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' from the lineup was recorded. lh\ addition, a predecision measure of confidence,

¥

~ Abstract .
One hundred and eighty-four ‘subjects observed a theft made an identification
from a lineup,‘ and answered dther questions, about the event Half the subjects
were informed that the- theft was staged prior to- viewing a lineup, while the
other half believed thavfhe theft was real throughout the experiment (ie., ‘
informed vs. uninformed _eyew\tnes'ses, resbectively). The physical similarit'y of the
lineup foils to the ’criminal f(ie. lineup similarity}’ was also rhanipuleted as well as
the presence or absence of the.. cnmmal in the lineup. The subjects’ selectloh
a postdecision measure of confidence, a behavioroid msasure of cooperation, a

behavioroid measure of confidence, and an Embedded Figures Test score were

obtaifed. When the “criminal was m e lineup, unlnformed wutnesses were’ less
accurate than informed witnessbs. The mf rmation variable did not affect witness -
accuracy when: the criminal’ was not in te fneup. For choosers only, the
postdecision cenfidence measure and the behavioroid confidence measure were

significaﬁtly correlated with accuracy. Multiple regression was used to predict

. the mformed group's accuracy from the three measures of confidence, the

measure of cooperatlon and the Embedded Figures Test A similar multiple |

regression was calculated for the uninformed group The multiple regression for

‘the informed group was significant, and it was also significantly higher than the

regression for the unmformed group. The multlple regressmn for . the uninformed

group was not sugmfncant Llneup snmllarlty had a marginal effect on accuracy.

. Lmeup similarity did not interact with the information variable. There was no

difference between mformed and unmformed sub;ects on willingness to make an

oo |denth|catnon
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. 2 . . '. . ) ’
it has long been recognized that psychHology might be uséfully applied to
eyewitness testimony (Munsterherg, 1908). 'Yarme'y (1979) notes that both Freud,
in 19Q86, and Watson, in 1913, discussed the importance of psychology for:

eyev&itness testimony and jury decision making This issue has beeh explored

" through 'b.oth facial recogriition research ahd eyewitness reeearch'

In facial Yecognltnon research, the subject f?t vnews photographs of
individuals. A second set of photographs is then ntroduced This second -set

3 b? mdwnduals ‘who were in. the original set -of photographs and

_ls who were not in the orugmal set of photographs.. The
facial recogmtlon task is to view the sec0nd set of photographs and ndentlfy o
those individuals who were - algo 'in the orngmal set of puctures )
ln ey:ewitness research, a crime is staged and then individuals are asl;e_d .
to view a lineup (or a set of pictures). The subjects are expected to either
identify the criminal ot state that the. criminal is not in tf\e lineup. As will be
dlscussed below, there are problems in generallzmg to the ‘real world crlmmal
justice system from sither fac:al recogmtlon research or from eyewntne'ss h

resesrch.

A Facial Recognltlon Research

Recently, mvestngators have attempted to examme the vanables that affeqt .
facnal recogmtuon This research. has obvious unplucatuons for the cnmma,[ ;ustnce
system especaally for understandmg the varlables that operate in eyewnness :

" identifications. Unfortunately, comparison between expenmehts is difficult because

of‘ stimulus differences betweer :?periments For ex'ample. some ex'pe'rimenters__
use schematic faces, others use photos, and still others use face\s made by .
selectmg from many possibl eyesvt noses, etc. Desptte duffncultues"(%generated by

_sttmulus varnabuhty some findings are generally agreed won : . »

The abmty of subjects to verfaly describe a 'partucular_ face is’ not "

correlated with the ability to recognizé the face whenrt B presented"agairt .
(Goldstem Johnson & Chance, 1979) In general,""when expemmenters use ,

'Caucasaan faces and Csucasisn subjects and immediate recall 'recogmtnon accmacy' ’

»
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rated ‘medium” on attractiveness.

o |’mstaken for the target : o ST

‘-

rates vary between 54% and 96% wuth ‘an average of about 79% (Clifford and
Bull, 1978, p. 83 ._-“ : ' o v

In addition to the generally hlgh accuracy rates mvestvgators have found
that only -minor changes in accuracy o’"cur -when delays of up to one week are
“interposed between the first and set:ond vuewmg of the face For example,
Laugherty, Fessler, & Lenorovitz (1974) found that s:mnlar* accuracy was obtained
whether a four minute 0|f a one week delay was used. Brown, Deffenbacher &

~

Sturgill (1977) found that éven with a two dgy interval between original viewing
and tes\mg for recognmon sub;ects were able to correctly identify 96% of the

' ‘faces However Brown et al's subjacts performed only shghtly better than

chancetw_h:n.}t can:e to recallmg where they had sedn the face.

it 15 also agreed that the upper portion of the face, partucularly the
forehead, hatrhne and eyes 'is more umportant for recogmtnon than. the lower -
portnon of the face (Yarmey, 1 979 p. -116). However, it is also agreed that
faces are not recognized solely on\«the analysls of individual features (Yarimey.

1879, p. 116). .. - oL, S -\

4

Other- factors. that influence facial recognition sre judged attractivenes
distinctiyeness, and likeableness of. the face (T‘jight Stuart, & Hollander, 1979; \
.,Yarmey' 1975; Yarmey, 1978)’ Cross, -Cross and Daly (1971) found that faces |
independently rated as attractlve are more likely to be identified; while Shepherd\

& Eliis (1973) .report that faces rated "high" on attractiveness and faces rated

"Iow on attractiveness were more easlly identified after five weeks than faces

N
a v

Research w:th facial recognltnon has also estabiished that some faces are
more dlfflcylt to discriminate then others. Cohen & Carr (1975) and Light et al.
(1879) found that, if sttention is not called to thie. dtmensrpn -of distinctiveness
dur.ing the initial viewing of the face,"fac:es rated "low" in“distinctiyeness are
more difficult to recognize; ‘and when they are 'used as decoys, they result-in

more mnsndentufucatuons Goldstein, Stephenson and Chance (1977) note that some

' faces are never mistaken for’ the target face while other faces are% often

ey -
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. Laugherty et 11""({%74) concluded that the critical varlables determlmng

whether a corrett identificatipn il occur are the number- of faces from whlch
the selection is to be ' and the homogenenty of the faces. In one of .

Laugherty ®t al's (4974) experiments, homogeneity was based on the amount of
overlap on nine physlcal charactatstucs = hair color, hair length age build, eye
“Color, glasses, moustache beard and Iﬁnbth and shape of sndeburns in another
expenment homogenenty }was based on sumllarlty ratings obtamed from the

- subjects. Both Qhomogenelty and number of faces are mversely related to the
probablllty of a correct |dentlfccat|on o .

It is also known that recognition is substantlally altered by simply
changing non—permanent aspects of the. mdlvuduals appearance For lnstance‘
removmg a beard caused accuracy to drop from S75% to 42% {Laugherty &
Fowler, 1977) Laugherty, & Fowler have also analyzed misidentifications. They

* found that when a decoy is mlstakenly identified for the target, it is usually the

. case that the decoy has long hair and/or a beard and/or a moustache They
argue that subjects rely heavily on changeable aspects of facual appearance
Expression is also easily changed and both Galper (1970) and Sorce & Campos
(1974) have dnscovered that if the target’s expresslon is not the same on both

photo presentations, accuracy decreases. - ) 5

.' Bower & Karlin (1974) w%& Ackroyd {1975}, and Strnad & |
Mueller (1977) all found that asking subjacts to make a judgment as to whether

a' face appeargd pleasant or honest resulted in ssignificantly better recognmon
than asking the: subjects to make a more superf:cnal judgment regarding the
_face (e.g, size or sex). Yarmey (1978) found. that when the %ubjects were
I reqﬁired to’ make at&ibutibns regarding the face (e.g, happy), a'two-second
| vnewmg of ‘the photo was suffncnent to insure 89% correct recogmtnons In
addltlon Yarmey (1979) states that memory is posmvely correlated with the
number of dlfferent dmensuons on which these Ludgments are made '
I has been argued ‘that attentiorr to these "deeper” dlmens:ons rather
"than the dll’ﬂGﬂSldh per se;, is the lmportant'factor in “the lmprove¢ recognmon
Bower & Karlin, 1974; Yarmey, 1875). This view is supported by Wlnograd

Y

. '(19.76) who demonstrated that making a judgment with respect to the

L}
.
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dimensions of honesty and pleasantness in;proved performance recognition
regardless of whether the subject decides that the target possesses thé quality '
or decides that the target does not possess the quality. All the above has
obvious implications for any Iinaqp. For example, de?)er dimensions gt the time
of the crime should increase the witness's accuracy when he/she views the .
liheup. ‘
The/fr/nprovdd accuracy in f_acial rqcognitipn that results ‘from attention to .
one or more relevant Himensions also occurs in the mofp general paradigrﬁ -of o
- discrimination learning. Gibson (1967 p. 99) argues that discrimination learniné is,
facilitated when properfies on which the stim;JIi differ are’ ’embhésized’ in training.
This suggests the possibility that requiring subjects to make judgments reg‘ardingﬁ; |
t\?pes of noses would increase accuracy by the same means as the judgments .
regarding pleasantness, etc. (ie. by calling attention to ‘a relevant dimension).
However, research indicates .thatfthis is not the case. Pattérson & Baddeley
(1977). found that jddgments regarding personality ,charactarisfics of th target
resulted in better recognition performancé than judgments about facial features -
(e.g. type of nose). The effect of ‘these judgment tasks on memory. are
,genérally‘ included under a conceptual framework of levels of processing
originally developed by' Craik and Lbckhart (1972). The underlying ‘assumption of
the levels of processing approach is that a stimul&s is processed thr_o'ugh' a
series of stages with different types of information being extracted from the
. stimulus ‘at successive stages. fhe more levels or ‘stagés through which the
stimulus is processed the befter its retfievability from merﬁory. Presumably, tasks ‘
requiring jUdgments. sﬁch as .sr’\onesty reduire these _qeeper Ievéls of processing
more than do tasks ‘fequiring more superficial judgments such as sex. Loftus
(1978), on the other hand, suggests that judgmgnts regarding . personality
characteristics may | improve reclognition relative ’fo judgments ' regarding facial
features . because th former requires an analysis of the entire face as 6pposed
" to only a single feature of the face.. The former is also more»"semahtic".' That
is the subject must relate the face to more abstract qualities, which may result
in a rriorénfully elaborated memory represenfation _

\
-2
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(j)
_ B. Eyewltnen Literature and Compcrlsons Betwsen the Eyewitness Literature
'vand the Facial Recognltlon thercturo .

There are samllarltles between results obtained in the facial recognitlon -
experlments and rasults obtamed ln eyewntness experiments. For example, Brown
et al, Study 2, (1977) found that ‘when subjects view a crime, then view mug
'shots, and then view the. lineup, the subjects confused the confederate criminal
with faces seen only in the mug shots.- is confusion is analogous to Brown
et al's Study 1 (1977} finding that subjects could recogmze a prevuously seen
face, but had trouble in determining where they had seen the face.

In addition, Lindsay & Wells (1980) found that increasing - the physncal
similarity of the- lineup members to a witness's verbal description of the criminal
(ie. mcreaslngr similarity) decreased selections of the criminal. -This is comparable
to Laugherty et al's (1974) finding that increasing homogenelty between faces
- decreases recogmtuon accuracy. However facial recognition- research usually
defines accuracy differently than does eyeW|tness research. In facial recogmtlon
e)fperlments accuracy is simply the number of correct identifications divided by ‘
‘the total number of choices; but that portion of the eyewrtness researc_h that |
deals with the problem of similarity between lineup members uses a more

_ecologically-valid definition of -accuracy.

In the real world, it is generally the case that all members of the Imeup

except the suspect are known to be mnocent Since no crrmlnal proceedmgs
will ‘ensue from the selectlon of someone other than the suspect, accuracy can
be calculated as the number of correct identifications in a lineup that mcludes
the actual criminal divided by the number of ideptifications of the person in' the
criminal-absent Iineup who is designated as the innocent '5uspect, (Lindsay & i
Walls, 1980). Although the resuitant ratio of correct i&entifications .(when the
itarg_et is presen_t in the choice set) to incorrect ide?tifications (when the target
is absent from the choice set) leads to‘a somewhat different definition of
. accuracy than is traditionally used, the definition’is. one that more closely
approximates the operational characteristics of  the criminal justice é%«stem"
~ When Lindsay & Waells' (1930) used‘ this defiqitioh 'pf accuracy, 'th_ey} wereu-
able to show that 'increases in similarity - betweeh Iineup members {ie., what .

- B ) - e
t, . ) . /
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~criminal justice system, i

" other members of

i

Waells, Leippe, & Ostrom (1979) refer to as increasing functional size) resulted
in a decline in accurate identifications (ie., identifications of the criminal), but an
aven greater decline- in false identifications (ie ider;tifications of the innocent
suspect). Thus chouces of the correct face could be said to decrease as
slmnlarity among -the choice set increases (as suggested by the facwl-—recogmtnon
literature), but the similarity variable has an even stronger effect on reducnlngﬂ
choices of the wrong face (e, innocent suépec"c) when the correct face is
absent from the choice set |

Lindsay & Waells (1980) argue that whep their definition of accuracy is
used, high lineup slmllanty {functional size) mcreases accuracy by - necessltatmg a
deeper level of analysis and necessitating more elaborate use of memorial
processes rather than surface analysis. The term. "functional size" . is meant‘}'t"ov

characterize the number of functional or b/ausible ‘members in the lineup, based

“on physical similarity, and is distinquished from nominal size or the mere

number of persons in the lineup. The functional size of a lineup is caiculated
by providing individuals who h;yé not seefi the criminal (ie., mcck witnesses)
with e description of the criminal and asking the mock witnesses to select the
criminal from ,the Iineup on the basis of the description The total number of
identifications are dividec by the number of selections of the 5uspect Thus, a
lineup in which 50% of the mock witnesses choose the suspect has a

functional size of two, regardiess of its* nominal size.

C. Problems with Generalization from Fecle\ Recognition Research to the
Real World - . Y

E 3 ' :
As previously notdd; Lindsay and Wells (1980) point out that in the

ups are 'ueually composed of only one suspect Ali

up are known to be lnnocent Thls means a false

-

“identification is only significant in the case where an mnocent suspect is

lldentlfled. as the criminal. in terms of laboratory research, the comparable -

situation would ‘be a lineup in which the confederate criminal is sbsent; and in
addition, the selectlon of. any individual in the Imeup other than the prevnously

cent suspect is not counted as a faise |dent|f;cat|on since no
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"pbroéecutlon would result from this select»ion Lindsay and Weils (1990) definedi
.the innocerit suspect as the member of the lineup who the witnesses most
often misidentified as the cnmlnal Lmdsay & Wells (1980) used this moﬂ'lod of
calculating false- identifications and manipulated functlonal size (i.e, physical
similarity between the members of the lineup). When the- functional size of the
Iineup‘ was 244 anl:l the criminal was not’in .the lineup, Lin&say-& Waells found
‘that 31% of those who attempted én identification choose, the innocent suspect ‘
However, when the crirhinal absent lineup with a functional size of 1.1 was
used, 70% of those who attempted an identification, identifiecl the innocent

suspect .
Accuracy rates ined using the eyewitness procedure tend to be Vlower
than the accuracy rat.es;::tained' in some facial recognition tas.ks (e.g.
De-ffenbacher-et al,, "1975). Wells, Lindsay; & Ferguson (1879) found that 26%
of the identific§tions made by witnesses wereg false identifications (i.e. someone
.other than the criminal confedqrat: was identified as the’ criminal) while Leippe
‘et al. (1978) found that more than 50% of the identifications made by
witnesses were false identifications. Neither of these studies used a criminal
‘abseht lineup (i..e., It was always possible to choose the criminal)

Of course, accuracy rates are not necessarily comparable across
eyewitness experiments bel:ause accuracy ‘is affected by a multitulde of variables
le.g. viewin§ time and frequency, salience, expectations, etc. Loftus, 1979).
Accuracy’ could be affected by a change in any of these variables. For example, .
Lindsay, Waells, & Rumpel (1980) were able to affect accuracy ,rates by = ’
_manlpulatmg trivial situational variables. ' They* employed three groups. In the,
high—accuracy condition, the subject interacted with the criminal for 20 seconds
and the criminal did not we_af a hat In the moderate—accuracy condition, the Q.
subject interacted with the criminal for 12 second's and the criminal wore a
' hat; buf the hat did not covei' the criminal's hair. The low-—ac\::uracy condition
was lchntlcal to the moderate condition except that the hat was pulled down
~ so that the -criminal's’ hair and ears were covered Of the subjects who madé
- identifications in Lindsay et al’s high, moderate, and low situational accuracy

conditions, 26%, 50%, and 67% re'sp‘ectiv_e,ly were false identifications. In addition,
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witnesses in the Iow sutuatnonal accuracy condmon -were not less ﬁkely to

attempt an |dentuf|catnon or less hkely to be willing to testnfy in court‘ than
wutnesses in the high sutuatlonal accuracy condltuon .
Despitd low accuracy rates SUb]GCtS tend to be highly: confident of thenr

identjfications. In fact, accuracy and confidence have been fpund to be either.

. uncorrelated (Brown et al, 1977; Leippe et .al. 1978) or only weakly correlated

(Lindsay et al, 1980; Waells et al, 1979).

Investigation has also shown that the magnitude of the witness's
confidence in his/her identificatidn . does not reflect sitcational variables designed
to raise or lower identification accuracy (Llndsay et/ al, 1980). SimilarTy aithough
functional size has bean shown to affect accuracy a witness's confidence in
his/her accuracy is not altered by changes in the func#onal suze _of the .lineup
- Poor accuracy combined with high confidence does not portend well for

is especially true in

the use of eyewitness testimqny in‘legal proceedings.
view.o.f research that' in@o}s that jurors’ belief of a withess is‘theaxily
determined by the witnessts confidence (Lindsay et al.,
Wells, Lindsay, & Tousignant, 1980). ~ /
Despite similarities between facial recognition research and eyewitness
identifications that occur in the real world and betwee'n!“facial recognition .
researcn and eyewitness research, there are several reasons why it seems

unvlikely that the facial recognition procedure is adequate for generalization to

- the recognition' task required of eyewitnessés” M the real world.

. N J
First, arousal is known to affect ofMmance. At high levels of arousal,

performance declines (Yerkes—Dodson' Law). This s expecially true of comp|e>t
tasks le.g,errson identificaﬁcn), which invoive the jnteg?atbn of several thought
processes.eln addition, as arousal increases, attentio&lfmy shift from the general
environment to only a subset of the environment (et a shift from criminal and
weapon to only the weapon; Easterbrook, 1959). Since facial recognition
subjects do not believe that they have  witnessed 5 crime. it is likely that they
may be ‘Iess aroused during input than individuals who have witnessed a crime
and, therefore, encode the situation differently. \

]

980;. Waells et al, 1979;



]

Secondk the facial recognition subject is often told that he/she will be
asked to identify the targét person(s) later. This means tha't he/she can actively
process the target But, in "everyday experiance observations are often not
planned and deliberate so that the wutness is” often not in" a positioh to
mt‘?mona"y study and store information regardmg the criminal. This "incidential”
nature of criminal observation can occyr either because the witness does not
realize that'-a crime has occurred until the criminal has gone or because the "
witness is so surprised by ‘the crime that strategic forms of observation do
not .occur. '

Ex‘perim_ents that ask the subjeét to study the face and determine
whether a pgrticular quality (e.g., distinctiveness) is present also differ from the
real world in that witnesses are not given such instructibns. in addition, it's
argued that recdgnition memory is not necessarily imﬁroved by the mere
preseﬁce of a pafticular quality. Instead it's the_process of decidiﬁg whether the
quality exists that improves recognition mehaf?
recognitibn,,resea"rch can not possibly be_ applicable to “crimes that do not
provide adequate opportunity or motivatién for analyzing the criminal'§ CE
appearance. 7’ )

Nevertheless, its possible that, under ::er}ain conditions, real worid \
 witnesses may. also make dispositional judgments about the Mcriminal. For example,
it may be automatic, to _judge the criminal's meanness, desperation, etc. Unless
specifically reduired to do so, it's uniikely that the subjects in facial recognition
research regularly make dispositiorial judgr_nents about the target Facial
rec;')én_itionv research that specifically requires subjects to make such judgrhents
may more closely approximate the real world than other types of facial
recognition researéh This rationale is what was used by Leippe, Wells, & -
Ostrom (1978) in the crime seriousness study. Leippe et al argued that a more
serious crime produced deeper processing of. the criminal's inténtions ('ls hg/she

really a thief?”), which resulted in better "fe'c:ognition performance.

The facial recognition experiments also differ from the real world in that

often the identical -stimulus {e.g. photo) is used for both the original ‘viewing‘

and the later recognition test In addition, when a different picture is used for

A 1\'herefore, this aspect of facial -
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~ the facial recognition task, is' not a-good model of the actual eyewiineés

K .10
‘the recall task, research indicates that mir;or changes such as expression affect
the subject's accuracy. Ité highly unlikely in the lineup that: one could duplicate
everything about the criminal, including his expression during the crime. In the
real wprld, many aspects ?f the cri.minal have changed prior to the second
identification. This, makes it risky to generalize to the real world from facial
recognition tasks in which the same ;;hotograph is used for the original viewing
and the later recognition task. | ’

A final major difference between facial recognition resaaréh and ‘the‘real_
world(is that §ubj§cts in facial recognition ex anems are not exposed to live
_‘ta‘rgets., A live person is much more dynamic N a picture. It is possible that

's‘MR\e difficult than the more

4

encoding of a dynamically changing individual
limited recognition tasks required in the facial regognition ‘experiments.

E

The eyewifness procedure in which a subject actually believes that he/she

3

-has witnessed a crime does not suffer from any of the abo_\ie problems.
Therefore, it seems more appropriste for investigating the prdblems of real

world eyewitness identificetions. ‘ _ .

D. Possible ["roblemg in Eyawitncsé Research

Its possible that the currently used eyewitness laboratory procedure, .like

~

"

situation. In the laboratory, the witness is told that the crime was staged prior
to making an id:‘ntifit.:atio‘n This creates a major distinction between the
laboratory witness and the witness to an actual . crime. Standard eyewitness )
research assumes that the important factor is the subject's belief at the time of
encodiné that a crirné occurred. After the initial encoding,‘ it is assumed that no
differences result from the subject's awareness that the crime was simulated

. However, this assumptllon is an empirically grounded and seems
counter—intuitive. In addition, this position is in contrast to considerable evidence
that memory is affected by conditions at the time of retrieval Abernathy (¥940)
dembhstrﬁted that exam performance decreased whén the room usgd for te'stiﬁg
was different than the room used for teaching Lipton (1977)'fouﬁd that asking,
specific questions, instead of letting the sgbject tell what happened in his/her
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the sentence About how fast were the cars going when they contacted' Ba
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‘own words, increased quantity .of recall but ‘reduced accuracy. Loftus & Zanni

(1975) showed that question wording can affect recall. Asking‘ subjects if_ they

“the" broken head light is more hkely to produce a yes response than is

asking if the subject saw. "a" broken head light In a similar vein, Loftus &

Palmer (1974) were able to change estimates of speed by changmg the verb i

other™? Subjects estimates of speed were affected by whether the verb was

“contacted”, "hit", "bumped”, "coliided”, or "smashed".

Possible differences in acoureey'

Both anxiety level at ‘the time of retrieval and tne consequ ces

. reportlng a retrieval are different for the real world wntness than th e for

the Iaboratory witness. It's possuble that this may make generaluzatnons to the ]
real world questlonable |
In the real world, witnesses are under pressure 97 to identify the
criminal and to be dorrect in their identifications. Thus type of pressure,
especnally the pressure created by the .need to be correct can be expected to
cause onre anxiety than is experienced in the laboratory ghere makmg a i ' ~
decision, and more importantly, maklng a correct decnsnon is not so critical.
The case for a perf rmance decrement due to increased anxnety at the
tirne of retrieval of straig_htf rward. Performance ‘on complex .tasks, such as
eyewntness |dent|f|cat|ons s’ known to be senously hampered by high Ievels of
arousal This relatuonshlp between performance and . arousal was prevnously
discussed with respect ‘to information input differences” between facial
recognition subjects and eyewitnéss subjects. . ', » | .
_//A% consequences of makmg an identification are clearly not the same
"for both the laboratory subject_ and the. real world witne_ss. The laboratory

witness knows that no serious consequences for ei_ther"'himselfsor the suspect

Table 1. Ih the laboratory

_are mlnlmal and are identical to

~t

will result from his/her identification, vyhile the real "witness knows that very
senSus consequences may resmt from his identification.
The dlfference in consequences can be seen by comparing . Table Il with

negatlve consequences of making an- identification

e negatlve cOnsequences of not makmg an
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identification . This is not a caution-inducing situation and, therefore, a witness .

/

© _may feel free to take his/her best guess as to ‘the identity of the criminal.

o m‘\yfn the real situation, any identification is costly since one must then
appear in court Beceuse the consequences i‘n “the real world are more serious,
ohe may hypothesize that a real witness will be both -more cautious and more
aroused than a~’laboratory vyitness in making any identification. In addition it
seems hkely that many real witnesses would be particularly cautious to avoid

¥ Box 3 l.e. -sending an innocent person to jaill. This means a stricter cnternon :
for ldentofylng a suspect may be used in the real world sutuatlon

Aithough a strong rational case can be made.for a change in
performance due to a change in consequences, the empirical case for the
consequences variable is less strong than the case for the arousal vanable A
major source of mferent:al upbo\fbr the differential consequences hypotheses
comes from signal detectign theory (Egan 1975).

. Because of methodolo al cﬁfferences, signal detection theory is not
'directly applicable to the standard eyewitness research However Signal detection °
theory is a type of decision theory and therefore,” in some ways, analogous to
the eyewutness parad:gm Since the two tasks are similar, it seems reasonable
as a first approxlmatlon to-use signal detection theory metaphoncally to
determme areas of lmportance for research in the eyewitness paragigm.

Sngnal detection theory breaks decisions into two components - the
sub;ect’s ability to detect -a slgnal (eg the criminal) in a signal plus noise -
situation (e.g. the lineup) and the subjects willingness to say that he/she has
7etected the signal. Being wullmg to say that a slgnal was present can be
broken down -into the “subject's expectations regardmg whether the signal is
preSent and the consequences of reporting the sxgnal ‘

In terms -of eyewutness research, the subjects expectations inciude
vanables such as the suggestion that the suspect is in the’ lineup or dufferentlal
treatment ‘of a partlcular Imeup member (e.g. using a color plcture for the

, suspect and black and white pictures for the foils). Expectation varlables are /

nown to be ‘effective in influencing whether a particular eyewitness

identification wnll occur (Fanselow & Buckhout, 1976; Malpass & Devine, 1980

~y



real world This means a real world witnes' who makes an adentufacatlon may e

13

" thus providing confidence in the metaphorical use of signal detection theory and,

in particular, providing confidence tha(t\ the conssquences of an identification may
influence eyewitness behavior. \ ‘
The possibility that identification consequences may be an important factor

in eyewitness identifications is not only éuggostad by fimilarities between signal

- detection theory and ‘the eyewitness paradigm. Malpass and Devine (1980) found

that witnesses were more likely to make an -identification (not necessarily an
accurate one) if they believed that the punishment for the crime w\quld be

seveu;e rather than trivial. Malpass and Devine (1980) believe that when the ’
crime is_viewed as a serious infraction, witnesses n;ake more. identifications

because the inconvenience that :n identification would cause the witness is

,offset by the importance of identifying the criminal. This is similar to saying

that -the consequences of making an identification mfluence whether an

identification is_ _made. N
? . If witnesses actually are -using a different criterion in the real world than-. ‘

in th? laboratory, then it's pbésible that the accuracy rates 'obtaine'c} in the Yems ‘o'
laboratory are not generalizable to the real world If the withess "empioys a

siricter criterion, he/she will need. to' be more sure before risking an

identification. With a strict criterion, both the cnmlnal and mnocant suspecf

would be ldentnfned Iess often However, one might expect that the innocent

J suspect, more often than the criminal, would not meet the: stricter criterion for

(]

- : &
identification Since accuracy is based on the ratioc of selections of the criminal

to selections of the innocent sus'pect.' -acturacy would increase under the above

3
~

circumstances. 4
Possible differences in confidence: ratings and in confidence-accuracy

relationship

B

A ’strictqr criterion also raisés the possibility that there rQay be

"differences between the real world and the laboratory with respect to witness

confidence. The lower the Jwitness's confidence in the identification, the more

likely it is that the. identification is one that would not meet a stricter criterion -

Therefore, a stricter ‘criterion may remove.4ow confidence identifications in the

- . S— ’ o

[N



Ca - | < o . 14

‘be more confident than a laboratory witness who makes an identification In o O
addition, its possible thst the real world .environrnentv might operate to\ raise or
lower confidence indopandently -of any .cvhanges in accuracy (Leippe, 1980). Since
confndence and accuracy may both behasve differently in the real world than
they do in the laboratory it's pdsstble that the Iabor'tory confldence-accuracy
relatlonshlps ‘(or lack thereof) do- not apply to the real world : o
" Possible differences bstween pnd’eclslon end post‘oalsion confldonoo £

' Since Iaboratory wutnesses have typlcally been very confident of their
decisions, it might be argued that the dlfference in the .consequences of making
an identification are not that importanta However, the confidence measure s’
‘often collayf'?L after an ldentlflcatlon has been made. ‘Bem (1972) argues that
people use their own behav:or to maske mferences about their beliefs. This

W

suggests that onhce  ap ldentuflcatloo hay” bepn .made an individual may infer that ’
he/she must have be'en' confident becausa" he/she made an"identification It may
be that predecaslon confidence measures are better related t0 accuracy than are
postdecnsu&n confidence measures. . ) i _—
Poselblo ;{lfforoncos in willingness to make an ldontifloation - ' -

Its also possible that wﬂlmgnessvjo make an ldent»flcatlon ind

any ghanges |n accuracy or confudence may be, dnfferent in the real world than
in, the Iaboratory Real world wutnesses may believe that they c8uld make an
udentnfncatlon but be unwnllmg to @5 so. Conversely, wrtnesses._R the* repl world
may be operating under pressures which do not exist in the laboratory: leg,
feelmgs of sodial responslblllty) These pressures may affect the witnesses’
willir:gnees “to e an |dent|f|cat|on so that the real worid witness ‘may feel
compelled to identify someone especlally as crime senousness mcrbases The
‘ Malpass and Devine (1980) study provides some support for this hypothes:s by
demonstratmg that wnllmgness to make an identification is not a constant, but .
rather increases with consequencas to the offender However. none of Maipass
‘and Devunes sub;ects were aware that they wefe pactlclpatmg in an expenment,
and therefore, the Malpass-and Dev:ne study can not prov:de mformatlon sbout
posslble dlfferences batween the Iaboratory witness nd tl\e real world witness. )
. .



- Because of“the "possible differences between. identifications in the
Iaboratory and in the' real world, it is |mportant to experimentaily determme '
whether the standard "experimental eyewvtness procedure is applncable to the
criminal . justice system ' , ‘ }
Poaelble interaction betwsen leboratory varlebles and real world varleblea

The,_problems of generalizability extend - further than just questlons of

whether accuracy, confidence, and wu]lmgness to identify - a suspect are different

.in the two situations. It's possible that variables present in. the real world may

" interact with. standard eyewitness variables such s functional size. For exd’nple.~ '

it may be that.the functional sizé effect results from the wilingness of
\ “
laboratory wutnesses to. ldentnfy the lineup member who mo}t losaly fits thenr'

fa Y

remembrance of the cr-inal. When functaonal SIIO is low' the innocent suspect

is the best fit, but when functional size is hugh, the foils are also good fits

and draw choices away from the innocent suspect. However, in the real wo‘rld.

" st may be that wutnesses are not~wnllmg to simply select the closest fit They .

may only be wollmg to make an- identification if there is an absolute fit, rather
than a relative fit In the real- world, increasing functional size may ‘have no .

effect on’ decreasing identifications of the innocent suspect It may be that

* mdependent V&f‘l&leSa that have been manipulated in the Iaboratory leg functlonal

size) would result in totally - dlfferent patterns of behavior .in the real world This
would mean that the laboratory results are not only dlfferent from the real
world results but alsg! that they are not proportsonal tg results obtalneble in
t:'le real” world If the results are different in magnltude but comparable in
dxrectuon then it°would only be necessary fo scdle the laboratory results in
order to apply them to the real world. . However if the results are different.
@:l, in addltxon not comparable generaluzatnon from the laboratory to the real

~ world would not be justified. o . N

One way: of empirically determining whether the laboratory is an -adequateﬁ :

representatlon of the real world is to compare sub;ects who ~part:c|pate in a

standard eyewntness experlment with subjects who part:cnpate i an ndentncel
expernment except that ‘the latter are not informed that the crime was staged
until after the identification is made lie.. nm:pulatnon of the mformatnon varnable)

< , o o
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' ‘variables so that the perforrnance of the typical laboratory witness is unrelated

-

In addition, if- any di'fferences should develop, it would be necessary to

‘to the real world. The pOSSlblllty that the 4nformat|on variable interacts with

standard eyewitness variables can be tested by the inclusion of vanables already
known to affect eyewitness accuracy o
Both presence-absence of the criminal and functional size are known to

affect eyewutness -accuracy. The inclusion of functional size is particularly

‘advantageous since research (Llndsay & Wells 1980) has shown “that accursacy

increases when the functional size IS increased from” 1.10 to 2.44. How ver, it
has not yet been detérmined -whether the relationshup between functn# s:ze _
and accuracy is ligear. The inclusion of functional suze»would provide evndence
as to- whether éven higher functional snze Iineups produce further increasds in
accuracy. ‘ '

If ‘no significant differences occur between the “inforimed and uninformed
groups, then the standard laboratory pro‘c‘edure IS supported as a means of
generalizing to the real world. Of cours_e, it is still possible that'&ﬁwe two (
situations differ with respe:ct to varigbles other than the' presence;absence
yariable‘ and the furictional size variable {e.g., crime seriousness).‘ If a significant

difference occurs between the .informed. and uninformed groups and an

~m'teractu:in does not occur between the information variable and one of the.

other variables, the standard Iaboratory procedure’ is stili \vahda‘ted although the
results of laboratory studies will have to be appropriately adjusted before they

' ,can be applied to the real world.

o

. Certain types of interactions would indncate a serious probiem with
generallzation if, for example thek information variable serves to - either. ‘eliminate

or reverse. the effect of the functional size variable, then future work on

: / i . o4 . L . .
. functipnal size should be Bone with uninformed witnesses If, however the

‘ 'information variable moderates or accentuates the functional size effect then

'future work on functional size may be 'valld wnthin an mformed-wutness :
paradigrn as long as appropnete precautions of mterpretation are made (eg thet

=
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the, effect might be less/more robust wnth uninformed wntnesses)

Surnmary

A cons'iderable amount of research has been done on the factors that

~affect facial ‘recognition. However, it is doubtful whether .facial recognition

research is generaljzable to the task of the eyew&ness in the real world.

“Eyewitness 'laboratories have also generated & corjsiderable quantity of research,

but the fact that subjects become aware that the crime was 'staged prior to
viewifig the lineup raises the possibility that 'eyewitness research is also not ~
generalizable to the task of the real world eyewitness. It is posslble to

L

determine whether the standard laboratory eyewitness research procedure

generaths to the real world by axp?nmentally manipulating whether or not the

~ subject is mformed that the crime  wis staged and, at the same tlme

manlpulatmg a second variable known to *afﬁect eyawnness accuracy
Seven ‘separate questions are bemg tested in this experiment. Fxrst

accuracy rates may be different for subjects 'who believe that they are

" participating in an experiment (e informed- group) than they are for subjects

who do - not possess - thu mformatlon (i.e., .uninformed group). Second, confldence

o may not be the same for the informed and umnformed groups. Third, the

relatlonshlp between confudance and accuracy ‘may be different for the mformed

. and umnformed grou;%;ourth wnllmgness to make an |dent|f|cat|on may differ

for »tha' two groups. Fifth, predec:s-on confidence ratmgs may be more closely
related to accuracy than . are the standard postdecision conf:dence ratmgs Slxth
functlonal size has an madaquate empirical _base at the higher levels of -
functlonal size. This - expenmant attampts to determine: whather hlgher levels of

”

~ functional size replicate Lmdsay & Waells (1980). Seventh, functnonal size may not

ha\(\e the same effect for informed and uninformed grouns.



. Method

~ A. Subjects _

-One hundred and elghty four mtroductory psychology students partncupated
in the experiment as part of their course credit In addmon ten subjects were
eliminated because they did not believe the cover story; 12 subjects were
eliminated because they knew one of the confederates or a member of the

lineup; and one subject was elnmmated because of experimental foul-up.

~ B. Design

A 2 (present-absent) x 2 (informed-uninformed) x 2 (functional size) x 3

(Choice of Subject) design was used. The (gr?esent-absent variable was necessary
| because a one-suspect lineup means that correct identification can only be
made from a criminal present lineup while false identifications can only -occur
with a criminal absent lineup. (See Llndsay & Wells 1980.) U’h junctnonal size -
values for. the four lineups (le crimnal present, high functuonal size; criminal

present low functional size; criminal absent, hlgh functional suze and cnmlnal

B 'absent Iow functnonal size) were 3.14, 157 220 and 3.67 respectlvely These

values were determined by pllot work in which a general description of the-
tcnmmal Was compuled ‘This descnptnon and a set of smr plctures were given to
88 mdnvuduals (22 per lineup). None of these 88 mdlvnduals had seen the
criminal confederate The lndnvrduals were asked to selecf the picture that most »
closely resembled the descrlptlon Functlonal size ls the total number of

“identifications per Imeup (le 22) divided by the number of |dent|fncat|ons of the

suspect (See Appendnx A for_ the description used to determnne functional suze)

: . The innocent suspecj was the picture that recelved the highest’ s:mnlanty
g ratmg to “the cnmmal in the pilot’ study ‘The hlgh functlonal size lineup was
-composed of those plctures that had ‘received the second through ' sixth highest
s:mnlanty ratmgs The Iow functional s:ze hneup was composed of those plctures
- that had receuved the lowest scores for similarity to the criminal. The ten
“ pictures comprising’ the middie of the similarity ratings were discarded.

v .. IR P



The criminal appeared in 50% of the lineups. - In. the “other 50% 'ofﬂ_the
lineups the criminal was absent and‘the innocent sespe'c't- took the criminal's
place in the lineup. The criminal and innoce.nt sespect- were ne'»ver p_reseht in the -
~same lineup. | T ‘;:.‘;{?"‘ ‘
Once the Imeups had -been formed the, funetional snze ‘determinations
were confirmed by further pilot work in whlch additional similarltyrdata was
collle'cted.Similarity ‘ratings were obtained - for ell possible peirwise combinations.
of the suspects and foils of each lineup. A repeated measures ANOVA was
calculated for the subset of ‘similarity ratings in which a suspect is compared
to a foil. The ANOVA contained a main effect for presence—absence F (1, 84)
= 11949, p ..001) and a main effect for size (F (1, 84) = 7614, p =
.007). There was no interaction between the . presence—absence varlable and the.
- size vanable F (1, 84) = .070, p = 791). The main effect for size nndlcates
that the pictures represent two distmct levels of functional size e, high and
Iow) The main effeot for presence—absehoe indicates that the functional sizes
of the criminal absent: Imeups are hlgher than the functional sizes of ‘the ,
‘crlmmal present lineups. These mam effects are in agreement wnth the fundtnonal ‘ ’
sizes - prevnously determined by using mock witnesses. However, the absence of -
an mteraction in the sumllarlty data suggests that the difference between the
'crimlnal absent hlgh functlonal suze hneup and the crlminal absent low functuonal
| size lineup may not be as extreme as suggested by the functnonal ssze

: L'§
_ determunatnon

C. Pro'cedure. R . ‘ i

o

The experiment r’equire_ci -an experimenter a confederate policeman, and a

confederate thief dressed as a mtenance worker Although the- experimenter

andvi confederates interacted ~with the subjects they were . blind to the sub)ect’s
expenmental group membershnp . '
_ The experlmenter met the subject and walked with him/her to the
corndor which Ied to- the room where the theft occurred While walking, the
.expenmenter explained to the subject that the purpose of the experiment: was
to ‘examine game strategles The subject was - told that ‘he was requured to piay

L1 .
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a TV game ‘and then take an Embeddgd Flgures Test (Witkin, 1971). Based on .a
review of the literature, Goodenough (1976) has argued that field lndependence
4|s related to mtentlonal learning in a social. environment whiie fleld dependence
is related to mcudental learnmg in a socnal environment It was thought that this
-"eyewmess sltuatlon mlght be' an mstance of mtentlonal learning in a social
'environment. A modified versuon of the Embedded Fugures Test was used (e,
Sectlon I was sktpped and subjects were given flve\f‘nmutes to complete as
many problems as possible from Sectlons Il and i) When the expenmenter and
subject reached the corrcdor to the room in which the theft was to occur, the
subject was told the number of the room and told, "I'm going to give you a
Qfew ‘minutes to get warmed-up. You' ll probably feel more comfortable practlcmg
wnthout me watchlng ‘you so. Il check on the subjects taking the Embedded

\
Figures Test and .be back in a y minutes”. .

As the subject entered room, the thuef was in the final process of |
disconnecting the TV game from the TV. The thief appeared startled and

_ hurrldly put the TV game under is jacket The thlef then dropped his

screwdriver, picked it up whlle lo kmg at the subject, and then brushed passed,
the _s%;ect as he ran out of room. As the thief ran down the hall, he
looked mee tlmes to see if he was benng followed. (Actually,
he was looking back in order to give the subject more  time to view his face).
~ Shortly after: the theft, the experimenter returned and: dlscovered that the
TV geme had been stolen The expenmenter became upset and questioned the
* subject regardmg the mrssmg ™V game The questnonmg contamed the xmpllcatlon‘
that the sub;ect may have taken ‘the game Once the subject supplled the
expenmenter with the fact that the sub;ect had seen someone take the. game
the sub;ect was told that Campus Secunty would have to be . called and that
Cempus Secunty -would want to ‘spesk to the student. It was ‘thén suggested
that the subject mlght as well pertuclpate in the second part of the expenment '
‘while he/she waited for Campus Sacurity. ' R o '
After supposedly callmg Campus Secunty the expenmenter told the
stibject, Campus Secunty says other thmgs have been stolen from this buuldmg
fecently and Campus Secunty thmks there may be 8. connectlon between the :

s . . L,

Y.
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thefts and all the maintenance work that is being done in the building lately.
They say that they have pictures of the mamtenance men who have been
workmg in the bunldmg and have been waltmg for an opportunity to show the
plctures to someone. Campus Securrty says that they'll be right over and that )
they want you to wait for them". (Mainentance workers were dctually working in
the buﬂdmg at the time). If the subject had not already done so, he usually
“mentioned at this po;nt that the thief looked h;(e an electrician

The subject was then’ given the Embedded Figures Test The Embedded
, Figures Test served four functions. It kept the SUb‘]BCt from thinking about the
- cover story and, thereby, becommg suspicious; it kept the subject busy so he
could not socialize in the -halls; by preventmg rehearsal, it created an effect
similar to the- passage of time; and it was™ thought that the Embedded Figures
Test might be useful as a predictor of eyewutness accuracy. The experimenter '
went over-the E bedded. Eigures Test inStructions with the subject

Just before ving the subject, the 'experimenter turned the page of the.

! equired to find If there was a small pencil mark in the.
upper nght hand corner of this page, the subject was assigned to the
'unmfo_rmed condition. If there was no pencil mark, the experlmenter told. the
subject, “There was no ‘real theft The theft you saw was staged by us. Well
v explam§ later, but for now- we waent -you to/:gntmue to behave the same way
you would have behaved if we hadn't told you that the theft was staged The
Campus Security - person wull ‘be - arriving soon, ‘and he's also one of us” '
Flve minutes Iater the Embedded Figures Test was stopped by. the arrival
of the confederate pohéeréen who was dressed in a Campus Secunty uniform.
The "pohceman" carried an envelope containing six pictures. The pletures had
',been prevnouslr placed _in envelope so as to produce one of _the four
possible lineups fie., crlmmaT'present high functional size' criminal present, low
" functional ‘size; criminal absent high funct|onal size; crlmmal absent, low |
functuonal size). The envelopes were arranged in.'a random order, and the

pollcemen took the top envelope to the sub;ect

A
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Upon arrival, ‘the policeman asked each subject, "Do you think you~ctan
make an identification'? The subject:s ar'swer was noted in the policeman’s
notebook. Thig response was the 'predecision measure of witness confidence.

The policeman n told the subject, "It's possible that none of these
puctures is the man you /saw. In fact, the thief may have been |mpersonat|ng a
mamtenance man so that he could move in and out of rooms in the building
without be_mg notlced. The pollceman then handed the subject thé envelope

containing the six pictures The same orderiné of the pictures was used for all

. subjects. After handlng the pictures to the subject, the pollceman turned his

back on the subject and faced the. wall. Supposedly, this was done to“give the

[

witness some’ privacy 'while he examined the pictures. Actually, it was done to

insure that the policeman remained blind to ‘condition by insuring that he did not

see the lineup that was being used. -

After the subject made  his/her decision, the policeman asked either, "How
sure are you that ‘this is the man7 or "How sure are you that!none of these '
is the man"? dep‘ending' on. the subject‘s “respons'e. The' response- to these .
questions was 'jotted down in the policeman’s notebook and was used as the

postdecision measure of confidence. The policeman then asked, "Would you be

‘wullmg to come down to. the station and wew a Ilve lmeup"? This response was

again recorded, and was used as a. behavnorond measure of the witness'’s
willingness to cooperate. In _addutaon, 'lf an |dent|f|catron was made, the policeman
as'ked,"fWo,uld you be willing to sign a statement to the 'e-_ffect that this was
the manthat you saw in‘th_e room"?ﬂ This re_sponse_ was used: as a 'beh_avio_roid :
measure of confidence. Unfortunately, both behavioroid ‘me'asures Were late
additions to the research; and therefore, res'ponses are not available for all
sub;ects The expenmenter then returned and the pohceman Ieft

The expenmenter debriefed the subjects. A tunnelling process of
dehnefmg vxwas used for the uninformed group to allow the 'experlmenter to
ascertain whether the subject 'bouoht the cover story and also to allow the ’

SUbjBCt to discover the deceptlon for hlmself and thereby save face if he/she

. so desired. The experlmenter‘s debrlefmg was foliowed by a second debnefmg

in the second debnefmg the confederate tmef gave the subject further details :
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—about * the rssaarch' and obtained a promise of secrecy from the 'sdbject
The responses to the four conf:dence questions were examined in order
to construct a rating scale for the verbal responses. The obtained ratmg ‘scale
is presented in Appendux B. Neither the scale constructor nor the raters had
- knowledge of the subjects’ experimental conditions during thesé two tasks.
Subjects’ rasponses were assigned Jnumbers as indicated in Appendix B. A’
second, mdependent rating was obtalned for any response that was not
specifically stated under . the numerncal values in the Appendlx B 'scale. For that
subset of subject responses that were not specuflcally hsted m Appendnx B, the
interrater reliability (ie, perfect agreement between the two judges) for the
predecision ‘confidence ..measure, postdec:sron confidence measure, willingness to
~___view a live lineup, and willingntss to sign 'y statement was 78%, 86%, 83%, and
. 100% respecfivalyi In‘vaodit'ion, when differences befwe‘en ra\ters occurred, they

~ were small (ie, 1 point).: o,



Il. Results
For each of the experimental conditions, thet proportion of each possible
response (ie., identify suspect, refuse to make an ldentiﬁcation, identify foil #1,

identify foil #2, etc) was calculated These proportions are shown in Tabie ML

A Effect of the Information Verilple on Accuracy

A2 (presence—absencel x 2 (information) x 2 (functional size) x 3
(choice) Chi Square was calculated Catagbry membershnp in the
presence-absence information, and functlonal size catagorles was determined by
the experlmental condltlon to which a sub;ect was asslgned CataQOry -
,membershlp for the chonce varlable was determined. by the subject's response
'lto the lineup. Three responses were possnble lie, selectron of either the guilty
or innocent suspect selection of a foil, or a refusal to make an identification).
See Table -1V for Chl Square Sumrngry Table.

The information x chouce mteractron from this Chi- Square was not
significant (Chi Square (2) =.2.494, p = .287). This indicates that the informed
" group did not differ' from . the unlnformed group in the liklihood of identifying
. the suspects the fonls or refuslng to make an ldentlfncatnon However both
‘ldentlflcatlons of “the suspect and refusals to. make an identification can be
either accurate or maccurate dependung on whether a8 criminal present or a
criminal absent lineup was used. In order to cletermme the effect of .the
‘ lnformatlon vanable on witness accuracy, it is necessary to examine the
'presence-absence x information x choice lnteractuon This lnteractnon was -

sngmflcant (Chi Square (2)7\64}% = .039). See Table V. When the criminal
was present the unmformed group selected the suspect (le the criminal)
-marginally less often than dld the informed group {Z = 1.752, p = .08} In
o addltlon, when the criminal was present, thé uninformed- group selected

) s.ignificantll'/ 'morev foils than did‘ the inforn!ed' group (Z = 26,58, p = .007). The
;difference in_ refusals to make an ldentification ‘was .not_significant (Z = 662, p.
= s08. B | R 3

hY

A separate Chi Square was cal_culated for the information x choice

24



. were less accurate than the informed subjec.ts (et identified foils rather than
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interaction for the cri.minal preseht grdups. The interaction was 's.i.igﬁficer'\t (Chi
Square (2) = 7.504, p = .023). This indicates that' when the criminal is present,
the information »v‘ariéble affects the witnesses‘ c‘hofces; and_ the previcusly
calculated Z scores indicates the direction of the effect (ie, a decrease in. —~
identifications of the suspect and' increase in identifications of the foils for the
uninformed group relatuve to the informed group) This means that when the
crlmmal is present, mampulatlon of the mformatuon varlable affects witness
accuracy ' i

A separate Chi Square was also calculated for the mformatlon x choice
inferaction for the criminal absent groups. This Ch| Square was not sngmfrcant
(Chi Square (2) = .868, p_; = .648). In addmon,, when the criminal was absent
there were no -sighificant differences between informed and unihformed groups
with respect to identifications: of the suspect (ie” innocent suspect),
|dent|f|cat|ons of the foils, or refusals to make an |dent|f|cat|on (Zs-= 0, .907,
& 847 respectively; p?- 1.0, 363 & .395 respectively). When the criminal was
.absent from the lmeup accuracy was not affected by the mformataon variable.

in summary, ‘when the- criminal was in the lineup, the uninformed subjects

o

" the criminal. However, when the criminal was absent, from the lineup, the

o mformetlon variable had no effect on witness accuracy (ie. no .statistical

£

dlfferences between informed and uninformed groups with respect to- chouces
of the suspect, choices 4of the foils, or refusals to make an identification).
B. Effect of Presence-Absence Variable on Accuncy
, " There were no predlctlons made regarding ‘a._main effect for the
presence—absence variable on . accuracy Howe‘ier a baslc assumption in
SYBWItnBSS research is that |dentlf|cat|ons of the suspect will be greater under
the crlmmal present condltmn ﬂ'\an under. the cnmgwal absent condltlon and that
refusals to make an |dent|f|catlon will be greater under "the criminal ,eb.sent
condition than under the criminal present condltlon

The overall Chi Squere analysls revealed a slgmfncant presence—absence X

chouce mteractlon (Chi Square (2) 15.190, p = ..0005). Further “analysis of this



~ interaction demonstrated that significantly more identifications of the suspect ~
occurred when the crlmlnal was present than when the criminal was ‘absent (Z
= 3.861, p = OOO) Also sugmflcantly fewer refusals to make an identification
occurred when the crnmmal was present as compared to when the criminal was
absent (Z:= 2510, p = .012). The criminal preeent and criminal absent lineups
did not differ in the number .of. times a foil was selecfed}(z = 818, p =
412). ' ‘
in summary, the presence—absence x choice interaction . indicates that
wimesses were significantly more likely to identify the criminal than the innocent .
suspect in addition, if the criminal was not in the lineup,v withesses were i
significantly more likely to 'refuse to ‘make an identification than they were when
the criminal was in the lineup. |
z .
‘C.fEf'f'ect of Information Varisble on Conf_ldence lhtlngs

It was- thought that there might be a qualitative difference between those

.individuals who actuglly made an identification. and those who did not On this
basis, the subjects \were split into cheosers (ie' mduvuduals who' identlfled either
the’ suspect or a foil) and, nonchoosers li.e. mdnvuduals who refused to make an
:dentnﬁcatlon) ‘A2 (presenc —absence) x- 2 (information) x 2 (funct:onal size) x 2
(choosing vs: nonchoosin, wenghted means ANOVA was calculated for the
'predecisio'n °confid ce rheasure (ie, "Do you think you can make an - ‘
identification”)?~ Similar ANOVAs were calculated for the postdec:snon confldence
»measur(e lie, "How sure are you, that this- is the man?’), ‘and for the behavioroid
measure of cooperation (ie.. willingness to view a live Iineub)i (The behavidroid '
measure of confidence .(i.e., willingness to sign a. statement) was only collected
" frorh choosers). There were no main effects fcr choice . and no intéractions
between choice and any other vafieble. The ANOVAs were collapsed over
choite. A 2 presence-absence) x 2 (information) x 2 (functlonal" size) ANOVA
was " calculated for th{ predﬁlsion confidence measure, the postdecision
confidence measure, the cooperatlon measure, and the behavnorond measure of ) T
confidence. None of these ANOVAs contsined ‘either a nlam\\etfpét for

mformatlon or an interaction between 'the mformatlon vanable l:nd the other
\

. ‘a: . B ‘ - . ) ' . .\\M/’“ _ ?
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variables iﬁ’-thAe' ékperiméht

. ‘Some of the collapsed confidence ANOVAs included main effects for the
presence—absence variable, thereby; indicating confidence was affected by
whether or not the criminal. was prosant The postdecision confidence ANOVA
suggqsted that witnesses were marginally (F (1, 175) = 2925, p = 0‘89) less
confrdent $vhen criminal absent Imeups were used than when criminal present
lmeups were used. Willingness to sign a statement was also affected by the
presence-—absence variable. When 3 crummal absent lineup was used, SUbJects
were significantly (F (1, 39) = 10-254 p = .003) less willing to sign a i
statement '

) ~ As ‘would be expected, there was no presence-§bse;)ce effect in ;lthe
'predemslon conﬁdance ANOVA F (1, 176) = 035" p = .851) There was also
no presence—absence effect on wullmgness to view a live lineup F (1, 11»0) =
2656, p = 106, | -

In . summary there was no evidence that mampulatlon of the information
variable affected the amount of confidence - -experienced by the witness. '
A However the prasance—absenca variable dnd affect the postdecuslon conf:dence

measure and the behavioroid confidence measure.

-D. Effect of Information Variable™pn Predictors of Accuracy

thesis - that the confudence-accuracy

A

' There is support or
relationship is affected by the infh rmation varlable

Ideally ea{gh hneup should cntain only one suspect - Based on this ideal,

Y

.. the most ecologlcally valld way to calculate the confldence-accuracy correlatlons

_would be to base the correlations on only those lndlvnduals who ldentlfy the 4

suspect because only these identifications will result in further crlmmal justice
proceadmga Because of the desnbmty of -ecological validity,

confidence-accuracy correlations were calculated for only thosé individuals Awho»’ '
identified the suspéct. See Table ‘Vl for confidence-accuracy correlations for
suspect identifications, and see Table x' for an -examingtion of the differéncas |
between informed and’ Unihforqu groups with respect to’ the effectiveness of

" accuracy predictors. Accuracy was defined as an identification: of the criminal



28
’_,;whivie' inaccuracy Qvas  defined as an identification of the innocent SUspect._
B | ul Predecision confvdence was not sngmfncantly correlated wcth accuracy for
the mformed group (r = .189, p = 366 n = 25) or for the uninformed group
r = -370,.p = 131, n = 18) .However the t:orrelatlon for the informed
group was marginally higher thar% the correlation for -the uninformed. group (Z =-('
1729, p = 084) . | ’ - F

Postdecision confudence -was significantly correlated with accuracL for the

-

inforrned group Ir = 529, p = .007, n = 25) but not for the umnformed

group Ir = 295 p = .235, n’;= 18). However,l the postdec:sl'on , | S,

conffdence-accuracy correfaticn for the informed group was not s;gni'fivcanvtly '

greater than the same correlation” for the umnformed group (Z = 851, p = .
aes | o

Wilingness to view a ' live Iineup was hct sighificanfly correlated with

accuracy for the mformed group fr = ’174" p = 520, n = 16), but it was
cortelated wnth accuracy for the, unmformed ‘group r =..629, p = .029, n =
12). However, the difference between unformed and uninformed groups was not
sugmflcant Z = 1301, p= .194). - ® ‘ . -

_ Wlumgness to sign a statement was sugmflcantly correlated with accuracy e
for both the .informed group Ir = 718, p_ 006, n = 13) and the unmformed ' .
'group ir *'\765 p =.010, n = iO) The. difference' betwaen |r1formed and -
.unmformed groups was not significant (Z 207, p = .834). |

. Thera are two problems. ‘with” basing the conf:denée—accuracy correlations
'gnly on suspect ndent:f:catlons . Fzrst only a small percentage -of the wntnesses
|dentxf|ecf the suspect’%\erefore the correlations -are based on a small number
of gubjects Second ‘the criminal ;ustuce system sometimes usés multlple suspect
lineups thereby ' |mrqgs|hg the ‘ecological vahdlty of correlations based onaH
‘choosers (ne, ‘witnesses who identify a fo:l or a suspect) Ecoleglcal“ validity
would seem to preclude the inclusion of nonchobsers, hhowever because
witnesses who do not make an udentuﬁcatnon ‘are not likely to be .asked to

testlfy in_court (Wells & Lindsay, 1980). Basing. the correlatlons on all witnesses

-

who make- an ndentnflcatnon {ie.. choosers), allows the expenmenter to increase
the number of, subjects “who contribute to the ‘correlations without losing

-



_ acological . validity. In _this_,casa.,accuracy was_defifed as an' identification of the  _

criminal while inaccuracy was defined ds an ‘identification of the innocent

'mcreasmg the probablljty that the suspest is the criminal Tie,. the suspect is

; .ndentnfued) For this reason, confndenced-accwacy correlatnogs were also .

. . . 34
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suspact or an identication of a foil For all witnesses who made a choice,
: pv

. there was a correiation {r = .331, p = .001, n = 93 _,betweeo the postdecision

confider.z.ce' measure and accuracy. There was also a correlation .'(r = 405 p =
.005, n = 47) between willingnes to sign a statement apd accuracy. See  Table
Vll. The 'accuracy correlatipns were cohsistently higher for the jnforrned group.
However, the differences between the informed and ‘uninformed groups were
not statistically gignificant See Table X. o '

For the uninformed group both of the behavioroid measgres were

sngnuf/&ntly 'correlated with accuracy when the correlations “were only based on

.suspect |dent|f|cat|ons {i.e., crlmmal or mnocent suspect) However, when the

correlations were based on all |dent|f|cat|ons the behavioPoid measures for the

umnformed group were not sngnufucantly correlated with accuracy. The umnformed

\group made a large number of foil ndentnfncatlons The fact that* the behawormd

measures were correlated with accuracy for suspect. identifications but not for -

id'entifications in general indicates that uninformed subjects were more confident -

A

a

~of their |dent|fncatnons of the.criminal as compared to identifications ofUthe S .

_ rﬁ:cent suspect» not more confident of their ldent:facatnons of the crimmal

as compared to their identifications of the foils. .
It‘s possible to argue that non—-ldentlfncatnons should also be included in -
any. confndence-accwacy correiatnon since non~|dent|f|catnons of the mnocent

suspect are a form of accuracy, while non—ldentnflcatlons of the criminal are a . - )

" form of maccuraci? In addition, -Wells & tmdsay (1980) have shown  that

non—ndentnflcatlons provide information, Wthh can be used to revise the

' predeclslon probab:hty that the suspect is the crlmmal Thus even though courts
" must deal almost exclusively with choosers only decreasmg the probdmhty that

S

the suspect is. the- criminal (i.e., suspect is not ldentrfled) can be as nmportam as 4

S

recalculated for nonchoosers only. Soe Table VIIL For nonchoosers accuracy o
was’ defmep as a refusal to ,make an: identification if a cnmmal absent Imeup~—~‘__



| .identiﬁcetion of a foi

was being viewed. Inaccuracy wes defined as ev refusal to. make an identification
|f a crnmmel present lineup was bemg v:ewed 4

Since only those subjects who made an identification were asked if they
were willing to’ sign a statement an enelysns of nonchoosers was not possible
’..for this measure. Noné of the correlatlons for nonchoosers were sognuflcent.
: Choosers and nonchoosers were tombined in order to: provnde a total
| confidence—accuracy plcture See Table IX. For the criminal present conditions,
' eccuracy wes defined as an ldentuflcatuon of the suspect (i.e, criminal). ﬁor the
criminal absent condmons\.accurecy was defmed a8s a refusel to make - en

-

identification. For. the criminal present condltlons meccuracy was defined as an

e an fdentuflcetlon For the cnmmal

or a refusal
absent conditions, inacguracy was defmed as an identification of ‘the suspect (le
mnocent suspect) or a ': fcation of g foil The predecnslon .- '/, ’
confidence—accuracy correlation and’ the ﬁostdecnsnon confldence eccuracy
| orrelatnon were margmally hlgher for the informed group than for the
umnfor_med group 28 = 1694 and 1.942 respectively; p =..091 and 052
respectively. ‘See Table X. _ . o |

Because accuracy moght be - better predlcted by a combmatlon of -~
predlctors than by any partlcular ,g edlctor the three con édence meesures and
the one coopere’non measure were cornblned into a multiple regressuontrenanlysls

526, P =* 008, r\ = 47). Thns

K

. The multlple regregsaon was stgmfncan‘ ?“
. muitiple regress:on was . for choosers %nly ‘because w:lhngness to. ssgn a-
' statement was only asked . of choosers The correlatnon “for ‘the mformed eroup
736 p = 007 22) was margmelly hlgher,_ = 1.788, p:= _ .073),
than the correlation for° the umnformed group (r 51.3643, p = .56, n° = iS). '
.v_ASeeTabIesVlendX | B
B The Embedded Flgures Test was edded to  the confudence _measures as an

. additlonal*predlctor of eccurecy md a new multlple regressnon aralysis was -

- calculated ' = 543, p. <. 045 n = 37) With the addition ‘of the Embedded

i Flgtres Test. the multlple regression for the lnfnrmed groups (r T 837 P = 04

. n= 14) beoam_e\sngmﬂcantly Hngher z = 2059 p = 039) ‘than the mumple : L

regressnen for the unmfomyd group (r = 4048 p 654 23)

,;( . ,,‘(: . ,:r’ -’,', : L 7 ,.~"
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) In summary, the confidence—accuracy 'relationship for “.the informed group
was almost alWays higher than the same relationship for the uninformed group.'
See Tables Vl through IX. In addition, the: mulgple regression that included the
Embedded Figures Test was a significantly better accuracy predictor for the
. informed .group than for the uninformed group. Also when the correlations were
J based on the entire sub;ect pool, both the predeclsnon conftdence measure and -
the postdecision confidence measure were margtnally better accuracy predlctors
| for the informed group thang for the umnformed group. For suspect
ndentrflc_atnons, predecision confidence was a marginally better accuracy predictor

for the‘informed group  than for the uninformed group. The above indicates that

accuracy preductors that worked for. the mformed group. were not adequate for

predlctmg the accuracy of - the unmformed group.

o
E. Effect of Information Variable on aness to Make an Identification
» There was no difference between the c\ formed and. uninformed group - on

tion x chaice interaction. from

wnlhngness to make an _identification. The ‘info

-

i Square (2) = 2494, p ='.287)

In addition, the number of informed -witnes es who refused to ‘make an /

the “overall Chi square‘ was not sagmflcant (

identification dld not differ from the numberl of uninformed witnesses who

‘ refused to make' an identification (Z 1.329, 'p .184). The presence—absence -

x information x choice rn;aractlon in the overall Chi Square was s:gnafucant

However the chmce patfem difference between informed and unmformed

wntnesses resulted from dlfferences in seléctions of the suspect and from

5 dnfferences in se1ect|ons of the fo:ls The mformed group did not differ from
the umnformed group in the number of refusals to rnake an identification’ under

. either the cnmunal present condltlon (Z =662, p. 509)- or under the criminal

‘ . absent condition Z.= 847, p = .395). ‘. ’ | o

3



32
F. Predecision Confidence 'vs. ‘Postdecisioh Confidence as Accuracy
Predictors | '

" Correlation coefficient szulated for both the predacision
confidence—accuracy relationship and the postdecision confudence—accuracy )
relatnonshlp. The difference betwee?\ the correlations was not sugmflcant thereby
indicating that ‘the predecnsnon confidence measure is not more closely related to
eyewutne accuracy than is the postdecision confldence measure. 'Thus result
holds regardless of whether the data is analyzed. in terms of choosers only or
~in terms o nonchoosers only or in terms of the entire subject pool Zs =
1.19, .310, 646; p > .05). In addltnon none of the confldence or - cooperatmn
measures IS sngmﬁcantly better than any other of the measures at preductmg
eyewntpess accuracy. See Table Xl ' '

, S TN
G. Replication of the\ Functional $ize Effect ‘ ‘

This experiment partially replicates the ‘ functional size effect of Lindsay
" and Wells (1%0) | '
| .. The s1ze x choice interaction from the overall Chi Square was s|gn|flcant

(Chi Square 2) = 6. 159, p = .046). See Table Xt Further analysis of thls

. ihteraction indicated that low functional size result_ed in significantly (Z = 2470

p = .014) ‘fewer foil selections .than did the Ahigh functiohal size lineups. The
low and high fuhctional size groups' did not_differ m selections of the susbect
or in refusals to identify someone’ (Zs _¥-=' 1.050 & 1.329 respectwely P = 294
' 184 respectlvely) This mducates that ‘the~ functlonal size of ‘the Imeup did
affect witness choices. Although size affects wutness choices, this _pattern ls not
‘in line with the, conceptual expectatuons regardn_ng the .functlor_\al size effec_t as °

described by Lindsay & Wells (1980) . and “Waells, Leippe ‘& Ostrom (1_97"9),

The functlonal suze effect is a hypothesis about the change in the ratio

- of |dent|f|cat|ons of the cnmlnal relative to tdentnflcatlons of ‘the) innocent ."'

' among Imeup :

' members is uncreased thereby, deoreasmg choices of both the innqcent: suspect -
~‘and “the cnmmal However ‘the hypothesus preducts that ‘choices of. the mndéent

suspect This chenge is hypotheslzed to occur because slmllar

suspect will decrea_se faster than ‘choices ~‘of- the crl_n_unal in ‘order to -test this -
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%potheses one needs to examine the selectlons of the crlmmal relatuve to-
selections of the innocent suspect One way to do thls is. to lgok at the
presence-—absence x size x choice interaction from .the overall Chi Square. ‘This .
~ interaction tells whether. the high functlonal size condltlon resulted m a different
presence—ebsence x ch interaction than -did the low functlonal size condmon
The three—way mtg‘a}tlgnm was' not significant (Chi Square (2) = 1924, p = "’
382) Nevertheless because of. the importance of the functlonal size hypothesns
and . the faqt that there were. SPGCIfIC predlctlons about lts effect specnflc
analyses wnthm the presence—a x size- X chonce _mteractlon were
conducted. . ' ' |
When the criminal was 'present the size hy choice interaction' w'as’

_marginally _ significant (Chi Sou‘are (2) = 871 p'm .057)." See Table XIV. In
addltnon when the crlmmal was present, n%e suspect (ie., the criminal) was
|dent1fled exactly the same number of tlmes by the' high functional snze gro
. as by -the low functional size group fie. 16) However when. the crlmmal was.
‘ present the low functlonal size grdﬁp selected sngnlflcantly fewer foils (Z =
2171, p = 03) than d|d the hlgh functuonal size’ group and the low functlonal
- size group decnded marginally ‘more often than did the hlgh functional size
:' group to ‘refuse to make an ldentlflcatlon Z = 1917 p = 055)

g; When . the crlmlnal was absent the size x chouce mteractlon was . also

marglnally slgnnflcant (Chi - Square 2) = 4886 p = .087). See. Table Xiv. In.
addmon when the criminal: was absent, the number of times the hlgh functlonal

;'_j s:ze group refused to make an ldentlflcatlon exactly .equalied the number of

‘ tlmes that the Iow functlonal size group ‘refused to ‘make an |dentlf|catlon (e,
27) As. was the case when the crlmmal was present, the Iow functuonal size ,' - P
| group choose fewer fonls than did the hngh functlonal SIIG group However, |

when the crlmmal was absent the dlfference’m selectrons of fouls was not -

: .sngnlflcant The crlmmal absent analysns also revealed thet the’ Iow functional size

'group selected the suspect (le mnocent suspect) sngmfucantly more often than
: ﬂ.dld the_high functlonal size group Z = 202, p = 043
| In summary, when the cnmlnal is’ present, the h ‘and’ low functional -
| slze groups do- not dlffer m selectlon of -the suspect lLe crmunal) but the hlg'l

<
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' functional size group did select more foils at the expense of refusals to make
an identification. When. the cnmmal was absent, the high and low functional size
groups did not doffer in refusals to make an |dent|f|cat|on but the low
functional size -group identified the ‘innocent suspect more often than .did the
hngh functional size group. These results have an lmportant applled lmpllcatlon
e, mcreasmg functlonal sue may be- able to .decrease ldentlflcatnons of the,
innocent suspect without decreasung ldentlflcatlons of the qullty suspect).
| However, the results must be viewed wnth caution because of the nonsngmflcant
’presence—absence x size x cholce mteractnon
Since the functtonal slze hypotheses is a statement about choices of the
’lnnocent\suspect relatlve to chonces of the crlmlnal there is another possible -
fway of Iooklng for a functlonal size effect Its possible to calculate a presence
X .size . Chl Square for only those individuals who - |dent|f|ed the suspect (ie.
cnmmal or lnnocent suspect). This Chl Square is, of course, based on ‘a much
smaller number of subjects Nevertheless the Chi Square was marglnally p
sigmflcant (Chr Square ( 1) 28, p = 094) As can be determmed from the
prevnous discussion, ‘when the  criminal was present, the high functional size
~ group. and low functional size group |dent|f|ed the criminal an equal number of
- times’ (le 16) When the crummal was absent the innocent suspect was " -
. .ldentlfled marglnally more often (Z 1.‘675,,p = .0_93) - by the low functnonal
‘VSIZB group See Table XV. - o B .v i o
e summary“ there. is ev:dence that functnonal size of the lineup. affects
witnesses’ cholces However the evudence for a functional size effect is’ wegk,
| supported by a presence x “size mteractlon for the suspect ndent:ﬁcaﬁons ‘that
‘was _only margmally sngmflcant Addmonal support for a functlonal size effect _
comes from an mternal analysus of the size x presence x choice mteractlon
'from the overall Chn Square This- analysus shows that the innocent suspect is .
N selected sngmflcantly less often °by the hlgh functlonal size group, while hlgh ancl
‘_Iow functnonel ssze groq:s udent:fy tlie onmmal at exactly the same rate - B \

T
¢
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H Effect of the lnformetlon Verleble on Functlonnl Slze ‘Effect

The information x size x cholce lnteractuon from the Chi Square analysls
was hot slgmflcant (Chi Square (2) 2498, p = .287). The mformatlon X size
x chouce interaction cah be used to examine whether the ‘choices under the
. Iow and high functional size conditions differed for the informed and
unmformed witnesses lie., whether the mformatron varlable interacted wuth the
suze variable). However in order to determme whether the functnonal size effect
" is affected by the mformatlon vanable it is. necessary to include the |
presence-absence variable in the anelysns The presence-absence x information x
size x choice interaction from the Chi Square enalysns was also not significant
(Chi Square (2) 1.972, p = .373). o ‘
_ o As’ was’ dlscussed 'lot.isly. the functional' size hypothesis is a
'hypothesrs about id t.\ﬁ::: of the suspect. .For " this . reason, 2 Chl Square

was calculated for the subset of mdlvnduals who ldentlfled the suspect This - Chi

.Square examiried- the presence-absenoe X mformatnon X size mteractlon This Chi
Square was not s.gmf.cant (Chi Square (1) = .248, p = .618). See Table XVL In :
summary, there was no evudence that the mformatlon vanable influenced the

functlonal size effect

¥ )

I. Other Findings | |
* Embedded Figures Test - | ..
The Embedded Flgures Test was - not sugmflcantly correlated with accuracy
‘ Thls was true regardless of whether the correletuon was based on the entlre
subject pool or only on those mdnvnduals who made an - ldentmcatlon of the
suspect or an ldentnfncatlon of a fonl lie, choosers) rs = 091 e_nd 151 |
respectnrely p 266 and - 192 respectwely) o
| 'lntercorrelatlone betwnn the three confldence mnsures and the cooperetlon o
}m.m.__‘ | . e . .. . T
The three conf:dence meesures d the cooperatron measure tended to

o be hlghly correlated with one’ another. See Table Xul for the correlatuons

. 'between conf:dence measures L _ ;



Il Discussion
The infohmation variable affectad the distribution of Witnesess'. identification
errors. When the criminal was‘ present in the lineup, uninformed witnesses
|dent|f|ed foils . more often and identified the suspect Iess often than did the
mformed witnesses. No differences between ldentlfucatlons of informed and
uninformed wutnesses occurred in crlmnnal absent conditions. In addition, there is
evidence that the mformat:on varlable affects the accuracy—confldence
'relatlonshlp in such a manner that the use of confldence as a pm”ctor of
accuracy may work less well in actual criminal identifications than it does when
the witnesses know that they are :'participating in an. experiment “The ini wmation
‘ variable does not appear to have. an effect on confldence of withesses or on
witnesses’ wulhngness to make an |dent|f|cat|on or on. the functronal size effect
A. Effect of Informat n Variable on Accuracy | ,

The orugnnal suggestion that the mformatnon varuable m:ght affect accuracy
: was based on two ‘seRarate hypothesesa The . first hypothesus suggested that
: accuracy mrght/ decline for the uninformed group since: at recall they would be
‘ operatmg at a higher level of arousal. ‘

The- presence—absence X mformatnon X cholce interaction in - the overall
Chl Square can not be explamed in terms of the arousal hypothesus The
. unlnformed wutnes,ses were on!y less accurate than the lnformed witnesses when '
"the crtmlnal was present When the cnmlnal -Was absent eccuracy was._ not o
affet:ted by the unformatlon variable. A decrement due’ to nncreased arousal at
" retneval should have the same ‘effect -on both the. cnmmal present and cnmmal |
""absent condltuons ‘The explanatlon aiso can not be in terms of the umnformed
group tendmg to refuse to make ndentxfc)catlons end thereby, automatlcally “being
accurate in the cnmmal absent condltuons Informed and unlnformed groups did -

, not s:gmflcantly dlffer in refusals to make an ldentlflcatnon In addmon when the '

FRRL cnmmal present ‘condition »and cnmmal absent condition were analyzed separately,

-tinformed and umnforrhed wutnesses il dnd not sxgmﬁcantly dnffer in refusals to

"fymake an sdent:flcatlon - . S
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The presence-—absence % lnformatllon X cholce mteractlon mdlcates that
“ when the crlmlnal was present informed and unlnformed wutnesses did not

differ wnth respect to whether or not an |dent|f|cat|on was made However,

when the criminal was present the uninformed group made fewer identifications .

of the suspect and more identifications of the foils than did the informed
group. When the crlmlnal was absent mformed and uninformed  witnesses .dcd
not differ u\ their pattern of chouces | ) o '

 The’ second hyp0thesus stated }hat the consequences of an |dent|f|cat|on
are different for the real world witness than for the. Iaboratory wntness It was
suggested that this dlfference m:ght cause a crlterlon shift, whnch in turn, might
result in mcreased accuracy for the unmformed group. The dlfferentnal e
_consequences hypothesns is equally untenable. That is, the umhformed group was
_less accurate than was the informed group. In addition, the reductaon in
accuracy was not the result of the umnformed group belng less wullmg to
commit themselves to a choice. When the- criminal is present the umnforqygd
sub;ects behaved as though they belneved he was present and made- a selectlon._'
Unfortunately, - they often selected. a. foil. When the cnmmal was absent the
unmformed sub;ects behaved  as though the crlmmal was absent ‘and mcreased
their refusals to make an ldentlflcatlon Thls type of behavnor can not be
| explained in terms of increased- caution. If the wntnesses were merely: bemg
’cautlous a refusal to identify - would have been the most approprlate response
. for both the crlmlnal present and crlmmal absent condltlons Instead the
| umnformed crlmlnal present wntnessﬁ ldentlfled a foil. This is particularly
|mportant smce our wntnesses believed that every Ilneup member was a suspect
.Therefore an ldentlflcatlon of a foil would not be harmless Any explanatlon for :
the wntnesses behavuor must mclude an explanatlon for mcreased ldentlflcatlons
of the fo:ls when the cnmlnal was present . ' ‘

When the crlmmal present lmeups were used the unmformed group was

. less eccurate than when the crlmmal absent lmeups were . used. They were also
" less accurate than their counterparts in. the crlmlnal present mformed groups
. This mdlcates that the lnformatlon vanable mteracts wnth possnbly the most
‘,lmportant varuable in the eyewntness paradlgm (le the presence-absence varlable) :

-
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"“‘Ne_vertheless this‘ experiment does not support either of the initial hypotheses e

» The data show an unexpected and pronounced tendency for Foul 2 to be
c 2= I/2 tnmes more likely to be “identified when the thief was present than when (
the thief ‘was absent in the uninformed, high functional size condltnqns. This runs
counter to all -prevlous literature and seems to defy the | logic of the situation.
It séems only reasonable 'that the presence of .the target should have diminished‘
rather than enhanced the rate at which distractors were chosen. At . this point
there seems to be no Ioglcal explanatnon for which there is firm data
. - Nevertheless, the information variable interacts with at least one variable
-lie, the presence-absence variable) in the eyewitness paradigm. W?th respect to-;
choices of foils and choices of'~ the suspect the informed .and unintormed--
o wntnesses had opposite- choice patterns ‘when the crnmmal was present but not
e ”"\whee. the cnmmel was absent. If the real world llneup happened to be a
. crlmunal present Ilneup'\“there,hgs evudence that real world witnesses who made
'an |denf|cat|on would- not only behave Ulfferently from mformed laboratogy
wutnesses but the real world witnesses would behave in a manner that: was ‘
bytotally. unpredlcted by ﬂte. behavior of mformed vvltnesses. on the other hand, if.
the "cri'minel was ‘not’ in the real world lin‘eup' there is- evidence that 'Iaboratory'
4'wntnesses and real world w:tnesses would behave slm&rly However .in the real
~world - it lsnt posslble to dustlngulsh a cnmlnal present Ilneup from a criminal
| 'A«'absent lineup. Therefore it isn't possnble to generahze from- mformed
,,,,eyew:tnesses to real world eyewntnesses smce |t‘s always posslble that - the L

S ,‘\Wellzatlon is belng made to"a cnmlnal present hneup o oL

- 3% in an applled sense, thls experlment indicates that one should only have

- ’

o me suspect in a Imeup lf the cnmmal's presence mcreases the rate at- whuch

umnformed wntnesses select fo:ls lt |s |mperatwe that two suspects one of

whom may be mnocent never appeer in the seme llneup



_B.. Effect of‘. ] Information. Variable on ‘Conﬂdence HRetinge,and._onf.Predictors
-of Accurscy ‘ o | | -
The ‘informed andl uninformed groups did nét differ in the amount- of
expreseed cenfidence. However, thed inforMation variable affected the relationship

between cornfidence and accuracy. In general, the informed group tended to

have higher Rut not significantly higher, correlations between- the predictors of
accuracy and accuracy.. Overall, informed and umnformed witnesses margmally |
"duffered on both the predec:suon confidence—accuracy correlatlon and the

po, tdecision _confidence—accuracy correlatuon When the correlatlons were based
onjonly those mdnvuduals who udentlfled a suspect (ne criminal or mnocent
suspect), mformed and unnnformed subjects stlll marginally dlffered with respect
to/ the predecnsnon conﬁdence accuracy correlatlon In addmon the dnfference "

A}

een the two groups was marginally sngmfucant when the three confidence

measures and one cooperation 'measure were combined into a .multiple “
regression. More importantly, when the thrg confiden~: measures and the
cooperation measure and the Embedded Figuree Test score were all combined
into a muitiple regression, the differencea between informed anduninformed
'groups became slgmfncant. ‘For all of the margmally slgmfucant and sugmfucant
_c‘ompansons the informed group's confldence—accuracy correlatnon was . supenor
to- the umnformed group’s confndence—accuracy correlatnon

_ The results indicate that it's possible to develop a 'combinationl of

~ predictors for informed witnesses - which, wher combined into a multiple

. recreesion, accouny for 70% of the varnance Unfortunately this same -sat of
'bredictors can onl account for 16% of the variance of the umnformed
witnesses. The mformatnon variable affected wntness accuracy but dnd -not affect
| witness confldence This is precusely the\{pe of bptter‘womenon that Lelppe (1980)
' descrnbed and that led to his predlctuon tha't accuracy—confidehce relatiorllshipsb
would decrease under real world condmons ‘Therefore, nt is not surpnsmg that.
the accuracy-confudence relatuonslmp is affected by the mformatnon variable. By
_-relymg on a combmatuon of predlctors whnch work in’ the labor: ory, one may
be mislead * into behevmg ﬁ\at the combination wull pred|ct accurady\ mathe real
world However the combmatlon may be totally lnadequate for separaflng :
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~_accurate and inaccurate witnesses. in. the- real- world.-It- is - already -known that* - - -

witnesse$ are not sensitive to situational variables, which affect accuracy (Lindsay
et al, 1980). Variables operating in the real v{grld may be another example of
situational variables that affect witnesses' ‘accuracy without an appropriate

modification of Witnesses' confidence.

C Willingness to Make en Identiﬂcatlon
. No differences in wsllmgness to make an ndentnfscatuon may appear to

¢ contrast with Malpass ﬁnd Devine (1980) in which incfeasing crime seriousness
~—-lincreased the subjects’ willingness to make identifications. However, Malpass and
Devine: explain their increased Willingness in terms .o'f the witness's personal
cost-benefit analysis. Increasmg crime s;ruousness served to justify the personal
cost (eg, possible court appeafihce) for the witness. In the present study. the
personal cost to the low senousness group (lnformed group) |s the same .
whether the subject makes an |dent|f|cat|on or not ConSIderatlons faced by
Malpass and Devihe's' low seriousniess group -do not apply to the present low
seriousness group All of Malpass and Devine's (1980)™ ltnesses were '
uninformed Wwitnesses (n.e., believed that a crime had occurred). Seriousness was
manipulated by increasing the consequences for the eriminal. in the present ‘
stu'dy,'it might be argued that seriousness was. manipulated by manipulating the

. '+ infgmation variable (ie. half the subjects. believed that a crime -had occurred,

| while the other Hhalf beheved that the cnme was snmulated) If we consider the
|nformat|on vanable to be a mampulatnon of serlousness it is at least a

- different type of serpousnese than _was the case in Malpass ‘and Devine. In this _
study, it r'night. be argued that the uninformed group rrlay have been. motiVated ‘
to make an rdentnflcatnon (e, equivalent .to Malpass and Devmes high serious

. group) However since the informed group was not faced wnth the negative
personal side offects of ‘a real world eyewitness. |dent|fucatnon they may have

been as wnlhng as the umnformed group to attempt an ndem|f|cat|on

-
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D. Predeclslcn Conﬂdence vs. Postdecision Confidence Ratings

Although this " study did not .find‘ that the predecision confidence measure
was more closely - related to accuracy than the standard postdecision confidence
measure, it may be that other predecision measures would fare better. This
study measured confidence prior to seeing the lineup. One could possably
measure confudence after viewing the Imeup but before making a decision.- One
might ‘expeet that it is difficult to estimate confidence when ‘one has not yet
- seen the pictures but, easier to estimate contidence afte'r seaing the pictures.
However, once ‘the pnctures have been seen, the wutness may automatncally make .

a covert ldentmcatlon decision. thereby makmg this measure a type of

postdecision measure.

E. Functional Size Effect B

Functional size is a hypotheses about -suspect identifications and
therefore, the most appropnate method for analyzing a posslble functnonal suze
effect is the presence-absence x size interaction for suspect |dent|ﬁcatnons This
| Chi Square was only’ marglnally sugmfacant. However there were relatlvely few
suspect |dent:f|cat|ons and o this Chi Square is based on a small number of
subjects - (ne 42 subjects or 23% of the total number of subjects) it
mterestmg to note that when the criminal was present, witnesses in the hvgh

and low functlonal size condmons identified the cnmmal equauy often All errors ,

~in the - crlmmal present condmons occurred because the foils drew chouces at

the expense of the ‘refusal to make an |dentnfncatnon catagory. (This can ‘be
determined from Tabie Il and from Table XIV) In the real world, if a one
"suspect lineup. is used, identifications of a foil do not result in prosecution of
an innocent’ suspect ‘The foil is known to be innocent and ne prosecutxon .
'Aensuest That is, in the real world criminal present lineup, 4 choices of a foil and
refusals to make an identnfncatuon are functlenally equivalent.

On the other hand, when a cnmmal absent lmeup was used the high
funct:onal size hneup reduced the selectlon of the mnocent suspect In addntion
when the cnmmal was absent. the correct respcnse IS 8 refusal to make an
- identification. Both Table I ;md ‘Table .XIV indicate that high and low functionai
LR }

© Cd ! . . }
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size witnesses choose thrs response equally often )

When thevcrlmmal _was present, *reasmq functional “size dnd not detract

from tdentuﬁcetnons of the crummel When the crlmmal was absent, increasing

functional slxe dld not reduce refusals to make an ldentuflcetuon However the
high functlonal size did provude ‘a reasonable alternative to the mnocent suspect,
and thereby, :reduced‘ false identifications. The low functional size lineup
increased the probab'ility"of a false identitication of the innocent suspect
becauseﬂ, it increased the“ probability that a witness would identify the innocent
suspect if the wrtness merely. identified the person that looked most like the
criminal. From an applied perspectlve, these results suggest that high functional
size - lineups may result in negluglble cost (|e nomdent:fucatnons of J:he _criminal)
to the criminal ;ustleg) system while simultaneously reducing cdentufncatnons of the

innocent suspect

-

F. Effect of lnformetlon Verilble on Functl\l\sue Effect: _
it was originally speculated that the mformatrop v\ueble\m\ght interact
\

wuth functional size. The fact that only a rnargmal functnonal size effect was. .

obtalned makes it difficult to know -what relatronshnp, if any, exnsts between the

_ mformatnon variable and the functuonal size varaable

its posslble that a functnonal slze sffect drfference between mformed
and uninformed - groups - was artnfrcually hldden by the experumental procedure. All

sub,ects in this experiment were treated atypically for ~eyewitness research All

' »subjects expenenced accusatlons and questuomng from the expenmenter _They

'antucnpated an interaction ‘in the near future, ‘with Campus Secunty and they

observed the expenmenters upset over the equlpment Ioss All of these thlngs \

(»were experlenped before the mformed group dlscovered that the . theft was an

expenment The subjects became emottonelly upset over the theft and the

: upcommg |dent|f|cat|on.

¢

it may be that this experience made the mformed group. partxcularly
careful to avmd a seécond deceptson by us Many of the sub)ects mentnoned

; benng chagrmed at bemg decewed by us smce they had prevuously ‘been

deceuved in one or two other psychology expenmente In addltlon sub;ects' N
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judgments regarding . the thief's personality (e.g, attractivenees) mayA have ..
- simplified : the - |dentlflcat|on task When & criminal present low functional size
lineup was used, the how cautious informed subjects may have thought the task
was too easy and suspected a further trnck Thi$ suspicion may hive caused

&
- the sub;ects to pla\g’ it safe and refuse to make an identification. When a

criminal present hlgh functnonal size Ilneup was used, the task dlfflculty may

.
have been suffuc:ent to rxevent susplcnon 6f a posslble secohd deceptlon -

There is some support in the data that this, in fact dpd happen The

informed, criminal present, high functlonal size sub]ects identified the criminal -

- 50% m@re often than did the informed, criminal present, .low functional size

| subjects (le 12 ldentlflcatlons vs. 8). While this dlfference was not statlstlcally

significant (Z 116, p = 123) the result is" unu5ual This is the ohly instance .

size group ldentlfved the cnmvnal more often than did the Iow functlonal §fze

group. It is also surprising because ldentlfymg the criminal from the high
i’functaonal size lineup is. believed to be ‘more dlfflcult than ldentlfylng the
’ cnmlnal from the low functnonal size lmeup lncreased dlfflculty is thought to".
"occur because ‘the_ hlgh functuonal slze lmeup contams more feasible dlstractors

t and these dlstractors draw \chcuces away from the suspect If the expenmental )

procedure reduced the robustn‘ebs of the functnonal size effect for mformed

: subjects this could not only explain why mformed and uninformed sub;ects did

not differ’ wnth\{espect to the f'unctronal size effect but. it could Slso, explam
why the overall functnonal °$lze effect w&k only margmally sngmflcant.

The inclusion of a thnrd group would have been beneficial. Thns thurd
group should“ have recewed the standard eyewutness experience lLe |mmed|ate

_‘ information that the theft was staged) Thls ‘would ° have allowed the companson

of the ununformed group to the standard informed group and to an mformed

- group, which only d:ffered from the . unrnformed group on the mformatnon
‘ varuable ’

‘ in either this experlment or m Llndsay & Walls (1980) where the hngh functlonal

v
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In* addition® to’ the mformatuon vanable this experument mampulated two o

variablo.s~~presence-absence of the ‘criminsl in the lineup and. functaonel size.
Possnble prednctors of accuracy were "also assessed The mformatnon variable
'.mteractod @Mth the presence—d:sence -vhrlable In addmon it was demonstrated
that thera exists at. leaet one combmahcn of accuracy prednctors which was 2
,powerful prednctor for informed: stb;ects (ie. accounted for 70% of the
© variance). but not for 'uninformed subjects (ie. accounted for .16% of the .

- vamnce) The functncnal size effect wes only marginally sugmfucant, and the
. ‘mformatlon varidale dud' not sngnfnclantly modlfy the functional - size affect. |

. However it |s .posstble M the expenmental desngn obscurred both the

ofmctlonal size - effect and dnfferences between mformed and unmformed
wit'neSSes with respcct to the fmctnbnal slze. ef’fect Thls study indicates cautaon
'sht)uld be used i, genera mg from the laboratcry to the real world In -
_;addmonaiya hdusmn of a thnrd groq: thCh recewes the standard. eyewntness
i '_expenence woald make future reeearch easnr to interpret.  _ ! '

-
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Table |

Matrix Depicting Situation for Witnesses in. the Real World

. Criminil

Present

% _Identification

Box 1

Hit

You appedr -in court
Criminal posslbly goes
“to jall. . _

A

‘Box'3 ¢

False Alarm -

You appear in court
. ‘Innocent person
possibly ~

goes to ;anL 5

Box 4

No Identification

‘Box2 ,

Mlss T

Cr:mmal |s released

: .Corret':t.' Rejection

* innocent person is
released K

// ’
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Table I -

v
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Matrix Depicting Situation for Witnesses in. the Eyewitness Laboratory

-

Criminal
Present

<’

. Idedﬁfication

Box,~_1"

' Hit l . .
‘Satisfaction of a

correct choice. -

)

Box 3
 False. Alarm
'Diséa{isfacﬁon of

. error. ...

e

oL -,

: Box2 -

No Identification

Miss

Dismisféction ‘,Of .an

o

Box 4, 4
Correct Rej!qction .

Sati’sﬁction of a |

.correct .. .

-choice.
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Table V |

: Pre‘éence-—Absence X lnformatlon x . Choice Interactson
From Chn Square Ana_lysns .

. Crumlnal Present Condmon _
ct : Foil - Refusals

" ldentnflcatlons o Identnfnca_tions to Identify
informed Growp. 20 & -+ 200
~Unmformed 12 o >'1'7 R | 17
‘Group R o

v

: Note: Informed and umnformed subjects margmally duffered wnth

respect to .
suspect xdentuflcatuons. in the crnmlnal present condrtnon,

: "Note "informed and umnformed subjects - sngmﬂcantly d:ffered with
. -respect to foil |dent|f|cat|ons in the crlmlnal present conamon

Criminal - Absent Condltlon L o
Suspect - Foil . © - " Refusals
. Identnflcatlons - ldentlfgcatnone . to identify
‘, lnformed Group 5 e 25 |
o Unmformed DR 12 29 '

All sub;ects - Presence—Absence x Informatlon x Chonce Cht

= Square (2) = 6475, p = 039

- Criminal Present Subjects = lnforma'aon x Chouce Chl S'qua're' 2) =
__-7504 P = 023 _ S

.Criminal "Absent Sub;ects '7.- Informatuon x Cho:ce Chl Squer.e 2 =

868 p 648 s

.

i
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Size x Choice’ Interaction Frqni “Chi Square Analysis

High Size
‘Low Size

0

Note: . Sub;ects in the hlgh and low size groups slgmfncantly
differed with

L]

Suspe

o

<

_ LI
Table Xill- -

Identlflcatlons‘ -

187
24

[

£

o
£

a

©,

Foﬂ

33, .

'18

respect to odanhfucatlons of the fo:ls

R
T

T AII, ';:u_bjacts - Snze x ?Qhoié'e‘ Chl Square (é) b

4
WL

oy

SR}
L

.3

.

B

)
® o
<
v L
"t
3
o
0
.

identifications

=]

Refusals
. to Identify

41
50

<&

6.159, p =

.046’
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T Presence—Absence x Size x Chonce interaction
A BUCE .From Chl Square Analysis A L
IR : e - @

’d! . B

Refusals

- to Identify

K T ldermflcatlons
"0 HighSee 167 . 16 - 14
| Low Sze 18 . . . 7 23, -

: Nota' ngh and low functlonal stzes.?mbjects slgnlfncantly dnfforad

. with respect
RO " N to fou Mentiﬁcatlons in the cnmmal 'present condmon
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-  Criminal Condition e
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iffered with respect t
the crlmunal was. ubsem.

., ‘St':spect

_High Size . a6
Low Size ' 18"

‘High and low f%pctuonal size . subjects margmally
Mneatuons of the suspect when

¢
.

Identifications Only -

Interaction- Chi Square (1) =

o

Presence-Absence x ‘Size
28, p
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 Informed _Gr:oup. T | ,
Uninformed Growp 1., a4 s

60

L
“Suspect Identifications Only

Presence-Absence X Informatnon X Slze lnteractnon

oo Ca'iminal , Present Condition‘

HiQh' "Size ' ) Low ' Size .

Iriformed Group 12

' Uninformed Group @ 8

"

- ‘-Criminal,’Absent .Condition

*

e
High Size - Low ‘Size ™9

; o cow
.

e = - “4\‘

Suspe& Identnﬂcehons Only = Presence—Absence

Igf;c;smtatnon X S;ze Ingeractnon Chi Square .= 248 p

'

;Suspect ldentlflcatibns Only - mmal Present Condttion -
- Information x Size - . .
, - Chi Square (1) -‘4,p 046 ’

s

.*:Sdspect Identuflcetlohe Only »- Crnmlnel Absent Condmon -

information x Size

 ChiSquars m.-ob S
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