N : N

b , .
Recall the earlier dicussion that laid out the necessary requirements for the accuracy of

jurors' belief decisions to benefit from a signficant confidence/accuracy relation at the
witness level. If after some manipulation (e.g., RSA) accurate witnesses rate their

confidence in their identification higher than that of inaccurate witnesses, an additional two
correlational links must be obtained subsequently in order for jurors to believe accurate
witnesses more than inaccurate ones. First, confident (and accurate) witnesses would have
to be perceived by jurors as more confident than unconfident witnesses (r wy). Second,
Jurors would have to believe confident witnesses more than unconfident ones'(z jg).
Overall in Study 2, there was a significant relation between witness confidence and witness

accuracy for the 32 idemiﬁcrg selected from Study 1 Lwa =.490,n=32,p<.05. The

first link, thé relation between jurors' ascriptions of witness confidence under

cross-ex;xlﬁ’n/auon and witness self-reported confidence, however, was not signficant, r yy

=.202, n = 64, p > .05. In other words, confident wimesses we.re not rated by jurors as
" more conﬁdent than their unconfident counterparts. The lack of signficance for this value
1s at odds with previous studies (Kassin, 1985; Wells et al., 1979 Wells et al 1(981) and

no interprétation for the %ﬁy value is attempted here. The second link, Lhe relaton between

3



jurors' ascﬁpdons of confidence and their belief decisions, was signfxcunt. Ljgp=.456,n=
64, p < .005. This is consistent with previous eyewitness research, which demonstrated
that jurorsfare much more likely to believe witnesses they rate as more confidént compared
to those they rate as less confident (Kassiﬁ, 1985; Wells et al., 1979; Wells, et al., 1981).
Given the failure of the first link, then, perhaps 1t is not surprisiné/that jurors did not \
reliably believe accurate witnesses more often than inaccurate ones. Despite demonstrating
a significant relation between their self-reports of conﬁdcncera-nd acthal accuracy in Study
1, Full and Silhouette witnesses' calibrated confidence apparéntly wis not robust enough to
translate into reliably accurate belief decisions on the part of juror!f\' -
| Did viewing both the cross-exam and lineup behavior improve accuracy
discrimination compared to cross-exam alone? The third, and perhaps moSt
important question in Study 2 concerns whether or not allowing jurors to view witnesses'
lineup identifications in addition to their cross-examination testimony improves jurors'
Vdjscrirnination ability. To answer this question, juror accuraéy in the Cross-Exam Only
condition was compared to juror accuracy in the Both condition. Jurors in the former
group were only 46.9% accurate, but those in the latter were not much bi:ttcr at 56.2%, and
neither was significantly bettér than chance. A z-test between the juror accuracy rates for
the two groups indicated that there was no difference; z = 1.05, p > 05 It appears that
despi’tc being provided with additional information, ‘which by itself enabled other jurors to
discriminate accurate from inaccurate identifiers, jurors in the Both condition were no better

~

at discriminating accuracy than'were those who saw only the standard cross-exam.

Although jurors who saw both tapes were somewhat (though not signficantly) bem;r than

those who saw only the cross-exam, it was expected that the benefit of viewing both tapes

»; would be additive; in other words, those in the Both condition were expected to be at least




<

_Thg role of decision time on judgments of accuracy. Jurors rated as more
confident witnesses who took relatively short amounts of time on the picture they chose
from the lineup, £ = -.218, p = 64, one-tail p < .05. Perhaps this tendency for jurors to
ascribe more confidence t5 short de;:'isioﬁ-timc witnesses accounts for the'lo\gv rate of jurovr~
accuracy because many of the accurate identifiers from Study 1 took a very long ume to
muke their identification decision. It makes sense, but this idea is not supported because
- the correlation between jurors' belief decisions and witnesses' decision time was not
significantly negative to account for the low rate of juror accuracy, r = -.018, n =64, p >
.05: SQ, jurors used decison times to ascribe more confidence to witnééseﬁ who took less

time to make a decision, but something besides decision time influenced their belief

‘decisions.

Q
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IV. STUDY 3
Study 3 was designed to investigate the causal relation bct\#;:en witnessgs' impressions

of ‘pheir relative identification-decision time and their self-reported confidence in that

decision. Wimesses in Study 1 demonstrated a significant inverse relation between thci?

actual decision time and their reported confidence, as did witnesses in Kassin's ( 1_985)

studies. Similarly, participant-jurors in Study 2 rated as more confident witnesses who
“took relativley less time to make a decision. In none'of these cases, however, was dcc’isior.a ‘
time inversely related to actual idendﬁéadon ac-curacy, so both witnesses and jurors were
relying on a misleading cue to judge conﬂdencé. Is it the ¢case that witnesses who take
relatively little time to make an identification feel they are more accurate, or that witnesses
who make faster decisioris are more confident to begin with and ihat is whgz they took less .

. time? ' ‘
- Study 3 investigates this quéstion by providing witnesses with false feedback regarding

‘their .relative decision time; they were told.that they took either a felatfvely short time, long

time, about average, or were given no decision-time feedback. Actual decision-times were
’ ’ ’ -

also recorded, as well as witnesses' confidence ratings, their estimated prqbabilit); of . o

accuracy, fheir judgmeht of task difficulty, and thier esuima;es of how long they took to

make a decision, all after receiving the false decision-time manipulation. If witnesses are

; N, .
using decision time as a cue to acc/uracy, it is expected that those who believe fhey took
relativefy litde time will indicate higher confidence compared to those who believe they took
. : , o ‘

Nrelatively longer to make é‘gdecision. In addition to the dccisior/latime mzu}ipulz‘nion, Study

3 also addresses the issue of actual dccisibn_timc and accurac(y/as a function of the presence

- or absence of the perpetrator in the lineup.

R
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Method
Parti'cipar.z\ts and d_esig‘:

Participants were 70 male and female students from the introductory psychology
research pool at the Universi)ty of Alberta. Eaéh pam'_cipant was given one credit fo; partial
fulfillment of introductory psychology course requirements. There were four decision-time
feedback conditions in the design: Short, Long, Average, and a control group which did
not reccivé ady feedback. In each condition, approximately- half the witnesses viewed a
pcrpetr:ator'-prcscnt lineup and the other half saw a perpetrator-absent lineup. Participants
were aésigned to condition randomly in groups of two or three, with 18 (9 present |
lineups), 18 (9 present lineups), 17 (9 present lineups), and 17' (8 present lineups)
participants in each of the Short, Long, Average, ariq,acontrol conditions, respectiv‘ely.
Materials l |

The same éri.rne video from Study 1 was used in Study 3. Again, participants viewed |
the approximately 2 min drama prOJected on a 150 cm screen from a Sonyl pro;ecuan TV.
The six-member suspect hneups were admlmstered this time on videotape to 50 cm RCA

color TV's. Photo prints of the shdes used in Study 1 were videotaped under

photographic-style lighting using the same Panasonic "Reporter" camera used to tape the

crime video. The videos were about 10 min in léngth so that it would ke highly unlikely
for the tape to end before witnesses made their decisions, and in fact nong, of the witness

took this long. The photos weré numbered 1 through 6, in two rows of three pictures *

~ each. In the perpetrator-present case, the actual criminal from the video was in Position 3.

In the absent case, the picture most similar to the actual ciminal was substituted in Position

3,

e

Lineup-decision times were recorded on digital clocks that were electrically triggered
when the ‘lineup came On the screen and elecnical’ly"s,topped when a Wimess made a lineup

choice by pressing a button on a 7-button panel in another room. Decisions, either a button

=,
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from 1 through 6 for an identification or Button 7 for a rejection of the lineup, were

indicated to the experimenter on a light pahel. Decision-time feedback was delivered

]

through an intercom S)"stern to participants' headphones. Witness responses of confidence
probability, willingness to testify, task difficulty, and estimated decision time were
recorded on a response sheet (see Appendix 2)
Procedz:re

The procedure for Study 3 is ’basically the same as for Study 1, exceot that participants
arrived at the laboratory in groupo of two to three and watched the crime video together,
ard that a simultaneoos rather than sequential lineup presentation was used. They were
instructed not to communicate with each other in any wéy and none of them did. Aftcf

- watching the prelirninary tennis tape and answering the associated value-laden questions

Quesuonnalre. Afterwatd, they were told that the stpdy was actually about people's
eyewitness testimony, or éyewitnossb identiﬁcation, aBﬁities cxziotly as Lho witnesses had
been told in Study 1. They were told that fhey would be separated und tiﬁcn shown
number-of su'll—pictures of very sirrlilar—Iooldhg peoplc on videotpac to see it they could

recognize, or identify, the man frorn thecnme tape. Participants were told how to indicate

PR

their lineup decision fromr their isolated cublclc as follows -

‘ Now, you're not going to see the pictures in here but in _]US[ a minute I'm
going to take down the hallway to your own scparate cubicle with your own
TV set, a pair of headphones, and a button pancl, with seven buttons on it.
Once you're seated 'comfortably' and your headphones are in place, six
pictures numbered 1 through 6 will appear on your TV set. If you think
you recognize one of the pictures as the man from the second videotape,
then i)ress the appropriate button on the button panél. If you think that the
man from the tape is not amnn¢ the pictures, then press button number 7.
Sometime after you haver ¢ rour decision I will talk to you individually
over your headphones. Pleasc remam in your cubxcle untll [ tell you what |

would like you to do next . :a ‘ : fﬂ\:\
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Participants were then escorted to the cubicles. When they had‘their headphones in
place and the intercom. system was checked, the videotape containing either the present or
absent lineup was played to the TV s;ets.- Witnesses' lineup decisions were recorded as -
they wérc indicated on the experimenter's light panel connected to the paru'cipa.nts" button "
panel and their decison times wcré frozen on a separate digital clock for each cubicle .to be
recorded later. |

After everyone had made a decision, the lineup tape was stopped and the decision-time
feedback was delivered over the intercom system. ™ all three experimental condifions, thé
feedback was delivered so that witnesses thought they were being spoken, to individually,
when in fact everyone heard the same message. In the Short condition, witnesses were

told: ‘

O.K., now that you've made a decision from the pictures, [ can tell you a

® . .

bit about your choice. Ican't tell you at this point if you are right or wrong

in your decision, but I can tell you that of the hundred or so people who've

s€en the same set of pictures, you've taken about half as long as the average.

person in the study so far. For now I'd like you to stay in your cubicle until

I come to see you in just a minute. Thank you.
Those in the Long condition heard exactly the same message except that they were told they
had taken about twice as long as the average person in the study so far. Those in the
average condition were told that they took about the same time as the average person in the
study so far. And those in the control group were told merely that now that they had made
a decision, the experimenter would be by shortly with the next task. Then the expcﬁmcmer
delivered a response sheet to each cubicle, explained the questions briefly, told the
participant to take as much time as he or she m;eded, and to meet again in the main room

] .
. (@4

when the response sheet was completed. There, witnesses were fully debriefed, questions

i

were answered, credit was given, and participants were thanked for their cooperation.
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‘ Results and Discu§sion
Witnesses' estimates of decis n ume as a function of the feedback mampulauon and
the presencc/absence vanable are prcsented in Table 9. A two-way ANOVA with feedback

and lineup type as the factors indicated that there were no deferencesAin"wimesses’z time

estimates as a function of the feedback manip

time estimates. It was for this reason that the fegdback was manipulated in a qualitative
(e.g., "you took about half/twice as long as the Ryerage person"), rather than a quantitative
(e.g., "you took 30/60 seconds") manner in the/ﬁrst place~Qf course, if the manipulation
. as adrninisterled had its expected impact, it would make sensé for, say, witnesses in the
Long condition to provide longer time csti;nates overall, but it is not essential for the
purpose of the study; the effect on conﬁdénce is of interest.

The two-way ANOVA also did not indicate an interaction between the feedback and
lineup-type variables, but there was a,mainlé‘ffect for the latter factor, E (1, 62%=8.707, p
=.004. A subsequent analysis of covarifnce (ANCOVA), howcvqr, revealed that the
actual amount of decision time accountéd for the vas't méjon'ty of the lineup-type effect. An‘
initial two-way. ANOVA with lmeup -type and actual decision time as factors indicated that

these two variables de not interact, F (1, 66) < 1, thereby satisfying the homogE "ly of

%

slopes assumption for the ANCOVA The ANCOVA indicated that the there was :no*
difference in estimated time as a function of lineup-type, E (1, 67) < 1, when the tWo
groups Were equgted on the actual ime 'dimension, but that actual time had a very large
effect, E El, 67) = 96.520, p <.0001. Put simply, witnesses who saw an apscnt lineup
took much longer to make their 'decj‘s‘iom compared to those who saw a present lineup (Ms
= 43.9vversué 22.6 secs) and that is why their time est.imates‘werc also much greater (Ms =

s

69.2 versus 32.8 secs).
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Lineup decisions and confidence overall. Overall accuracy was oniy 51.4%,

but most of the witnesses' errors we'ré madé with the perpetrator-absent lineup. When the
perpefrator was among the bictures, 68.6% of the witnesses correctly identiﬁé_d him, but
only 34.3% 6f the witnesses who viewed the blank lineup made the appropn’até’ decision to
not choose anyone from the pictures. Forty-seven pga.rcent of the inaccurate identifications
from fhc blank lineup,were of thé substitute suspect. Therefore, when the diagnosticity
ratio for ideﬁtiﬁcations was'calculated with 6n1}; these substitute-identifications in the
equation, the resulting value Wis .686 /.314 = 2.183. The ratio for nonidentifications was
343/ .200 = 1.715. | | ~ - )

- Similar to Stuay 1 and the major;ty of prcyious eyewitness studié‘s', the f)o,int-biserial
c_orrclafion bev;/tWecn confidence and accuracy was significant, albeit modest, ¢ = 227, n

=70, p < .05. The coresponding t-test between the confidence means for accurate and

iriziccuarate witnesses (Ms = 4.9 and 4.3) was therefore also significant, t (69) = 1.92,p <

P
%

05,
Decision-time feedback and self-reported confidence. Witnesses' : CB

confidence ratings as funcu’oniof feedback condition and lineup type are presented in Table

10 A two-way ANOV A on confidence with feedback condi‘tion and lineup-type as the

- factors revealed that there was no main effect fdr feedback, but that there was a significant

main effect for lineup-type, E (1, 62) = 5.212, p =.026, indicating that witnesses who saw

a.present lineup v?cre more confident compared to those who saw an absent lineup (Ms =

5.0 vs. 4.2). The rate of choosing did not differ as a function of lineup type, so it is not

the case that choosers were merely more confident than nonchoosers. [tis true, however,

ihst some éf the difference in confidence as a fuction of lineup type is due to the fact that

,mdny more people who saw a present li’neup made an accurate decision c_ori;pared to those

‘who saw an absent lineup (69% vs. 34%) and, since accurate wilnesses were more

-confident than innacurate ones (Ms = 4.9 vs. 4.3), it makes sense that confidence was

s;.
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higher in the perpétrator-pr.esem condition than in the perpetrator-absent condition. The
accuracy difference as a function of ﬁﬁeup type, however, does not.accoun.t completely for
the confidence difference as a function of lineup type because accurate witnesses who saw
an absent lineup (accurate rejectors) were not more confident than inaccurate ones (Ms =
4.2 vs. 4.3); most of the accuracy effect on confidence is due fo' the large diffcrcncé in
confidence in the perpetrator-present condition between accurate and inaccurate witnesses
-Ms = 5.3 vs. 4.3). Although a two-way -ANOVA on c;)'nﬁdence Wﬁh accuraey and lineup
type as the factors did not indicate an interaction of this type, E (1, 66) = 2.478, p > .05, a
subsequent contrast indicated tﬁat accurate witnesses who saw a present lineup were
significantly more confident Lhz)m' witnesses in the other three cells, F (1, 66) = 8.820), D=
.004, but that witnesses in these latter three groups 'did not differ from each other.

Most relevant for the present study is that there was a si gnificant interaction between
feedback condition and lineup-type on confidence, E (3, 62) = 4.323, p = .008.. Winesses
in the Short condition who saw a present lineup were much-more confident than witnesses
in the ,Shorf‘condjdon who saw an absent lineup, E (1, M62) =17973.p< .O()l. In
addiu'dn, Short condition witnesses who saw a present lii_neup werc e confident than all
other witnesses who also saw a present lineup, F (1, 62) =7. 142, p = 01. €onversely,
Scort condition witnesses who saw an absent lineup ‘werev mﬁch less confident than all
otker witnesses who also saw an absi:nt iincup, E(1,62) = 5T436, VD_ =.023.

Consistent with the overall analyses, most of the difference in confidence between
witnesses who s'eiw a present hrgéup ahd those who saw an absent lineup in the Short
condition was due to the fact that there were many more accurate witnesses in the fofrqcr
group compared to the lattér (78% vs. 33%) and Lh;{t ﬁccurate witﬁesses were more

~ confident than inaccﬁifate ones overal}‘. It was not the case, howeYer, that inaccurate

witnesses were less confident than accurate ones in just the absent group (Ms = 3.0 vs. -

.

3.5), but the number of accurate rejectors was so low (g = 3) that the means are not very
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reliable. The possibility remains, however, that something about the absent lineup besides
accuracy or rate of choosing caused people to rate their confidence differently in reaction to
the Short decision feedback compared to pegple who saw a present lineup. In other“wgird's,
it may be the case that, regardless of whether or not witnesses in the_perpetrator-absent
who received Short decision time feedback identified someone from the pictures, and :
r.egardless of whether or not they were accurate in whatever. decision_they made, they rated
their confidence lower than witnesses who saw a present lineup. It may be that those who
.
saw the absent lineup reasoned that their decision was made too hastily, given that they

a i
either rejected the lineup or perhaps reluctantly identified the wrong person. On the other
. . ’ /

“hand, those who saw the present lineup may have been encouraged to hear that their [ o Cr

decision was made so quickly since most of them accurately chose the perpetrator from ther

S
A7

P

(;285) studies in which a simultaneodus lineup- presentation was used, accurate decisions
not take more or less t;tme overall compared to maccurate ones (Ms = 32 8 and 33 7,

respectively, 1= - 015 u =68, p > .05). Unhke Kassin's work, however the present data
}

- €an be broken down by co?tsrdenng the effect of perpetrator- present versus

perpetrator absent hneups on time-and accuracy. The acfual decrsfon times are presented in
2

Table 11 as a function.of lmeup type and accuracy, and further descnbed as either false
rejecuons (i’e., notidentifying anyone when the perpetrator is present), h1ts (i.e.,
1dentzfy1n g the perpetrator) false identfications (i.e., identfying the substiture from a

Kl “

. perpetrator absent‘hneup) and correct reJectro'ns (1 e., not identifying anyone when in fact

' the perpetratop 1s not present)
.,- A two way ANOVA wlth hneup type and accuracy as the factors was conducted.
There was not a mam effect for accuracy,,E (1 50) <1, but there was a main effect for

hneup type Wltnesses whq‘é@w a perpetrator—present lineup took rnuch less time to makea




decision comparcd to those who saw an absent lineup, E (1, 50) = 4.92, p = .031. This
effect was qualified, however, by a significant intcraétion, E(1,50) = 75".-993. p=.018. A
simple effects analysis indicated that correct rejectors took more time than all other"
witnesses to mﬁice a decision, but that hits, misses, and inaccurate rejections-did not differ
from each other. Although the cell sizes are unequal and not large, this result suggests that "
accurate decisions to not identify anyone from the absént lineup took more tme than did

' ¢

inaccurate decisions to not identify anyone from the present lineup. Another, and perhaps

2101 intuitive result was that accurate rejections took longer than accurate identifications.



V. GENERAL DISCUSSION

These three studies were designed to mvcsﬁgatc whehther or not eyewitﬁess lineup
bc;havior providcs cues to (the accuracy of witnesses' lineup dccisioné'. The purpose of
Study 1 was to investigate the basis dn which people judge their own confidence as they
watch themselves on vidcqta’pc rnakmg an eyewitness identification. Kassin (1985)
demonstrated that witnesses exposéd to a tape of their identification task showedia
signficant relation betwe‘en'their éelf—reported conﬁde.nc.e and their actual identification
accuracy, whereas those in a édmrol group did not. In Study 1, some witnesses saw a tape
similar to what witnesses in Lhe;Kassin studies ‘saw;‘ in addition, however, some witnesses
saw only a silhouette of themselves on tape, some were merely instructed to recreate in
their minds what they fnight look like if they were to see themselves on tape, and stll
othcrs‘wefe given no post-ﬁneup manipulation at all. The results showed that witnesses in
both the Fuli and Silhouette RSA groups demonstrated a significant relation between their
confidence arjd accuracy, but that witnesses in the Imagined RSA and control groups did .

: : . ,

not. *

/ The fact that witnesses' confidence raﬁngs in the Silhouette RSA condition beneﬁte&;
from viewing the tape of their lineup task does not explain what‘ cues people may be using,
but it does elim'maic a wide rﬁr{g; of plausible facial informgg;qn‘as being essential for such
judgmcr?t’s. In addition, the fact that witneséés' confidence ratings in the Imagined RSA
condition were no better calibrated than were thbse in'the con&ol group suggests that
merely sim_ulating the task privately in their minds was n:;t sufficient to improve their
confidence calibration. In between these two explan~ations (fébial expressiéns onqthe end,
mental rehearsal on the other) remain the relatively public verbal and decision-time ‘
information availablé on both the Full and Silhouette RSA tapes. .

In Study 2, a subset of those witnesses who made an identification from the lineups in



Study 1 were viewed on videotape and rated by a new group of participant-jurors. Some
Jurors saw only witnesses' lineup behavior, some saw only witnesses undergoing
crols's—examination, and others saw both the witnesses' lineup and cross-examination.
Three questions were of major interest; First, in the lineup-only condition, how would
jurors' exposure to witnesses in normal video versus silhouette-only format affect the "x 2

f ) - EA
correlation between jurors' ascriptions of witness confidence and actual witness accuracy?

The results showed that jurors who saw the normal videotapes did not rate witnesses who

9
had made accurate identfications in Study 1 as more co:)nﬁdent than inaccurate ones.
Jurors who saw witnesses only in silhopette format, however, showed a significant
correlation betwéen their ascriptions of confidence and actual ’wimess, accuracy.

Study 1 and the first question of concern in Study 2, then, made some progress in

understanding how the RSA effect on wijtnesses' confidence calibration was achiev{ed by

Kassin (1985). Assuming Lhat the Silhouette RSA Videotape contajned only vefb:
information, and that decision time was not reliably.related to acclmy,%h 1at (1)
witne/sses, in both the Full and Sithouette RSA conditions showed signficant conﬁd'chcc
calibration, and (2) observers ascribed more confidence to accurate compared to inaccurate
witnesses whef they saw the Silhouette tape, suggests that sbmethihg ;about the witnesses'
verbal utterances provides acueto 1dentification éccuracy. This interpretation is furihcr_

~ supported by the fact that observers did not ascribe more confidence to accurate compared
to inaccurate witnesses when they saw the Full RSA tape; although the Full RSA mpc also
contains the allegedly uscful verbal mfommuon perhaps 1t was overshadowed by the more
salient, yet uninformative, facial information also available in the complete uudiovisual
presentation. This latté: poiJ}Jt has been discussed earlier as bein g conistent—\iv:ith Ekman's
(e.g., 1985; 1988) research on audio- only, video-only, and audiovisual presenmnons of

communicators angd observers ability to detect deceit. Ekman s central thesis is that there

are communicative channels that contain usefil information on which observers can base

¥
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their judgments of communicator deciet, but that these channels may not be attended to if
s I ~

other more salient, yet irrelevant, information is also made available. Of course

deceit-detection is not the same as accuracy-assessment, but it is agpéaling to think that

. f
similar principles may apply in both circumstances. N

-

The second question of interest in Study 2 concerned the potential benefit of an
improved confidence/accuracy relation at the witness level on the accuracy of jurors' belief
decisions made on the basis of the wimesses' cross-examination testimony. Because
witnesses in the Full and Silhouette RSA conditions is Study 1 showed a signﬁéant
confidence/accuracy, but those in the Imagined RSA and control groups did not, it was
expected that jurors' belief dgcisions fbr witnesses in the former two groups would be
more accurate than those for witnesses in the latter two groups. This hypothesis w,asl not
suppported. .

The third question of interest in Study 2 congermned the probative value of allowing
Jurors to view videotapes of witnesses' lineup i@ntiﬁéafion tasks in addition to viewing the-
witnesses' cross-examination testimony. It was hypothesized that the accuracy of jurors' -
belief decisions who saw both components of the witnesses' béhavior would be better than
those of jurors wﬁo saw only the cross-exam tcstimony.-“/ This hypothesis was also not
supported. Jurors who saw both tapes were only slightly, and not significantly, more
accurate than were those who saw only the cross-exam.

The results of Study 3»pro4ide good support for the idea that there is a caﬁéal relation
between wimeéses’ impressions of their relative decision time and their subsequent

-~

self-reported conﬁdencé, rather than the mere correlational evidence that was previously
available. Although it may still be the case that confident people take less time to make a
"decision compafed to unconfident ones, the resulfs showed that of the people who were

told they had made their decision quickly, those who did not know they were accurate

rated their conti.ence higher than people who did not know they were inaccurate. A more



interesting argument based on the results from very small samples is that witnesses who
saw a perpetrator-absent lineup,crcgardless of their decision accuracy, rated thernselves as
lower in confidence compared to those who saw a perpetrator-present lineup. In addition,
the actual time data in Study 3 showed that people took more time to accurately rejecf an

’ ]

absent lineup than they did to inaccurately reject the lineup when the perpetrator was

present. Decision times for inaccurate v ‘oyrate identifiers did not differ.

Legal-policy implications

Overall, the resu}f_fs the present studies provide little support for the idea that’

videotapes of lineup 1 ffifications are forensically useful to improve judgments of

 identification accuracy. Of all the qu

T~

. two hypotheses most relevant to thef_ gurts. First, it was predicted that witnesses' whose

tons considered in the present research, there were

confidence and identification accuracy were signficantly correlated as a result of the I?SA
m’an.ipulation in Study 1 would be rated more accurately by jurors who saw only their
cross-examination testimony is Study 2. This was not supported. The present research
does not;'therefore, form the basis for a general proposal regarding the benefit of
witness-level mampulanons that improve wrtnesses conﬁdence calibration.

The second hypothesis of relevance to the courts predicted that jurors exposed to
videotapes of witnesses' lineup~identiﬁca_don tasks in addition to the standard cross-exam
testimony would be better able to d‘i~s¢rirninate accurate from inaccurate identifiers compurcd
to those jurors who saw only the same witnesses' cross-exam. furors in the former group
did show a slight advantage and the addition of the lineup tape certainly did not lmpkur
their dlscnmmanon ablhty, but again there is no basis for a recommendation to include such
tapes in actual court situations.

Suggestions for further };é,;:cearc,‘.
How does RSA work? How might the verbal-channel interpretation of the RSA

effect be further investigated by future research? The first stepvwould be to provide
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observcrs with an audio-only tape of the witnesses' lineup task to make sure that the
silhouette vrdeotapes did in fact contam nothmg more than verbal information. The next
step would be to investigate :mother assumpnon regarding the content of the Sllhouette
rtapes that has already been discussed; namely, that the actual verbal conrent of what the
witnesses said probably did little to distinguish accurate from inaccurate identifiers. #¥To
support the interpretation that it‘is the verbal intonation associated with accurate and
inaccurate choices that allows both witnesses and_observers to discriminate accuracy, the
content of the audio-tape could be masked so that only the irrtonation characteristics of the

verbal channel could be heard. Several investigators have utilized content-filtering

techniques to determine the information available in verbal intonation only. Soskin and

Kaufman (1961) and Starkweather (1956), for example, filtered all but very low frequency

speech-¢nergy from verbal recerdings and*found that listeners could discern the speakers’
emotional expression. Scherert( 1982) has described advances in these filtering methods in
a handbook chapter devoted to methodology irt nonverbal research.

The present studies are.predicated on the assumption that lineup behavior provides

cues to identification accuracy that are common to most people in the same way that

%?&é;\research on detection of deceit has descnb\.d behavroral chan ges shared by nearly all people

' when telling a lie. It may be the case, however, that some people and/or some situations
provide r:tere information than others, or that some people are better than othegs at
~decoding cues. Further research could investigate‘\‘/variables that moderate the RSA effect. |

In keeping with a renewed interest among psychological researchers on individual
aifferences arld on mulitcausal models of behavior, researchers could further investigate
per:,onalityv variables that may influence any advantage of viewing their own behavior on "
video: ape As dlscussed earlier, Kassin (1985) tested some variables (e.g., public vs.
mvate/belf cqnsciousness) and Study 1 of the present research investigated the possrblhty

that Snyder's (e.g., 1979) self-monitoring construct moderates how much peo_pletleam

G
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from watching their own behavior.” There are many other plausible candidutes to be tested.
Subsegent studies could also look at the role of personality variables (like self—mbnitoring)
on observers' abilities to distinguish accuracy-behavior cues from other cues unrelated to
accuracy. | |
With resgect to gituaﬁonal factors that may moderate the RSA effect, there are
interesting alternative interpretations regarding the fact that witnesses' conﬁdence
calibration improved after watching either their own Full or Silhouette RSA tape but
observers' aseiptionS' ef confidence were correlate’d with zictugll accuracy only in the
Silheeette RSA condition. People are more experienced anci familiar with their own
behavior than are observers, especially if the observers are strangers, and perhaps that is
why witr;esses appearedvto leai'n more than the observers by watching their Full RSA
'tapes. The potential advantege of familiarity with one's own behavior compared to a
stranger's could be fested b‘)./ designing a study in which peopleirated themselves, a friend,
i' and a stranger on videotape. A farniliarity—advan;age hypothesis ;;redicts that peop'le would
be better at judging the behavior of themselVes and their fr,iends‘com.pared to a stranger. In
fact, people may be better at judging a close friend compared to themselves because they
see their friend's behavior more than their own. »
In addition to the idea that people merely are more experienced and familiar with their
owr; behavior compared to observers, recent evidence shows that people may have

privileged self—knowledge that allows them to access reasons for their own behavior that

are not apparent to observers (Gavanski & Hoffman, 1987). Obser\/ers then, nni,ht,‘)mve

A \H

been restricted to a smaller set of less rellable mfercnces based only on ldCdS about

behavioral cues that are related to accuracy for most people whereas actors ( Le., wxme

E

themselves) could rely ona moreldeographlc conception of themselves.
-

How might the benefit of exposure to lineups be enhanced? Athough




&(ect was not extremely large, and exposing jurors to the witnesses' lineup behavior in
add}tion to just their cross-examination showed no effect at all. Under what conditions
might exposure to lineup behavior be expectcd to proclucc more of an effect in both of these
situations? The most obvious variable is *7e len- * of the'interval between a witness'
identification and the pbint at whict . she uidergo “ss-examination. Itis not
uncommon in actual criminal i-  stigatons for v.itr :ssesto - ify about their identification
several months after actue!™  noosi.. 2 a suspect from ¢ lincup.  uring that time, witness
confidence is influenced - botli ir 2rnal actors, lixe committme  to a decision and a

desire to appear credibi s well . 5 ex 2mal factors like police  zssure and attorney

briefings on how bestt :ekave on the stz.ia. Und.r these .© amstances, both witnesses

and jurors would be mos. . .. tc “engfit from viewing : . of the witnesses' initial
lineup identification; RSA witnzsses m. y bel: -+ = .ccordance with the confidence
they felt after their identification and ju: . .cIit by seeing the witness before any

post-identification confidence boosting has ‘“ken place. -

From a theoretical perspective, following up on the suggeston for further regarding
degradation of witnesses' verbal statements should imprové our understanding of whether
or not there are cues other than confidence that may be useful indicators to eyewitness

identification accuracy. Is there any basis for the notion that accurate memories for faces
are distinguishable from inaccurate ones, as has been demonstrated with beople's lengthy
'verbal statements describing real and imagined experiences? From an applied perspective,
is there any probauvc value in exposmg jurors to videotapes of eyethnesses previous
lineup behavior in actual trial settings? Itis an mtumvely appealmo p0531b111ty

<
Funherm%re even if there is no improvement in jurors' accuracy assessment per se,
mcrcly videotaping suspect lineup administrations may serve to help control and

standardize the procedure across jurisdictions and eliminate errors that may lead to-false

accusatigns and even unwarranted convictions of innocent people.
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Tablel . .. . '« s
Breakdown of Lineup Decision Data for Study 1

; Decision Type

Accurate  Inaccurate Accumle ~ Inaccurate
Lineup Type n _IDs IDs Rejections Rejections
Perpetrator present 50 20 6 * 24
Perpetrator absent 39 * 10 29 .

Overall * 89 20 16 . 29

*Indicates that such a decision ¢annot occur.

e



Table 2

Lineup Type, Gender, Choosing Rates, Accuracy, and Decision Time Data for Study 1
Broken Down by RSA Condition

RS A Condition
_ Total
Item - Ful  Silhouette Imagined ' Contmol or M
,‘ — — r~
ol 23 19 22 25 89
Males 7 11 ;8 9 35
Females 16 8 14 16 54
Perpetrator presen - lineups 14 12 ' -1?._ 12 50
Perpetrator absen: iim;v*s 9 7 + 10 13 39
Number of IDs 11 8 ' 9 8 36"
Accurate o 7 4 5 4 20
Inaccurate 4 4 4 4 16
Overall Accuracy (%) , 61 47 55 56 55

Average Decision Time (secs) 254 22.7 34.1 27.1 27.4




Table 3

Confidence, Probdbility, Difficulty, and Estimated Decision Time Data for Study 1 Broken

Down by RSA Condition

RSA Condition

Item Full Silhouette I'mz'lgined Control  Mean
n 23 19 22 25
Confidence (1 -7) 5.1 52 5.0 4.6 5.0
Est. probability (0 - 100%) 73.2 72.3 67.4 649 °© 692
Judged difficulty (1 - 7) 4.6 47 4.5 42 4.5
Estimated decision time (secs) 67.4 60.1 83.4 69.2 70.4
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Table 4 :
Witnesses’ Self-Reported Confidence and Esrimated Probabk}(:';y of Accuracy in Study 1 as
- a Function of RSA Condition and Actual Identification Accuracy.

Identification Accuracy

RSA and Depcndent Measure Inaccurate Accurate
Full RSA ’ SO
n 9 ‘ 14
Confidence 46 5.5
Probability v 61.0 : 81.0
Silhouette RSA : 4
0 10 9
Confidence ” 4.6 | ‘5.8
Probability o 655 79.9
(w«
Imagined RSA
n - 10 12
Confidence ‘ o 49 51
Probability Vol 66.0 68.6
Conrtrol E e
o : 11 14
Confidence ‘ 4.7 , 4.5
Probability 7/ ' 700 - 60.9
Mean = _
‘1 S : 10 - 49
Confidence o 17 . 5.2
Probabihity - : 65.9 i 72.0 - __



Table 5

Mean Lineup-Decision Times (in secs) for Witnesses in Study |

Decision Accuracy

Decision Type

Accurate Inaccurate
Identifiers (n = 20) (n=16)
Average time on target (Acc) or foil (Inacc) 12.6 6.9
Average time on all other pictures - 4.3 4.5
w
Nonidentifiers (n=129) (n=24)
Average time on substitute (Acc) or target (Inacc) 5.1 4.7
Average time on all other pictures 2.9

b



Table6 .
Correlations Between Decision Times and Confidence and Accuracy for Witnesses in

Study 1

1 2 3 4
1. Total decision time ' X 236% . -0259%* 452%*
2. Actual accuracy X 179%* .190%*
3.\S_§H-reported confidence o X -.101
4. Self-estimated decision time N X

n-"'9
* one-tail p < .05
** one-tail p < .01
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Table 7 * '

Correlations Between Jurors' Ascriptions of Witness COﬂf dence and Actual Witness
Accuracy on the Basis of Lineup Behavior Only as a F" unction of Video Type in Study 2

-

RSA Type n - Correlation
Overall 4 10§
Normal (Full, Imagined, & Control) 48 .013
Full RSA 16 - 221 . !
Imagined RSA : 16 -042 .
Controi ' 16 -.116
Silhouette : 16 - 444%
*p <.05
-
>
‘!.
‘ /

‘,‘\_
i
L
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Table8 . -
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* Juror Accuracy and Ratingﬁ's of Witness Confidence as.a Function of Juror Condition in
Study 2 and Witness RSA Condi't,gon inStudyl

¥

Juror Condition

s - v oA
Witness RSA-Condition Lineup Only 'Cro‘sus-vaam Both Mean
Only v

Full RSA ] | 0
Juror accuracy (%) 56.2 68.7 50.0 58.3
Ascribed wimess confidence 3.6 4.8 4.5 .43

- Silhouette RSA

Juror aceuracy . - "62.5 31.3 50.0 479
Ascribed witness confidence s 4.9 4.8 4.9

Imégined RSA
Juror accuracy - 75.0 31.3 562 . 542
Ascribed wimess confidence 39 4.7 4.4 4.3

Control =
Juror accuracy 50.0 56.2 68.7 58.3 R

- Ascribed witness confidence 4.6 4.4 43 4.4

. Mean

Juror accuracy 60.9 46.9 56.2 54.7
Ascribed witness confidence 4.7 4.5 4.5

4.3
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Table 9 .
Witnesses’ Estimated Decision Time (in seconds) in Study 3 as a Function of Decision-Time
Eeedback and the Presence or Absence gf the Perpetrator in the Lineup

¥
o~

- k , Decision-Time Feedback

Lin€uap-type , | Long Short. A\}erage Control Mean
o @=18). n=18) (@=17) (@=17) (@=70)

EY

. Perpetrator-present lineups o 43.6 16.8 . 393 '« 31.3 32:7

" Perpetrator-absent lineups 101.9 57.4 54.4 61.4. 69.1

Mean , 727 33.2 34.1 26.4 51.0

RS
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Table 10 ‘
Confidence Ratings (fro}n 1 =notatallto? =sz}emely) for} Witnesses in Study 3 as.a
Function of Feedback Condition and the Presence or Absence of the Perpetrator in the Lineup

NN '
) Decision-Time Feedback

.Liheup-type - Long - Short Average Control Mean =
. ' @=18)"@=18) @=177 w=17) @=70 .

&

Perpetrator-present lineups =~ 49, 6.0 4.2, 4.8, 4.8
. “Perpetrator-absent lineups . 46y 3.3 45, - 46, L“"}

“ Mean ‘ E 47 4.7 4.4 4.6 4.6

NOTE: Values with different subscripts differ at the .05 level.

¢
%ﬁ



Table 11

Mean decision times for witnesses in Study 3 as a function of decision accuracy and the

™

" presence or absence of the perperrator in the lineup.

k4

<

4

Lineup-type
h.

Decision accuracy . - R

Y
u

Inaccurate

Ac'cﬁrate 1

. 91

Perpetrator-present
Y

Perpetrator-absent

False Rejections

30.2, (0 ="7)

Substitute IDs
28.4, (0= 11)

Hits
209, (n=24) ®

Accurate Rejections
57.5p (n=12)

.

NOTE: Values with different §ubscript$ differ at the .01 level.
.

’
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; © : APPENDIX1 *

W o
M ‘ *

' ATTITUDE INVENTORY ‘- -
. \ bt

1

General Instrucgions

The following statements concern your personal reactions to a nutnber of different
situations. No two statements are exactly alike, so consider each statement carefully before
answering. If a statement is TRUE or MOSTLY TRUE as it applies to you, then circle the.
"T" next to that statement. If a statement is FALSE or NOT USUALLY TRUE as it applies
to you, then circle the "F" next to that statement. N

.y s

. Please rernernber that your answers to these questions are :

We are interested in £I0oup responses, so, you need not even fill in your ID number on the
answer sheet. ’

\ i)

" Please try to answer all of thc questions, but if you find a quesuon personally

. »objectionable, you do not have to answer it.

oo

Do not sperld too much time on any one quesuon we are interested in your "first
impressions".

* There are no nght or wrgng aNSWers; we are 1ntercsted only i in what you think.

PLEASE TURN NOW TO THE NEXT PAGE . ...

A4
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; REMEMBER Ifa statement is IRU_E or MOSTL,Y TRUE, then\élrcle the "T". Ifa ™
statment is FALSE or NOT USUALLY TRUE, then circle the "F". .
™

() T F Ifindit hard to imitate the behav1or of other people
(2) T F ~Atpartes and somal gathermgs 1 do not attempt to do or say thlngs that others
’ will like.
v oo

(3) T F Ican only argue for ideas which I already believe.

4 TF I can make impromptu speeches even on topics about Wthh I have almost ho
.« information.

\

5T

7

I guess | put on a show to impress or entertain people *

&
M. T

F

(6) T F I would probably make a ' good actor. \5
F In a group of people I am rarely the center of attention.
F

(8) ‘TT In different snuanons and with dlfferent people, I often act like very different

persons.
(9 T F Iamnot panieu“larly good at making other-people tike me.
(10)0T E_Iamnot always the person I appear to be.

(1T F I would not change my opinions (or the way I do things) in order to please

someone else or win their favor.
!

(12)T F- 1 have considered being an entertainer.

[

(13)T F Thave never been good at games like charades or improvisational acting.

- (14T F Ihave trouble changing my behavior to suit different people and different

\ suuauons
] , 4
(15)T F AtapartyIlet others keep the jokes and stories gomg
(16)T F 1 feel a bit awkward in company and do not show up quite as well as T should

(17T F Icanlook anyone in the eye and tell a he with a straight facg (if for the nght
- end).

(18T F I may deceive people by being friendly when [ 'realljﬂ:lislike them.

THANK YOU. PLEASE INDICATE TO THE EXPERIMENTER THAT YOU ARE
FINISHED. DQ NOT TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE.

N

£

-



'APPENDIX 2 .

LINEUP- DECISION NFIDENCE ASSESSMENT

Now that you have made a lineup decision {either you ¢chose someone or you did ot choosc ;

anyone), please answer the questiéns below.

Y ~ How é‘onﬁdenﬂt ar}: you that youipz{ve made the correot decision?
(circle one) '- o cohe -
: _ _ '\ |
Not atall R Moderately ’ ~ Extremely
confident confidlentt -~ . - confident
1. 2 3 4 5 6" 7

2. What do you think is the probablhty (in percent) that you have made. a correct
decision? ' ‘

(prov1de a number between 0% and 100% that mdlcates the probablllty that you are corrut)

)’ | I think there is a % probability that I am edrrect.

-

3. ' Ifyou chose someone from the lineup, would you be w‘illing to testify uﬁdediouth that
“" the person you identified is in fact the person in the film? (check one)

_YES . NO . | , Sy

— _ —

If you did not choose anyone, ignore /this question.

4. Just based on your own impressiens, how difficult would you say. the
identification-task.was? (circle one)

~“Notatall Moderately Extremely

/] difficult T difficult difficult
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
o \
5. How much time do you think ydu spent looking at the pictures? ___ - secs/mins
N e . (}/nte in a number and circle secs or mins)
-
n

/»
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\ : APPENDIX 3 '
S . . o
| IMPRESSION INVENTORY .
Now that you've watched the short film showing the two men playing tennis, please

) . . . B S
answer the four questions below. There are no right or wrong answers, just respond on .

the basis of your impressions. , )

1.  Which of the two players, the blond-haired player (further from the camera) or the
dark-haired player (closer to the camera), do you think is-the beiter tennis playfr?
(check one) | = _ < ‘\

__BLOND __DARK

9. Which of the two players, blond or dark, do you think has more gxperience at playing
tennis? (checkone) - . t '

___BLOND ‘ ‘DARK

L4
J *

3. If you were asked to recommend one of the players as a tennis instructor, who would

you choose? (check one) \

___BLOND DARK

2

A .

4. Do you think the two players are good friends, or do you think they just met that day
-at the tennis court? (check one)

" _f__GOOD FRIENDS __ JUST MET

¢ - . N

THANK YOU. PLEASE INDICATE TO THE EXPERIMENTER THAT YOU ARE
FINISHED. DO NOT TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE. |

L
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APPENDI s
PENDINd iy

&
. CROSS-EXAMINATION

Would you say you got a good view of hitn, or what?

About how long did you get to see him for? . 2
. \

2

Could you describe for me, very briefly, what hz}ppened in the film?

. How would you describe your opportunity to see the man in the film?

i

S

N -~ \ )
Do you think that was enough time to really get a good look at him?

Isn't it true, though, that the man was facing away from you for most
. of the time?

Can you describe what the man was wearing?

Do you think you'd be able to recognize his clothes if you were o Sec

them again?

who you saw in the film?

Is it true that you have identified the picture of a suspect us the man

Do you think it's possible that you;ve only seen the man you chose
from the pictures somewhere else, and that you just think he's the

man from the film?
{-

Do you think you know the woman in the film?

Do you t}unk you'd be able to recognize her if you saw her again?

96
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APPENDIX 5 |
 IMPRESSION$OF WITNESS' LINEUP-IDENTIFICATION BEHAVIOR

Now that you've watched the witness look through the pictures and make a?/ identification, |
please answer the following questions: ' - ! :

1. Do you think the witness correctly identified the thief? In other wordé,' do you think the
person who the witness chose from the pictures is the person who committed the crime in
the film? (CHECK ONE) -

— YES ______NO \\ —_—
2.. How confident do you feel abouf ybur answer to Question 1?7
" (CIRCLE ONE)
Ngaatall Moderately . Extremely
cofftident ' ~ confident confident
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. If you didn't have to make a "YES" or "NO" decision, what would you sa‘y is the
probability (in percent) that the witness made a correct decision?

(PROVIDE A NUMBER BETWEEN 0 AND 100. IF YOU ANSWERED "YES" TO -
QUESTION 1, THEN YOUR NUMBER SHOULD BE GREATER THAN 50%. IF YOU
ANSWERED "NO" TO QUESTION 1, THEN YOUR NUMBER SHOULD BE LESS
THAN 50%) , ~ | _

"I think there is a %% probability. that the witness is correct.”

-

4. How confident would you say the witness appeared to be?

(CIRCLE ONE)
Not.at all - Moderately - B fémely
confident confident confident
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5.— How long do yof: think the wi;ﬁess took to 100k at all of the pictures? secs / mins’

, (CIRCLE ONE)
" THANK YOU. YOU MAY NOW LEAVE YOUR CUBICLE AND GO SEE THE
EXPERIMENTER AT THE END OF THE HALL.

97 . , : ,b.
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APPENDIX 6
IMPRESSIONS OF WITNESS' INTERVIEW BEHAVIOR 5

Now that you've watched the witness answer the questions regarding the film and the
person chosen from the pictures, please answer the following questions:

~ 1. Do you think the witness correctly identified thé thief? In other words, do you think the
. person  who the witness chose from the pictures is the person who committed the crime

in the film?
(CHECK ONE)
YES NO

2. How confident do you feel about your answer to Question .1 ?

(CIRCLE ONE) 4
i "‘Not at all Moderately ~ Extremely -
confident confident confident

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

e 2N

*3. If you didn't have to make a "YES" or "NO" decision, what would you say is the

probability (in percent) that the witness made a correct.decision?

(PROVIDE A NUMBER BETWEEN 0 AND 100. IF YOU ANSWERED "YES' "To

QUESTION 1, THEN YOUR NUMBER SHOULD BE GREATER THAN 50%. IF

YOU ANSWERED "NO" TO QUESTION 1, THEN YOUR NUMBER SHOULD BE

'LESS THAN 50%)

., '"l'think thereis a % probability that the witness is correct.”

\
4. How confident would you say the witness appcared to be?

(CIRCLE ONE)
Notatall - ~ ) f\doderately extremely
confident : confident - confident
12 3 -4 s 6 7
5. How believable would you say the witness was? . .
(CIRCLE ONE)
Not at all Moderately Extremely
believable believable - . believable
| LRI S 4 5 6 7



APPENDIX 7
[MPRESSIONS OF WITNESS' LINEUP AND INTERVIEW BEHAVIOR

Now that you've watched the witness answer the questions regarding the film and the
person chosen from the pictures, please answer the following questions:

1. Do you think the witness correc:iy identified the thief? In other words, do you think the

person  who the witness chose from the pictures is the person who committed the crime

in the film? ’ R
(CHECK ONE) - ,

- © YES ~_NO

3

2. How conftdent do you feel about your answer to Question 17 '

(CIRCLE ONE)
Not at all Moderately | Extremely
confident confident o ‘ confident

1. 2 3 4 5 6 7,

\
i

3. If you didn't have to make a "YES" or "NO" decision, what would you say is the
probability (in percen) that the witness made a correct decision? :
(PROVIDE A NUMBER BETWEEN 0 AND 100. [F YOU ANSWERED "YES" TO
' QUESTION 1, THEN YOUR NUMBER SHOULD BE GREATER THAN 50%. IF
YOU ANSWERED "NO" TO QUESTION 1, THEN YOUR NUMBER SHOULD BE

+ LESS THAN 50%)
"I think thére isa o, - % proba;bility that the witness is correct.”

4. How confident would you'say the witness appeared to be?

(CIRCLE ONE) : . ;
Not at all .- Moderately Extremely
confident . confident : confident
1 2 3 4 -5 . 6 7. N
5. How long do you think the witness took to look at all of the piétures? : 'secs / mins -
: ‘ N ' N : (CIRCLE ONE)
6. How believable would you say the witness was? ' L
(CIRCLE ONE) .
Not at all Moderately . Exuemely-
believable _ believable ¢ believable

1 ) 3 4 5 6 7 Y

% .



APPENDIX 8
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INSTRUCTIONS TO PARTICIPANTS

The experiment you are participating in today has to do with people's reactions to, and
impressions of, eyewithess testimony and eyewitness identification. In a previous
experiment, other participants viewed a"simulatcd crime (a pufsc-snatching) on videotape.
Afterward, partircipants‘were asked totffnagine that were witnesses to the crime depicted on
the videotape. Then they were asked if they could identify the thief from a number of very
similar-logking pictures, All participants then looked through a series of celor slides, one
picture at a time. Thesl were allowed to spend as much time as they liked looking at each
picture. For each picture, witnesses were asked to say the number of the picuture out loud
("Number 1,.Number 2, " etc.) and to say i‘Yes” or "No", in answer to the qucs'tion “Is

that the man you saw in the videotape?", All participants were videotaped as they looked
through the pictures. '

In this experiment, we are interested in people's impressions of the witnesses' behavior as
they looked through the pictures. In just a few minutes you will be seeing a video'tupc of
one the witnesses from the experiment described above. PLEASE WATCH THE
VIDEOTAPE CLOSELY. Afterward, the experimenter will bring a response-sheet to your
cubicle, and you:will be asked to rate the witness on a number of dimensions (zi?:curacy,
confidence, etc.). PLEASE READ THE INSTRUCTIONS AT THE TOP OF THE
RESPONSE-SHEET, AND FOR EACH QUESTION, VERY CAREFULLY.

When you are finished with the response-sheet, please take your belongings, leave your
cubicle quietly, and see the experimenter at the end of the hallway. There, you will receive
credit for your participation and a written debrieﬁ.r’fg describing the experiment in more
detail. (

Thank you for pmicipatiﬁg.
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. APPENDIX 9

INSTRUCTIONS TO PARTICIPANTS B

The experiment you are participating in today has to de with people's reactions to, and
impressions of, eyewitness -testimony and eyewitness identification. In a previous

cxpcriment other participants viewed a simulated crime (a purse-snatching) on videotape.

| Afterward, participants were asked to imagine that were witnesses to the crime depicted on

the videotape. Then they were asked if they could 1dent1fy the thief from a number of very
similar-looking pictures. All pammpams then looked through a series of color slides, one

‘picture at a time. They were allowed to spend as much time as they liked 1ook1ng at each

picture. Followmg their 1denuﬁcauon all witnesses were asked a number of questions

regarding the simulated crime and about the man who they had identified from the plctures

All witnesses were videotaped as they answered these questions. '

r

In this-experiment, we are interested in people's impressions of the w1messes behavior as |

as thcy answered the questions. In just a few minutes you will be seemg a videotape of
one thc witnesses from the experiment described above. PLEASE WATCH THE
VIDEOTAPE CLOSELY. Afterward, the expenmenter will bring a response-sheet to your

cubicle, and you will be asked to rate the witness on a number of dlmensxons (accuracy,

confidence, etc.). PLEASE READ THE INSTRUCTIONS AT THE TOP OF THE

RESPONSE-SHEET, AND FOR EACH QUESTION, VERY CAREFULLY.
: &

When you are finished with the response-éheet, pleaée take your belongingé, leave your

cubiéle quietly, and see the experimenter at the end of the hallway. There, you will receive

credit for your participation and a written debriefing describing the experiment in more
detail. \ -

Thank you for participating. -

101
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APPENDIX 10
INSTRUCTIONS TO PARTICIPANTS

The experiment you are participating in today has to do with people’s reactions to, and
impressions of, ”eyewitn’ess testimony and eyewitness identification. In a previous
experiment, other participants viewed a simulated crime (a purse-snatching) on videotape._
Afterward, participants were. askcd to imagine that were witnesses to the cnmc depicigd on
the v1deotape Then they were asked if they could xdermfy the thief trom a number of very
similar-looking pictures. All parucxpants then looked through a sene:rot color slides, one
picture at a time. The}; were allowed to spend as much time as they liked looking at each

- picture. For each picture, witnesses were asked to say thevnumber of the picuture out loud
("Number 1, Number 2, " etc.).and to say "Yes" 0 8 "No", in answer to the question "Is

that the man you saw in the videotape?" All participants were videotaped as they looked
through the pictures. ‘

Following their identification, all witnesses were asked a number of questions regarding
the simulated crime and about the man who they had identified from the pictures. All
witnesses were again videotaped as théy answered these questions.

" In this experiment, we are interested in people's impressions of the witnesses' behavior as
& they looked through the pictures and as they answered the questions. In just a few minutes

. you will be seeing a videotape of one the witnesses frc  he experiment described above.

First you will see the witness looking through the pic uro 5. Followmg, a brief pause, you
will see the Witness answering the questions. PLEASE WATCH THE VIDEOTAPE
CLOSELY. Afterward, the experimenter will bring a response-sheet to your cubicle, and
you will be asked to rate the witness on a number of dimensions (accumcy, confidence, -
etc.). PLEASE READ THE INSTRUCTIONS AT THE TOP OF THE_ :
RESPONSE-SHEET, AND FOR EACH QUESTION VERY CAREFULLY. ‘

When you are finished with the response-sheet, please take );ouf bclongings l€ave your

cubicle quietly, and see the experimenter at the end of the hallway. Thcre\xgu will rcccwe

credit for your panmpauon and a written debriefing describing the expenmcnt in more _
detail N
Thank you for participating.

22



