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the. 12-year olds or adults.

‘research subj

‘ Abstreot” \

" A ) - . -

Eyewitnesses (n = 286) to a simulated crime f depicting a
grocery store robbery attempted ‘to identify the thief from a
photo iineup The eyewitnesses were sampled from three age

L)

groups 6- years oid 12-years old, and adults. In an attempt

- to manipuiate eyewitness confidence after the

identification witnesses received either positive feedback
(suggesting that they had identified a suspect in the case)
negative feedback (suggesfﬁng that the - person they
identified was not a suspect in the case) or 'no feedback
Eyewitnesses who received poSitive or neutral feedback rated
themseives as more confident that they had ,identified the

thief thén did witnesses who had received negative feedback.’

LEyewitnesses who made an 1dent1f1cation subsequently

: responded to crosg-examination ~uestioning about their

memory~for,the crime. ‘A11 cross examintions were v1deotaped.

The 6-year olds provided cross-e ination testimony ‘that

was significantly less accurd an testimony provided by
thermore,-the 6:year olds

were significantiy'less accurate iﬁ responding to leading as

_opposed to non- leading questions whereas the 12 year oids

were equaily accurate with the leading and non ieading
questions and the adults were more accurate W1th the leading

than with the :En leading questions In Phase -2 of this
t- jurors (n = 286) viewed the v1deotaped

B examinations and evaluated the credibiiity of the witnesses

Eyewitness age was reiated to pﬁrceived eyewitness . “q R

' Atd

- | iv .
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credibility, with the 6-year olds rated as \ess accurate
under cross- examination than the 12-year olds or udu\ts. and
| the 6- and 12-year olds perceived as less oonfidenf‘;nd
.believable than the(adu1ts? For'witnesses of every age.
subject-}uﬁors' ﬁatingé'of perceived identificetioﬁ aéburacy
and believability were‘influenced,by the tyge of .feedback
(positive, negative, or no feedback) witnesees hadireceived.
Positive identification feedback did not enhance ‘
believabiiity or., perceived identificatiqn accuracy relative
go no feedback put\negative feedback did lower these
'credibility‘ratings ﬁeiatﬁve to no feedback.

{
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% 1. Intgaauction .

Eyewitness identification testimony is an impactfu!
form of evidonce in a criminal trial, secon& in persuasive
impuact pe}haps only to confessions of quilt.‘qunuasive
" impact s cgbecia1ly great if the witness is pe;ceivod to be
confident about the identification (Wells & Murray, 1984), /-
Indeed, the United States judiciary recognizés confidence as
"A Key factor to be conkidered in deciding the accwsracy of
eyewitness testimony (Neil v. Biggers, 1972) > Furthermore,
empirical research ifdicates that jurors tend to rély
_ heavily on eyewitness confidence to infer testimony accuracy
(e.g., Wells, Lindsay, & Ferguson, 1979; Lindsay, Wells, &
Rumpel, 1981). For example, Wells, Liﬁdscg. and Ferguson Py
found that subject-jurors’ ascriptions of eyewitness
confidence accounted for 50% of the variance in
subject-jurors’ assessments of eyewitness accuracy.

Despite jgrors’ trust cf eyewitness confidenge as a
Qalid sign ofJTestimony credibility, it has proven, at best
to be a tenuous predictor of testimony accuracy (e. g >
Def fenbacher, 1980; Leippe, 1980; Wells & Murray. 1983,
1984) .- So, whether an eyewitness misidentifies or correctly
ident+fies the suspect from a lineup has little relation to
the witness/géxpréssed confidepce in the identification
dec1s1on This phenomenon might be largely responsible for
the .poor performance of subject jurors in judging the

accuracy of eyewitness 1dentificat1ons For example, Wells

‘et al. (1979) videotaped the cross-examinations of
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| eyew1tnessesgto staged thefts and subsequently presented t?<l
videotapes to subJectiJurors, asK1ng them to Judge whether -
they believed the widness had’ correctly 1dentif1ed sLthe,
criminal or not SubJect‘Jurors rel1ed heav1ly on eyew1tness
confidence to make thetr dec1s1od§ and equally bel1eved
eyew1tnesses who had correctly 1dent1f1ed the cr1m1na1 and" ¥
witnegses who had m1staken]y 1dent1f1ed an innocent, suspect

Recent research by Wells, Eurtle, and’ Luus (in press)

extended the \study of eyewitnessjconﬁidence to 8-year old

sLresearchidemonstrated'that these children's
eyewitness testimony was_as;tmpactfuf as‘that of adults.
Indeed, with children, just as‘with adults, eyewit\?és
conf1dence, although’undtagnost1c of test1mony accuracy, ‘was

asrobustodetermlnant of jurors'’ Judgmentsfof eyew1tness\

3

o crédibilityT»Although’the children pkov1ded

cross exam1nat1on test1mony that was s1gnf1cantly less

accurate than testlmony‘prov1ded by. 12 year olds or adults,
subJect Jurorsﬁgeemed 1nsens1t1ve to the reddced accuracy of
\

“the chlldren s testunony “For"both adult and child
\,/
1;eyew1tnesses. subJect Jurors ‘tended to bel1eve eyewftnesses

3

who'were pence1ved as confrdent In fact, h1gh1y conf1dent

s

° ch11dren were percetved as more credlble eyew1tnesses than

-

was the . average aﬂg1t
: ‘Why are eyew1tness aE%uracy and conf1dence not
positively related’ Le1ppe (1980) proposed that the human

~ information- process1ng system seems "capable of alter1ng '"v
. memopy and conf1dence in orthogbnal d1rect1ons espec1a11y
. 2 ,&\ .

s -



in'the context of powerful and rich social sithaticnsﬁ (b.
271). Leippe suggested that eyewitneSS accuracyvand» \
confidence could be.indepéndently”bontrol]ed by different
“mechanisheL t o S
~ For example, in judging the likelihood that their
memonies«ahe‘accurate. witnesees presumably use a heuristic
tn Which the‘Vividness of their recollections serveehas a
cue to the accuracy ofqthe-underlying memories. A vivid
~recollection probably séyves as a signal to ﬂke witness of
an accurate memory. chever, to‘the eXtent that witnesses
are unaware of encoding or witnessing conditions.that can /f
. cause memory inaccuracies;~such as shcrt target exposure _'
. time (Loftus, 1972) and low perce1ved crime seriousness )
4(Leippe, Wel]s,°&'05trom,.1978), they m1ght vividly recall a
s distorted or ineccurately encoded memory. Alternat1vely.
' soc1a1‘1nf1uepces, such as discussion with other people
present at the, scene of a crime m1ght "cdrrobdrate“ a .
‘witness’. memory and, thus, enhance the strength of the
witness'’ bel1ef in the accuracy of his or her/recollect1on :
of what happened, rather than 1nfluence the/~1v1dness Qf the
‘recollection. There has been 11tt1e reseanéh on the
- malleability of eyew1tness confidence, but cons1derable
research on the ma]leab1l1ty of - eyew1tness memory, which is
‘ reyiewed in the next section. eResearch and theory pn the
matleahi1ity of memory 1s“espec1ally,relevent to “the idea
that ccnffaence is malleable for two main reasons. First,

‘nemogy malleaﬁility research_reste on a proposition that is



‘similar to the one that is being tested intthé\current
”MreséaF&h on conf1dence malleab111ty, namely, that other
people can serve as external jources of - 1nformat1on and can 1!‘
influence one’s testimony about a prev1ously w1tnessed

event Paralleltsm between memory ma]leab1]1ty is also
‘apparent in the mutual 1nterest in the hypothes1s that

children are more malleab]e than adultsv .
Y . . o , .
;A The Ma]1eathTty—of‘EyeW1tness Memory ‘

Loftus (1974) suggested that eyew1tness accum\sy m1ght
decrease as a function of post- w1tnessed event cognittive
processing. That is, SUbseqdent to witneséingva'crime, ., s
: eyew1tnesses m1ght 1ntegrate their memory for the event with

N

prev1oqfly stored memo#1es, or m1ght modtfy or. d1stort the1r

recollection of what happened by : comb1n ngﬁthat memory with

) 1nformat1dn gained through d1scuss1on ‘1¢h‘others present at

the scene of the crime. | ,
Research concern1ng the effectsﬂof m1slead1np.quest1ons
on eyewitness accuracy supports th1s memory d1stort1on
hypothes1s More spec1f1ca11y, the . f1nd1ngs of th1ssresearch
indicate that prov1d1ng witnesses w1th m1slead1ng postevent
1nformat1on. that . 15-1nformat1on that is }ncons, Bient with

2
. some aspect of a W1tnessed event can:redUCe~the accuracy of

eyew1tness reports Indeed, 1n a number of studies (e.g:;p
Loftus & Palmer, 1974; Loftus,” 1975, 1977; Loftus, Miller, &
Burns, 1978) part1c1pants who were prov1ded m)th m1slead1ng

postevent 1nformat1on tended to 1ncorporate the 1nformat1on .

9,



M

into their reports when later questioned about the event '
For example> Loftus (1975) had participants watch a slide
sequenoe:depicting a traffic accident and then respond to
questions about the event . @ne half of the partioipants were
asged " How fast was the white sports car going when it
passed the barn while travelling along the country road?"
This‘question,was misleading in that the car -did not pass a
barn‘ Control.condition participants were simply asked to

estimate the speed oz,the—oar travelling down the country
road »Only 2.7% of the control part1c1pants responded

a??frmaiively when asked if thgy had - seen a barn. However,

17. 3% of participants who received the misleading postevent

~information' reported seeing a barn. Loftus 1nterpreted these
results as evidenoe.thatvthe hisleading.information;impaired
part1c1pants memory for the event

| Studies that have examined developmental differences in
lenerab1l1ty to misleading 1nformation (e.g., Cohen &. |
Harnickr 1980; Ceci, Ross, & Toglia, l§87), using a similar
paradigm to that outlined above, suggest that young .
.children s memories may be more malleable than those of
'older 1ndlv1duals For example Ceci et al. (1987) employed
a forced- ch01ce recognition test to assess age trends in

. suggestibility for recollection of stories Children ranging
~in age from 3 to 12 years were read a story by an adult
experimenter. The story ‘was accompanied by eight:
1llustrations One day after presentation of the story,

'particlpants\received either. biased or unbiased 1nformation
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about the content of the story. In the biaSed information
-condition, participants were asKed whether they remembered
the story about a little giri Loren, who had a headache
because she ate her cereal too fast. The‘ tory was./in fact,
about a girl named Loren who had a stomg;:ache from eating
her eggs too fast. In the unbiased condition participants
‘were simply asked whether they rembcmbered the story about
Loren who was s1ck | ’ '

‘Two days after the presentatipn of the postevent
” information the chiidren were given a forced-choice
recognition test ‘The Children were presented with four
;-pictures and were 1nstructed to select the two that had
accompanied the, story Two of .the pictures correctly
depicted (1) Loren eating her eggs, and (23 Loren with a
stomachache The other pictures 1nciuded infonmation that
had oniy been suggested to part1c1pants whq 5ece1ved the |
biased information. One picture depicted Loren eating cereai
and the other depicted Loren w1th a headache. The resuits of
this- study’suggested that preschoolers (ages 3 - 4) are more
vulnerabie to suggestibiiity effects due tcp misleading ‘
postevent information than are older chiidren

The interpretation that misleading 1nfonmation 1mpa1rs o
'participantsﬁrmemory for an event has recently been'
chal lenged by a number of researchers whouargue that
misleading postevent 1nformation may impair both aduits%land
.chiidren s eyewitness Peports but leave intact the

‘.eyewitness s memorles (e. g., Be&erian & Bowers, 1983 CeCT,
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. Ross.'& Toglia; 1987 McCloskey & Zaragoza. 1985a,}1985b
Zaragoza danis, & McCloskey,,1987 Smith & Ellsworth,
01987) For example. ‘Bekerian and Bowers (1983) used a
.procedure similar to that used by Loftus, wherein adult.
part1c1pants v1ewed a series of slides depicting an-
'auto pedestrian accident, were subsequently provided with
postevent information that was either consistent or
1ncon51stent with some aspect of the original slide
sequence, and finally responded to a two alternative
forced-ch01ce recognition test Participants viewed pairs of'-
slides con51st1ng of one slide from the. original series and
another that depicted the misleading information présented
{st_jhz incon51stent condition Jarticipants were asked to
dec1de which, slide had been presented before. The test
,'slides were presented either in random order (the usua‘
procedure of Loftus’ studies) or in an order that matchéd
the originai presentation sequence. Only in the ﬁandom |
test-order condition did participants.incorrectly choose the
slidelcontaining the inconsistent informationQVBeKerian and
Bowers interpneted their findings as chsistentﬁwith the
' hypotheSis"that misleading information dOeg;not e‘rase;tvthe_- ﬁ
originai"memory~but rather can render it‘inacceSSible;
Others have suggested that participants remember, the |
"original information but report the misieading information —
1n order to comply wﬁth experimentai demand characteristics
(e,g.l Turtﬂe;11984, McCloskey & Zaragoza,,1985a,_1985bu
Zaragoza, Janis, & McCloskey, 1987; Smith & E]isworth, e
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,1982Q.AFor example, Smith and ETisworth (1987) manipulated x
petceived expdrimenter credibility and found that those é/'
adult participants Questioned by a highly credible |
experimenter reported the misinformation but participants
who were questioned by an experimenter who lacked
‘credibility did. not report the misleading information
‘Zaragoza. danis. and McCloskey (1987) found that when
response biases were eliminated from the experimental’
situation, the accuracy of misled adult partiCipants
reports was comparable to that of control- partiCipants
reports Similarly, Ceci, Ross, and Toglia found that the
tendency for young children (3- and 4-year olds).tg report -
misleading postevent information was rquCed when the |
misinformation was provided by a 7- year old child rather
'than by an adult. | - S
" Regardless of whether memory for the event actually

‘ changes the fact that Witnesses may reporf postevent
vinformation that is inconSistent with their original .
recollection is caﬂse for concern durors depend on
‘eyewitnesses to prvtde them with a description of the | .
witnessed event in order that they may render a verdict} The
. trustworthiness of such verdicts seems uncertain given
f'jurors reliance on eyewitness confidence to infer testimony
naccuracy and the pbor predictability qf eyew1tness accuracy
'from confidence Furthermore. Lindsay. Wells, ‘and Rumpel .

(1981) found that changes in eyewitness accuracy do not

: necessarily produce changes in eyewitne%s confidence Thus,

& o
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‘an inaccurate witness may deliVer his or her testimony with
the same’degree of certainty as an accurate_witness and ma§
thereby compromiseAthe'efficacy_of cross-examination and '
_contribute to unjust sentencing. ) - -?i .
B The Malleability of Eyewitness Confidence
| , Turning now to the possibility that ey;aitness
confidence can be altered independently of, reported membry,
Leippe (1980)° proposed that merely thinking about a ‘
.w1tnessed event. might bolster eyewitness con?idence he
derived this idea from the finding of Tesser (1978) that
people s attitudes toward stimuli such as. artworks and.
people tended to_polarize with post—exposure-thought about -
the stimulus Wells, Fergusont\and Lindsay'(lédl)
_empirically tested thisdproposition by staging thefts for
unsuspecting participants, who later attempted to identify
~ the thief from a set of photographs Subject witnesses who
1dent1fied a member of the photospread were cross- examined.
The cross- examinations were videotaped and later shown to
mock Jurors to evaluate Prior to being cross- examined half
of all‘%ubJect -witnesses were briefed abou; the types of.
' questions they could expect unde? cross- examination and were ‘
~encouraged to rehearse possible answers to the questions .
The briefings were expected to increase the‘witnesses
thoughts about the w1tnessed event and, thus ‘bolster
eyewitness confidence Elevated confidence was expected to

Q"hance.perceivea"eyewltness credibility. & ;



‘The results indicated that briefed witnesses did
express more confidence in their suspect identifications
than did non-briefed witnessegs. The elevated confidence

~associated with the briefing man?pulation was primariiy
ﬁattributable to increased certainty on the part of |
inaccurate eyewitneses The briefing manipuiation produced
statisticaiiy significant increases in expressed conf idence
for inaccurate but not - accurate eyeWitness identifications ¢
.The briefing manipuiation thereby eliminated any
discriminabiiity between accurate and 1naccurate
-eyewitnesses Subject jurors were also Significantiy more
~1ikely to convict the accused if he had been 1dent1f1ed‘§y a

brfbfed eyewitness,rather,than an eyeW1tness who was not

briefed.

1

1 4

- The practice of briefingoyitnesses before they take the

stand is a common- courtroom procedure This practice
augments the difficuity of the task faced by JUPOPS of °

' distingutshing accurate from 1naccurate eyexitness accounts
Unfortunateiy. the practice of briefing eyew1tnesses is
probably not the,oniy source of 1nf1ated eyew;tness
confidence In fact "police officers and Jawyers prcbabiy

engage in numerous behav1ors that promogﬁ a

“commi tment - confidence spiral" (Leippe, "1980, p.272). & / \

Is 1t possible to only raise eyewitness confidence or
might confidence also be lowered by social influences° The
|present research addressed this question by investigating a

* potential source of -reduced eyewitness accuracy confidgpce

v
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Q correspondence.tspecifioglly, the interaction of a police
officer with an eyewithess after he or she attempts a

’ suspecti)dentification -

officer is probably aware of the lineup member (s )

considered suspect by justice officials, '

;espite the
endation 6.8) in.
hisfrecent handbook of system variables} at the afficer

recommendation given by Wells. (1988, Rec-“

'conducting the lineup should not know w Q‘ghe suspect is. If

1nvestigation Alternatively, if the witnessvidentifies a
member of the lineup who 1s Known to be innocent the
Qfficer (again Know1ngly or unknowingly) might convey his
‘fdisapp01ntment to tg; witness. Any such feedback given to a
iw1tness concerning his 6r her choioe of a lineup member
. might, in the case O positive feedback, enhance eyewitness
confidence or, 1n the case of negative feedback diminish
| eyew1tness conf1denge Changes in eyewitness confidence
‘might, in turn, 1nfluence the decisions made by jurors.

The present. research investigated the effects of lineup’
1dent1fication feedback on eyewitness conf idence ard
" perceived eyewitness credibility The guiding hypothesis was
that eyewitness confidence could be both raised and lowered
by providing eyew1tnesses with either positive or negative >

'feedback _concerning their-ldentification “of a suspect.

Positive‘identifioation:feedback was expected to bolster

> .
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eyewitness confidence and thus enhance perceived\eyewitness

credibility and negative feedback wag expected to reduce

eyewitness confidence and in turn, elicit low rati
perceived eyewitness credibility from subject- jurors
research is only the second empirical assessment of the
malleability of eyewitness confidence and its implicatidns’
for jriers- of-fact. . BEIRS
In addition to attempting to both raise and lower

eyewitness confidence. it differs from.the original
eyewitness confidence malleability study conducted by Wells.
Ferguson, and Lindsay (1981) in another important way . \
' Specifically, whereas -the Wells et al study focused only on
the tractability of adult eyewitness confidence, the present
research addressed.the malleability of eyewitness confidence
in both adults and childrep. Thé testimony of ‘child
-eyewitneeses is being‘introddced to‘trisl proceedinos with
\increasing‘freQUency. In many cases (e.g., instances of
se'ual.pbuse or Qidnapping), a child nay be the sole

Jiwgtness for the prosecution. Whereas over a decade of
research deyoted to‘the study of‘adult eyewitness test imony
has yielded a good understanding’of the conditions under
which‘such testimony may be considered trustworthy.‘parallelf,‘
research with child eyewitnesses has_only recently commandedw
. the attention of researchers. The pivofal role now |
f'frequently played by children in courtroom proceedings and
the diminished understanding of children’s eyewitness

-capabilities in compariSon‘to adUltsi warrants the'inclusion
) ,‘ . ‘- " . .
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of child eyewitnesses in eyewitness testimony reaearch.

° The results oi studies of childrenfs susceptibility to
mis leading postevent information‘converqe on the finding
that young children’s memories are fore malleable or subject
to distortion by social influences than are mpmories of \
older children or adults. Might ‘young children also be more'
morefsuggestible than older individuals in-terms of the
malleability of their confidence in the accuracy of their
memories? The present research tested this hypothesis The
young children’s expressed confidence was hypothesized to be
more senSItive to the feedback manipulation than“that of the
adolescents or.adults. As mentioned previously, a number of
studies have documented developmental differences in the
apparent suggestibility of children verus adults on memory
tasks (e.g., Ceci, Ross, & Toglial 1987; Goodman & Read,
1985; Cohen & Harnick, 1980). More specifically. these
studies found young children to be more suggestible, more s
hikely to be influenced by leading questions, than
adolescents?or adults. These findings might indicate that:
children are more susceptible.to suggestion ‘in geheral.
There is also evidence in the developmental literature that
supports the notion that children might be more l1ikely than
adults to infer a sense of confidence in the appropriateness
of their actions or responses from feedback provided by
_another individual. For example, Harter (1985) found that
children otrfive or six years of age. in contrast to older

children and adults, failed to evaluate their own actions



and subsequently generate feelings of pride or shame but
rather relied pn the approving or disapproving reacttons of
significant others to infer whether they should feel‘bPoudM'

or ashamed. \



I11. Method

A. Overview
The experimentaf paradigm was mode led upon a two-phase
_procedure deveioped by Wells (e.g., Lindsay, Wells, &
Rumpel, ' 1981; Wells.‘Ljndsay. & Fergqson.119791; In the
first phase, grade 1, grade 7, and untVersity students
individually viewed a simulated crimé f;Jm depicting a {"
grocery store robbery and subsefuently attempted to 1dent1%y

the thief from a 6-person photospread. Witnesses received

eithe”Positive, negative, or neutral feedback concerning

L3

their identifications. °

Witnesses who made an identification were then
sub jected to crosé-examination questioning while being
videotaped. In the second phase, adult subjeqt-jurorséyféwed
the .cross-examination testimony v)deotapes and eva1uaé?d the
witnesses’ accuracy, confidence, and believability. Théy

then rated their willingness to comvict thﬁ‘gccused on the
)

L )

basis of the witness’ testimony. A
-,

B. Phase 1 : //f

Participants

The participants‘ygre eighty-six male and female grade
1 students, 96 male and female grade 7 students, and one
hundred and four introductory psychology students from the

University of Alberta. The elementary and junior high school *

15



students were recruited from three Edmonton‘eIementary
school% and two Edmonton junior h1gh schools, respect1vely
‘The univers1ty‘students part1c1pated in part1a1 fulflllment

-~

of a course requirement.

' Proceddre and Desiﬁn S
; :
Part1c1pants were - randomly assigned to cond1t1ons in a

T e

3 (Age: B-years old vs. .12- years Z?d VS. adult) x 3

| («Ipentification Feedback: positi

t

vs. neutral vsﬁ'negatdve).
between subJects factor1al des1gn _ ' . ‘

"-} - AYT part1c1pants v1ewed the s1mu1ated crime £ilm
1nd1v1dua1]y with no Knowledge ﬁhat the1r memory for - the
- film wouldvlater be tested, thus s1mu1at1ng the natura]
eyew1tness exper1ence where1n the gyew1tness does not

anL1Clpa~tebsthe,w1 tnpqqu pvpnt In r‘)rabr to. nreventd _

part1cfpants from ant1c1pat1ng a memory tasK they were
<first shown a f11m_d tenn1s match and were asked to evaJuate
the Tuck, effort, and ab1l1ty of the tenn1s players[j
Part1c1pants then watched the s1mu1ated cr1me film with the

: expectat1on that they would be asked to make evaluative .
judgments s1m11ar to those made subsequent to V1eW1ﬁb the

é*JRenn1s match The cr1me film depﬂcted a grocery stOre w-

- robbery where1n a young man entered the store, 1o1tered in
one of the a1s1es until the cashter was free of customersu
‘then approached the cash1er carry1ng a hand gun concealed by
a. newspaper, demanded the money in the cash reg1ster, ‘and

'

-f1na]ly'fled w1tqﬂthe cash 1nea§p]ast1c bag.v
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After viewing the filmed robbery,-part1C1pants were

to;d that the film was actual surveillance camerg footage of
‘a grocery store robbery curren\}y under’ 1nvest1gat# The
exper1menter exp1a1ned that the research was sponsored by a
- loca’l secur1ty cempany, in co- operat1on with the Edmpnton

Pol1ce Department as part of an’ evaluat1on of video
equ1pment used to mon1tor banks and stores Participamts
were asked to pretend that thay were. actua?ffqew1tnesses to

the robbery and to attempﬁ to identify the thief from a set .
- of photographs | v ki ' |

!

Ha]f of the eyew.tnesses were to view a target - present
-.lineup (somet imes called a valid IJnedp)Aand half were to
view a’target-absent ]ineop, with thedgoal'pf obtaining‘
equal numbers of accurate and.inaccura!e irentifications for
_,Aeach»oﬁhthe age and. feedback- condltlons te ve- evaduated by
vﬂpart1c1pant jurors in the second phase Eyew1tnessés can
accurately 1dent1fy a perpetrator only from a target- present
lineup. Inaccurate 1dent1f1cat1onsqcan be der1ved from .
either target-present or target-absent 11neups' In previous
research w1th adult eyew(tnesses, false 1dent1f1cat1ons have
predom1nated in target abseqt lineups. Thus, all of the
accurate 1dent1f1cat1ons were expected in response to.a
target present lineup and most qf the inaccurate
1dent1f1cat1ons with presentation of a target- abs/pt 11neup
Thﬁs held true, for the adult and adolescent

eyewitnesses. However the recegn1t1on performance of . the

6-year old ch1ldren was much poorer than expected Indeed
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for this aée group the rate of correct 1dent1ficatlons with ‘
a target present Lineup was well below chance level
'Administering a target absent 1ineup to half of: these
witnesses while seeking equal numbers of accurate and
1nach34te»¢dent1ficat1ons would have 1nvolved testing at
least 250 additional grade 1 stud nts.‘Th1s number wellv'
exceeds the number of child partitipants available through
the Edmonton PublictschoolaBoard So, this practical |
'cons1derat1on nece531tated the admin1strat1on of only a
’ target- present llneup:for the young children in an attempt
'to secur® a reasonable number’ of accurate 1dent1f1cat1ons
;from th1s age group Even with th1s prqcedure
(target present Tineup only) “the number of available grade |
1 part1c1pants was exhausted y1e1d1ng on]y less than Qne -
third of the target number of accurate 1dent1f1cat10ns

W1tnesses were-nnstructed‘to. "try to fﬁent1fy the
person who robbed. the store, he may orcmay not be*present in
this set of p1ctures, and were g1ven the opt1on of either
’.choos1ng a photograph or foregoing such a dec1s1on if none
| of the. photos was thought to resemb]e the thief.

Subsequent ta the 1dent1f1cat1on task, part1c1pants '
received e1ther p . tive, negat1ve or neutral feedback
about the1r 1dent?:}§at1on W1tnesses who made an
identification and rece1ved pos1t1ve feedback were. told
"Goodn.That person is a suspect 1n the case and is currentlyp

'gbeing 1nvest1gated by the pol1ce I'11 record your de01s1on

in our_repont", W1tnesses who made an 1dent1f1cat1on and

7
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A

heceiyed negative feedback were told, "Oh. That person is
. hot a sUspect in the‘case.~I'll'recordfyour'deciston in our
nepoft“. wtthesses gtven'neutbal feedbaCK were.told only,
"Itlt record your decistbn 18 our report“.vAlﬂauitnesses wha
rejected the iineup received neutral feedback . _.
Witnesses who‘madé‘anwjdentiftcatton were asked to rate
their conf1dence 1n their cho1ce on a b- point scale. The
scale was des1gned such that it could be understood by the
grade 1 ch11dren as well as by the adolescents and adults.
Spec1f1ca]ly. the conftdence measure consisted of five boxes

of increasing size. Witnesses were instructed to regahd the

size of the boxes as an 1ndex of degree of certa1nty 1n

- their 11neup dec151on and td put an "x" or a check mark in

the box that best represented their conf1dence in their

' dec1s1on (see Appendix A). Law enforcement off1c1als often
ask‘witnesses how conftdent they feel about: the1r.
identification of a suspect ¢Witd%sses personal assessments

~

of conf1dence can dr1ve the 1nvest1gatory process, and may

also be “included 10 a courtroom report.

~

. W1tnesses who made an 1dent1f1cat10n were next
quest1oned orally by a second exper1menter. blind to the
1dent1f1catton accuracy of the w1tness, about thewr memory
for. the fllm and the1r 1dent1ftcat1on of the thief.
"'Spec1f1ca11y, w1tnessesé§%re asked 10 quest1ons, 5
non-leading or. stra1ghtforward quest1ons (e.g., "Hog tall
’would you saypthe robber was?") and 5 lead1ng or suggestive
queéﬁions (e;g.f "Can,you dessribe the hat the robben was“

L
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\wearing?” when the robber was; in fact, not wearing a hat)
(see’ Appendix B). 11 Thterrogations were Qidectaped, In
total, 14 accurate and.72 inaccurate grade 1 witnesses, 48
accurate and 48 ihaccurate grade 7 w1tnesses, ang 46
accurate and 58 inaccurate adult w1tnesses were videotaped ,
whtle responding to ‘questioning. _ '

| ‘At the conclusion of -the cross-examination, the
'witnesseélwere\thanked.for their participation'and fully
.debriefed ‘The child eyewitnesses were also instructed"as to
7act1ons they should take 1f they uere ever to w1tness a,,
crime ﬁé <19 paylng close attent1on to deta1ls such as

license numbers of suspicious cars, notifying an adult

tnnediately).
C. Phase 2

Participants - o -

| ‘Two hund¥ed and eighty- six 1ntroductory psvcho1ogy
~ students - from the Un1vers1ty of Alberta parﬂac1pated in
'partialsfulf1llment of a course requ1rement "
"‘Prccedure |

| Participants were tested in groups of 2 - 4 Each -

'person was shown to a cubicle with a telev1s1on mon1tor and ’
‘?lwas asked to. watch one of the Phase 1 test1mony v1deotapes
| Subsequent to v1ew1ng the v1deotape part1c1pants were asked -

'.to judge (1) the number of quest1ons the w1tness answered
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correctly. (2) the apparent confidence of the éyewitness (onv
a 7T-point scale) (3) the believability of tlg eyewi tness
(on a 7mpoint scale) (see Appendix C). l4l whether they
believed the witness had”correctly identified the‘thief;(see
Appendix:D)“ These'tour‘measures are referred'tc ‘ |
subseouently as "perceived'examination accuracy", “perceived
'examination confidence,“'"believability." and "perceiVed
identification aCcuracy,' respectively. [These.measureS‘
should not be confused W1th'the two main'measures in Phasey
1, namely self reported confidence and actual examination _'
'accuracy 1 Finally, participants were asked to respond to a
series of questions concerning their w1llingness to convict
the accused on the-basis of the witness testimONy.

_ subsequently called the "conviction measure". More . .
specifically, participants were asked_to_indicate their
Willingness'to convict the accused givenfpieces of evidenCe'
that Qaried in terms of "how incriminating they were. For
example participants were asked whether they would be
w1lling to convict the accused if (1) the fingerprints of
the accused matched fingerprints found on the check-out
counter in the grocery store or (2) the accused confgfsed

jthat he had robbed the store (see: Appendix D). The .

categories of 1nformation ‘were - presumed e s ccessively

lincrea31ng in terms ‘of how incrimininating the nformation
contained therein was. Because these seven categories were
all measuring a similar dimension (i e., willingness to

convict), a MANOVA was usqd prior to deciding whether or nott
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examine the individual categories.
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;11(‘9hase‘1 Resu1ts..

" A. Accuracy pf‘Testimony‘ e .[ﬂ“
A3 (Eyew1tness‘Age) 3 (Identification Feedback) x 2
l(Type of Question leading vs. .non- Yeading)- analysis of
var1ance (ANOVA) -on ‘the accuracy of witnesses responses to
cross- exaﬁination questiéhing revealed a signficaht main
effect:for eyewj tness age, F (ﬁ, 137) = 76.05, p <'.001. and
a significant Age x Type of Question jnteraction Er(2, 137)
-11.06, Q <, .001-. (See Figure 1). Whereas thg“young |
children’s testimony was significantly less accurate 1n
' response to leading. questions than to non leading questions.
E (17 274) = 12.49, p < .01, the reverse was trye for the
adults, E (1, 274) = 42.03, (p < .01). The 12-year olds were
equally accurate iperesponding ﬁo leading versus non-leading
qguestions. The main ef?eql for identification feedback and
:Ihe Age x Feedback 1nteraction were both non- sign1f1cant

(both ps > ﬁ60)5

‘?3



B. Self-rated Confidence of Eyewitnesses .

‘.Ah"anaIYsig'q$'var1ance on eyewitnesses’ self-répohted’
confidence ra}in@s yielded significént'mafn effects for
| eyswifness age f (2, 277) = 12.74, p < .0001, and for '
fdentficat fon feedback F (2, 277) - 18.75, p < .0001. The
1nteraction was nof significant, E (4, 277) = 1.97, p > .10.

A Newman Keuls analysis indicated that the 6-year old’

eyewitnesses reported significantly higher levels of ,
confidence in -the accUracy of their identifications than did

" the 12- ydhr old.or adult eyewitnesses (p < 05) The 12 year

>

old and adult eyewitnesses did not differ in terms of the1r

self-rated confidence (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Self-Reported Confidence as @
Function of Eyewitness Age
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Furthermore, as depicted inlFigure 3, eyewi tnesses who
ré.ée'if\?idt either positive Identification feedback or neutral
feedback rated themselves as signficant ly more confident
that they had identified the thief than did witnesses who °
received nedative 1dént1f1cgtion feedback (p < .05).
Self-rated confidence did not differ across positj\}e and

neutral feedbacR conditions.
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’Figure 3. Self-Reported Confidence as a
Furiction of ldentification Feedback
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Within the'tnrae age groups the correlation between
identification nccurscy and self-rated confidence wasysmall.
The accqfd&y-confidence correlation was -.19, .15, and .21
for grade 1, grade 7, and adult eyewitnesses respectively.
This correlation was significant for the 6-year olds and

‘adults (p < .05) and non-significant for the adolescents.

-



IV. Phase 2 Results i

‘Inftial analyses of the correlations among the four
main measures, namely believability, pQrceived examination
conf idence, percejved examination accuracy, and perceived
identification accuracy were conducted. These correlations
are reported in Table 1 both overall and as a function of
eyewitness age.'w1th1n the three age groups ;‘s1m1lar
pattefn of correlations emerged. Specifically,
believability, perceived examination confidence, perceived
examination accuracy, and perceived identification accuracy
were all highly inter-correlated (all ps < .0001). This
pattern of correlations indicated that a multivariate

analysi§\gf variance of these measures would be appropriate.

0

30



o ,‘ Table 1
gonréla,tions; Among Se_le“ct'ed,Dependent Measur'-es‘
oo 1 I T ‘?111 W
v . —
1 6-Years X 65 - . .48 " .40
o 12-Years X .64 59 .31
Adu1t X .60 54 . - .37
Overall X .64 .55  11 ¢’37
11 B-Years .65 X 70 .47
 12-Years .64 X .63 .42
Aduly < 80X L53 AT
Overall .64 X 64 .37 .
1 6-Years .48 .70 . X 47
| 12-Years .59 63 | "X 42
Adult - .54 .53 X .48
Overall = .55 64 X 42
v ASJ?ears"#iJ.ab'_ | 47 .45 X
0 12-Years .31 e
|  12-years .37 .48 o tax
Overall - .37 . .46 .42 X
R — | :
- Note: Al1 correlations signifi“cﬁgnt-‘at p <OOO1
1. Pe'rfc'eived'_EXam. Adcuracy 11, B'eH;evabiH'ty‘
111. Perceived Exam. Confidence  IV. Perceived ID Accuracy
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A ,Mu1t1var1ate Effects )

.

,{i A three way mult1var1ate analys1s of var1ance (MANOVA)

;Nof Eyewitness Age X Ident1ficat1on Feedbgck X Identification
Accuracy on subJect Jurors rat1ngs of perceived examination )
accuracy, bellevab111ty. perde1ved examination confghence.'

Q’and perceived identification accuracy*revealed .NO
significant main effect for 1dent1f1cat10n accuracy (or any
signif%cant interactiens involving this independént
variab]e). and so‘alllsubscquent ahalyses were collapsed
across accurate and 1@accurate w1tnesses ~The MANOVA yielded

La- sign1f1cant ma1n.effect for eyew1tness age, W11K's Jamda =

.91, F (8, 528). = 3.15, p < .01, but no significant ’
interactions involving the age variable (all ps >, 60).

) Subéequent univariate F-tests indicated a swgn1f1cant main

. effect for eyew1tness age on perce1ved examination accuracy,
F (2, 268) = 4,98, p < .01, be11eyab1l1ty, F (2, 268) =
6.04, p < .01, and perceived cxamination’conf1dence, F (2,
268) = 5.62, p < .01. The effect ofﬁeyéwitness,age on -~
perceived'identification accuracy was not signficant, p >
.60. - - R

The MANOVA also revealed a marginal{y signficant main

effect . for'identification feédback Wilk's Iamda = 95 F

“”18"“528) 1.89, B <.06.: Subsequent univariate- Fﬂiests ,

_yielded a s1gn1f1cant ma1n effect of identification feedback
on subject-jurors’ lr‘atmgs of believabitity, E (2, 268) =
3.60, p < .05, and pcrce1ved 1dent1f1cat1on accuracy, F (2,
268) = 4.28,'9 < .05. There was no s1gn1f1cant ma1n effect:

 for identificat1on.feedback on perce1ved cross- ex?minat1on

_ aCcuracy;”or perccjycq confjdencéiunder crﬁss-examinationﬂ

RN



.(both ps > .90).

‘ B.vuﬁivariate Effects, of Eyewitness Age

, ‘ C
‘Perceived Examination accuracy
| A NeWmahFKéuls ana]Ysis revealéd_that the 6-year old
eyewitnesses were perceivéd‘as&significantiy less accurate
_ under cﬁoés-e}aminafion thanveithér the 12-year ofds or
aduits (p < .05). '

not differ in terms

Ne 12-year old.ahd adult eyewitnesses did

'their.perceived testimony accuracy

(see Figure 4).
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‘Perceived examination conf idence '
A Newman-Keuls analysis indicated that the 6- and

12~ year old eyewitnesses did not differ in terms of ihe1r 3{
' per091Ved confidence under cross- exam1nat19n These '
'”witnesses were perceived- as significantly léss conf1dent

under cress exam1nat1on than the adult eyew1tne55es (p <
) I 4

S

Led
,

.05)_(see F1gqre 5). . -
| | s
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“Bellevability’ | | |

| Syubiiec,t-fjurorvs rated the 6-year old eyewithesseé as
significantly less believable under. cross-ex'aqii nation 't_han
' the 12-yéér old or ‘adUlt‘ eyewitnesses (p < .05, using the
Neman-Kéu'1s‘pro¢;dure). The 6- and 12"}’&3? old eyewitnesses
did not differ in terms of their believabilily. (see Figure

6).
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Figure 6. Belfevability as a
\ Function of Eyewitness Age
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. C. Univariate Effects of ldentification Feedback

Believability . ‘ , _ -

| Eyewitnesses who~rece19ed positive or neéativevfeedback
‘were perceived!as'significantly less believab]é under
'cross-examjnatién‘fhan_witnessés.who received neutral
feedback (p < .05, q$1ng a Newman-Keuls procedure).
Wftneéses Qho,received positive and negative feedback did

not differ in terms of their believdbility (see Figure 7).

'S
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catfon acouracy
8 analysis indicated that witnesses who

" Perceived iden
T; A Newman -
received negative Identi{fication feedback were perceived as

less l1ikely to have correctly identified the thief than

" witnesses who received either positive or neutral feedback
(p < .05). Witnesses dko réceived positive and neutral
identification feedback did not differ 'in terms of their

pérceived 1dent1f1cat1on‘accuracy»(see Figure 8).
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D. Conviction Measure / : .
A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) on
subject- jurors’ data concerning the level of evidence or

information they considered nécessary to prosecute the

-,
for identification feedback, Wi s lamda = .91, F (14, 542)

= .91,%p < .05. Subsequent univariate F-tests revealed a

accused (see Appendix D) revealeﬁwa signficant main effect
1K

signficant main effect for idenfification feedback on the
first category (A sriend of the accused swore that he was
with the de€bndant at a privafe residence at the time the -
_robbery was committed), F (2, 277) = 34.83, p < .05, and on
the final category (the accused admitted that he had robbed
the store), F (2, 277) = 28.66, p < .05. The main effect of
eyewitness age was not significant, Wilk's lamda = .92, E,
(14, 542) = 1.54, p > ﬁqg, nor was there a significant Age x
Feedback interaction, Wilk’'s lamda E .89, FE (28, 979) =
1.10, p > .40).

As depicted in Figure 3, 1f*thé deféndant had an alibi,
a significanfly higher perdentagemof squect-jurors were
willing to convict him if he had been identified by an
eyewitness who had received either negative or neutral
feedback rather than positive identification feedback (p <.
.05, using‘a»Newman-Keuls procedure). The percentage of
subject-jurors willing to convict versus nof convict did not

diffgr as a function of whether the accusedshad been

1dent1f1ed by. an eyewitness who - iE;eived either neutral of
neqative feedback. ' o
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However. F1gure 10 shows that if the defendant
confessed that he had comm1tted the robbery, a 51gn1f1cantly
‘higher percentage of subJect jurors were w1111ng to conv1ct
the accused if he had bedf) identified by an eyew1tness who
had been given positive feedback rather than a w1tness who
had received either neutral or negative feedback (p < 05
using a Newman-Keuls procedure{. Eqdal percentagea.of
subject-jurors were willing tc*convict the accused‘if he "had
been identified by a»witnese who had received'efther neutbai

or negative feedback.
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: V. Discussion
This research tested'the hypotheses that eyewitness
confidence can be both raised and lowered '+ external

sources, that the: perceived credibiiity of the w1tnesses

"would be similariy influenced by these external sources, and

that\cggldren X3 eyewitness confidence is more malleable than‘

adults’ %eyewitness confidence The resuits provide part1a1

~support for the first hypothe51s, eyew1tness confidEnce was -

successfully reduced but not bolstered by externai sources'.

The second hypothe51s was also partialiy suppor ted in that

'”externai sources influenced perceived credibiiity,Vaibeit :

.’sometimes in unpredicted directions. There was no support
®

" A. Feedback Effects

for the third hypothesis.

Feedback and Seif Rated Confidence

The experimenter s comments or feedback concerning the

w1tnesses suspect 1dent1f1cations 1nfluenced the confidence

hvegpressed by both aduit and ch11d eyew1tnesses in their

having successfuiiy 1dent1f1ed a robbery suspect Chiidren

~and. adults reported feeling less conffﬂent that they had

_identified the, perpetrator 1f ‘they had received negative

’ f!‘
~ feedback (i. e’ 3 suggestion that the person they identified

was not’a suspect in the casei than if they had received

},either no feedback or p6s1tive 1dent1fication feedback

LA €,

th

’ f a- sugPestyon*fW§t they had identified a suspect in .

elﬂ,;&ase) HoWéver, w1tnesses!who received p051t1ve feedback

reported feeiing no more confident about their
: e .

a1

SR



1dent1f1cat1on than witnesses who were gtven neutrah“v
feedback. . R o

' Why did pos1t1ve feedback not enhance the witnesses’
oonf1dence7 An answer to th1s question mtght lle in
wutnesses assumptlons concerning the structure of the o
lineup, that is, whether W1tnesses belteved that each ltneup
member was a suspect (all suspect llneup model) , or believed
that there was only one suspect in the lineup ' '

(s1ngle suspect Tineup model. see Wells & Turtle. 1986) If

the w1tnesses agsumed that an all- suspect lineup model was

concerning the 1ineup mOdel,and‘thus'fOrce the witness to

75 e
used, thex\ %g. &Ve presumed that whomever they 1dentlf1ed

was one of severalesuspects in the case. Thus, telltng U‘

‘witnesses that they had a 1dent1f1ed a suspect (positlve
feedback cond1t10n) might have been redundant wlth what the

| w1tnésses ‘had already asstimed and might therefore have been

no more 1nformat1ve than prov1d1ng no 1dent1f1cat1on E

1
ey

feedback. Informmg ‘a witness that the 1lineup merber - m
1dentif1ed was not a suspect (negative'feedback condition)

‘however, would have disconfirmed theywttness’vassumptlonl

realize that he or she had not identified one ‘of several.

people‘underpinyestigation; but rather had’incorrectly'

ldentified:an innocentlperson. |
'Unfortunatelyf ‘there has been no'research dlrected at

the assumpttons that are made by eyew1tnesses regardtng

l1neup compos1t1on Alfhough the current finding suggests

that -the eyew1tnesses assumed that all of the lineup members

-were suspects, more direct means would need to be used to

exam1ne these assumpt1ons One obv1ous~approach would be to
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.eup members they think
heir viewing the lineup

) simpiy ask peop&e how many of the l
f‘are suspects in the casei %or ‘
“Another perhaps better. approac ; ould be to manipulate the
| information Some would be told that all are suspects, some.
would be toid that there is oniy one suspect. and others
‘would be toid nothing If the.mitnesses behav1ors (e g. .;s
“rates of choosing, expressed confidence) are similar in the
;aii suspect and no- information conditions but are different
in the one suspect condition,_then we might conclude that
people are naturally assuming that iineups are‘composed
'entirely of suspects These assumptions might prove, ‘ ’ T
'important espe01a11y 1n iight of strong mathemat1cal proefs\
fthat<the all- suspect iienUp is a high risk procedureythat
’ according to Weils and Turt]e (1986) shouid never: be used in

Q

;actuai poiice pmadtices S e T

Feedback and PerceiveE\Confidence o _ .
The . effectsgqf the identification feedbacK manipulation

did not extend beyond eyeW1tnesses ~self- rated confidence to

jurors ratingsiof perceived confypence Indeed perceived

confidence did not vary across th: feedback condiggons In

attempting to explain this seemingiy 1ncongruent finding, 1t
,shouid be noted that whereas the feedback was related to
j witnesses 1dent1f1cations. jurors confidence ratings
\;'concerned witnesses testimony, not theiP identifications
v;jThus, it is not particulariy surpris1ng that the |

'identification feedback manipulation 1nf1uenced seif rated
ftconfidence (where the confidence measure was related

,‘specificaily to the 1dent1ficationi but not perceived E



.confidence (where the confidence measure pertained to tho
‘general testimony). Nor is it particular\y surpriaing that
subject Jurors judgments of testimony accuracy were also ‘
-_uninfluenced by the feedBaok manipulation as this measure
was also related to perceiyed test7mony accuracy. in qeneral
. not perceived Identlflcatlon accuracy specifically

In hindsight the,dec151on to measure perceived
confidence of the general testimony, rather than or in
addition to the perceived confidence of the identification
‘portion of the testimony, was a mistake Such a measure
'would have- represented the- closest‘possible 1ink between '
measures in Phase 1 and Phase 2. Previous research (e g )

»Welis, Lindsay, & Ferguson, 1979) has reported a strong
~correlation between self reported identification confidence
and Jurors perceptions of 1dent1fication confidence (p =

.55, p < .01). The correlation in this study between .
*self-reporfed'conftdence and jurors’ perceptions cf'general,;
‘ testimony confidence wasaheak.(g = .07, g').io‘i Thus, had
the Phase 2-measures‘in:the current study been perceiyed"
identificatioh confidence rather than-perceived festlmony
confidence, the feedback effect might have emerged as

expected

V,Feedback and‘Perceiyid‘Identification Accuracy

| One of the credibility measures, namely perceived
1dent1f1oation accuracy, did pertain to witnesses’
'71dentif1cations but not to their testimony This measure
_should thus have been more susceptible to feedback effects

tthan the testimony related credibility measures and this

L4
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| proved to be the case. Moreover, the pattern of feedback
‘ieffecta associated with. perceived fdentification accuracy
paralleled the pattern related to witnesses self- rated -
confidence\ Indeed just as evewitnesses reported feeling
more confideﬁt about their identifications(hf they received
:positive or neutral feedb cKk, so subject jurors rated |
;witnesses who received positive or neutral feedback as more'
likely’to have correctly i ntified the perpetrator than

_ witnesses who were given negative feedback

"Feedback and Believability

In addition to 1nfluenc1ng perceived identification

\

L]

Vaccuracy, tHe feedback manipulation impacted on jurors'’

judgments of eyewitnesses’’ believability Unlike the «

‘.perceived—identiftcatton measure belieanElity ratings were
-not related spe01fically to w1tnesses identifications but
rather to the ovenall believability of eyewitnesses._lt is
thus understandable that the feedback effects assoc1ated
with believability were not the same as those assoc1ated N
“with perceived identification accuracy - A

| Negative feedback lowered believability relative to

- neutral feedback. Surprisingly, positive feedback also had

')this effect So, subject Jurors rated wi tnesses who had
received either pQSitive or negative feedback as 51m11arly

.believable These believipility ratings were significantly

| lower than those assigned to w1tnesses who had - received
neutral feedback

| Why might p051tive &dentification feedback have

fwelicited cross examinatidﬁ testimpny from eyewitnesses that
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.was judged to be as beiievable as testimcny provided d -

'witnesses who had received negative identification feedback?'
Perhaps providing the eyewitnesses with any evgluative

: feedback subsequent to the identification task. created an

’_expectation within these witnesses that was the same for

auitnesses in both the positive and negative feedback

conditions Specifically, providing the eyewitnesses with
any form of evaiuative feedback concerning their.
identifications might have prompted them to expect that they

‘would be given additionai feedback foliowing any subséquent

- Memory . tests Witnesses who had received eitHer posftive or

A

cross examination questions This(expectancy might have

_negative identification'feedbask might then have go e into

the cross- examination session anticipating that they wouid

be given feedback about their responses Yo the . -

.3

~ translated 1nto a style of answering the cross examiner s

questions that reflected a sense of uncertainty on‘the part

. of the witness, as he or she antic1pated the

cross- examiner spappcovai or disapproval of tﬁe testimony
Aiternattveiy, the. w1tnesses might have become anxjous
. about responding to cross- examination questioning when given
feedback suggesting that they had either done weli or had
done poorly in attempting to identify the pe;petrator. Those

: witnesses who received pos1t1ve feedback might have

experienced nervousness at the thought of trying to perform
,as weii under cross examinat fon as they had in response to
the. 1dentification task, while those eyewitnesses who
receIVéd negative identification feedback might have

anxiously v1ewed the cross examinat‘; as a- chance to

r



better than they had‘done in,attempting‘tomidentify the
perpetrator. In both situations, the witnessses’ nervousness
might have been perceived by subject jurors as a sign of
discomfort asscciated with their being questioned about an
fevent for which they had a poor recollection

‘ However, the plausibility of these two interpretations P
of the effect of feedback on beiievab?11ty is undermined by
the fact that perceived confidence was not lower for the/ﬁ
positive condition than the neutral condition Both of the
- interpretations discussed above rest on the assumption that
fwitnesses who received positive feedback were uncertain or
knervous under cross- examination and that subJect Jurors were
- sensitive to thesevfeelings, Were this true, witnesses who
‘receivedspositive feedback should have been perceived as
less confident‘as‘well as less, Beiievabie than witnesses who |
were given neutral feedback However, perceived confidence
did not vary across feedback conditions. '

What then might the source of the feedback effects
associated with beiievability have been? Perhaps qualities
of  the witnesses testimony related to the origin of “their
.confidence (1 ternal vs. extenhal source) 1nf1uenced Jurors
assessmentsug: beiievability. That is, while subject- jurors
’might_havevperceived,whtnesses who had received either
positive or neutral felback as equally confident' they *
might ‘also have perceived quaiititative differences in the
confidence of witnesses who self- generated their sense of
‘certainty (no feedback condition) as opposed to der1v1ng 1t
from an observer s praise concerning their performance

: (positive feedback condition)

»~
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No; research to date has addressed the‘issue of the
influence of the origin or source of confiderice on qualities
of eyewitness confidence However, a recent study by
Schooler, Gerhard, and Loftus (1986) investigated the
| qualities of real verus external (postevent) memorles This
research is relevant to the current discussion as it rests
‘on a sihilar proposition; namely that external. sources of
information (1{3.. other people) can influence one's memory‘
.‘about afpreviously-witnessedbevent Schooler et al, examined
descriptions of. obJects that were either observed by or
suggested to subjects. The descriptions of suggested objects
were’ionger. guafified by more verbal hedges (e.g., "I
thinkﬁ): composed of more references to cognitive operations:
invoived 1n recalling the obJect and fewer refetences to,the
physical attributes of ‘the object than were descriptions of
fobServed‘objects;.Descriptions-of suggested objects were
.also reported with less contidence than descriptions'of
observed ob;ects Schooler et al. later presented written

o

ns of the. verbal descriptions to ‘another group

transcripti%
of subjects and asked them to judge whether the descriptions
were of observed or-suggested obJects and to provide a
written expianation for each of their decisions. dudges =
relied on a number of cues found in the descriptions, namely
the apparent confidence of the description, inclusion of
sensory properties of the object, and the mentioning of -
cdgnitive processes to classify the origin of the memory
(real versus suggested) o { d

Schooler et al. ‘s results might be related to the

: findings of the current 1nvestigation; Indeed, just as
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Schooler et al. 8 subjects provided qualitatjvely different
'deacript1ons of real versus suggested objects, §0
subject-witﬁesses from the present. 1nvestigation might have
"provided qualitatively different testimony (e.g.,
qualification of statements by verbal hedges) or testimony
beheviors (e.g., apparent confidence) depending on whether
_'their confidence was based on an independent self- appra1sa]
of the veﬁacity of theie memory versus an experinnnterfs
feedback cdncerning their.pethrmance. Furthermofe; l1ike the
judges in the Schooler et al. study, subject-jurors‘foom the
present 1nvest1§atien might also have pehceivea theseA
qualititative differenees. and then relied on these j‘:
differences to judge the believability of eyewitnesses{‘More
specifically, subject-jurors might heve sensed a qualitative
difference to the elevated cenfidence of eyewitnesses whose
certainty was induced by an external social influence (i.e.,.
fanother person) as was the case for witnesses who received
pés1t1ve feedback, and thus rated these witnesses as less
believable than eyew1tnesses‘1n ‘the neutral feedback
eondition-wﬁo generateavtheir sense of confid@nce
~ independent 1y of any external social influence.
‘ Ci At
_.Feedback and w1111ngness to Convict

’ Turning now to the effects of the feedback man1pu1at1on
on’ enother mea‘ure of perceived eyew1tness credibility,
.fnamely:tﬁe'ebh 1ctiohemeasure, the type of'{dentification |

'ifeedbaek'tﬁaf ¥itnesses received influenced jurors'

: willingness to~convict the accused under two condit1onsw (i)
~'1F_the defendant:confessed that he had Sdmitted the crime,
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and (2) 1f the defendant had an alibi. The odndition marked
by a confession was the only situatton wherein postttve
feedback produced a stronger testimony than that induced by
neutral feedback. Indeed, if the defendant confessed that he
had robbed the store, a significantly higher pdrcentage of
subject- jurors were willing to convict him if he had"beah

. identified by an eyewitness who had received posttivg@
» . liq

feedback rather than neutral or negative feedback. i ‘
Surprisingly, the opposite pattern emerged if the defendaht
had an alibi. Subject-jurors were Jeast Qilling to convict
the 2ecused if he had been identified by a witness who had
received positive feedback.

| This qnanticipated finding, wherein the positive

. feedback produced a significant elevation of conviction
votes when there was corroborative evidence (a confesston)
" but a significant reduction in conviction votes when there
was evidence 1ncons1stent with the identification (an

alibi), is 1nterest1ng This result indicates that posit&
feedback can indeed have negative effects on the credibility

of the eyewitnesses’ testimony, as was shown on the 2J
believahility measure. Nevertheless, positive feedback could
make the witness’ testimony’ more incriminating than neutral
feedback if there is additional evidence consistent with the
1drht1f1catlon The mechan1sms producing this pattern of
results are unclear ‘No preV1ous research has been directed
at ‘the ways in which 1dentif1cat1on evidence and other
evidence are cogn1t1vely integrated. although the ‘implicit
assgmption seems‘to be that evidence follows an additive

model (e.g., see Saungers, Vidmar, & Hewitt, 1983).



o s\\ 57

Summary of Foocblok Effects

The 1dent1f1cation feedback effects were far more
complex than anticipated. The effects of negative feedback
were reasonably consistent in that it never enhanced
testjmony persuasiveness above the neutral 3gnd1tion but 'y
rather almost always lowered perceived eyewitness _ |
credibility relative to neutral feedback. The’effects
associa@ed with positive feegback wepe considerably more
complex and puzzling. Only when there was additional
éviQence that supposted the witness’ identification (i.e.,
where the accused confessed that he had committed the crjme)
did positive feedback produce a more cogent testimony -than .
neutral feedback. Hcwever, in the absence of such |
corroborative evidence, not oe?;'did positive feedback fail
to enhance testimony persuasiveness, it actually séduced

“witnesses’ bélievability re]etive to neutral feedbapk.
B. Eyev)ith)ess Age Effects
Age and Self- Rated Confﬁdence '

eyewitnesses would be. more’ sensmt1ve 5?”'

- feedback than 'the adolescents or adulﬁy

all ages.



It migﬁt be premature to conclude that children's
confidence is not more malleable than confidence of adults.
Two factbrs are probhblxhrequired in orﬂer to manipulate
confidence in an eyewitnessﬁ First, the eyewitness must Qg
malleable in the ways discussed earlier (1.e., pliable as a
function of external, non-memorial sources). Second, the.
eyewitness must. be capable of interpreting or making
inferences from the external information. The 6-year old
éhildren who participated in the présent study might have
been less capable than the adolescents or adults of making
inferences from fha pasitive and negative identification
feedbaqk. The impact of the feedback might thus have been
%ﬁess powerful for the young chifdren than for the older
witnesses.y That is, the identification feedback was notya
direct statement thﬁt the witness’ identification was either
accurate or inaccurate; ing}ead, it was a statement that the
witness had either identified or failed to identify a
suspect. In order for this information to inflyence s
eyéwitness confidenCe,‘thqgsses must’héve understoqg what

the terms "suspect"” éhd under investigation" meant. Whereas
the majority of the adult and adolescent eyewitnesses were:
probably familiar with these terms and their meaning, many
of the 6-yeap olds might not have been. Yet, the young
children might still have been sensitive to the tone of the
experimenter’s voice in these feedback conditions and this
might-héve been’responsibleofor theirqfeportiné feeling more
confident about their id?ntificatfons in the positive
feqeback condition than in the negative feedback condition.

‘However, had the young children understood the ,
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' experimenter s feedback and der1ved ‘their conf1dence from
thls 1nformat10n (as>the adults and adoléscents probably N
did) rather than_from the tone of the_experlmenter s voiee,
their self-rated confidenceimight have undergone more g
dramatic increasés and'decreases relative to no feedbacR.in
reponse to poS1t1ve versus negat1ve feedback v

) " AMtheugh no main effect pred1ct1ons were made for self
;~reported conf1dence as a funct1on of age, the 6-year olds
rated themselves as s1gn1f1cantly more confident than the

12 year old or adult eyew1tnesses There are some |
d1ff1cult1es in 1nterpret1ng th1s main effect. On the one 1,Q
hand this might reflect a true difference in the strength
of the 6- year o/dsr/feel1ngs (relat1ve to’ the adolescents
and adults’] about the 1ikelihood that they had 1n(fact
/gTaent:f1ed the correct person. On the other hand, this main
effect for age might reflect,dlfferences inwthe‘uselof theh'
confidence scale. Again in hlndSight it quld'have been.
useful to have a measure of Jurors perceptions of the
witnesses’ 1dent1f1cat1on conf1dence [lnstead, however,l o

perce1ved confidence concerned the w1tnesses general

testimony:] Had the Jjurors perce1ved the 6-year old

witnesses’ 1dent1f1 ation conf1dence as greater than that off'

che adolescents .or- adults 1dent1f1cat10n conf1dence, then
the . scale usage 1nterpretat1on could have been ruled out
 because it could be ‘reasonabiy assumed that subJect JUPOPS

used the scale 1n the same way for ‘all eyew1tness ages ..



. Age and Memory MaTieability - ?}t" R
The 6-year o\d children who participated in the present

study seemed more, suggest1b1e than the adolsescents:f

memory for the event It shou\d

adults with respect<fo ) thei

. be noteddthatr Unlike confndence measure. the ~memory
measure (i.e., the cross -o i |
comprehended by eyew1tne{ﬁ:'t;f all ages w1thout their  °
maKing any 1nferences concern1ng the exper1menter S
statements. The 6- year olds were less accurate in responding
to teading or suggest1ve °;°§§ exam1nat1on questions}than to
'non-leading ouestions. The adolescent and adult witnesses
did not deliVervlese accurate testim%hy in reéponse‘to
rjleadmg than to non- 1ead1ng quest1ons The Targe decrement -
in accuracy shown by the 6 year olds in response to leading
quest1one}1s cons1stent with Wells et al.’s (in press?
results concerning young children’s testimony under direct
vecus cross*examinationr WelIs et al. found that_B-year old
children proyided-testimony as accurate as thattprovided by‘
12-year oldsland adults under direct examtnatjop where the
questions were non-suggestive probes for a general
descr1pt1on of the w1tnessed event Under cross- examintion,
'however, the 8 year o]d eh1ldren were s1gnf1cantly 1ess
accurate thanAuere the 12- year old orradult w1tnesses. In-
;'contrast to the direct exam1nat1on, the cross- examination
f1ncluded a number of 1ead1ng or suggest1ve questions, for»
‘exampleﬁf"You;c1a1med before that the playground was fairly
'crowded 1s that COrrect7“ (there were only two people at
the playground) and‘fwould you agree that the man in the

f1lm_was fairly short?” (the man was 6 ft. 2 tnt tall).



Wt;erhaps’the,young chtldreanho participated‘in»the"‘:
| present s tudy were:more'concerned than were the‘adolescents,’
or adults with trytng to tekg‘the exper1menter what they
belteved he or she wanted fb*h r rather than what they
vremembered about the“cr1ne Irf%ross -examining the.
"wttnesses, the experimenter ashgd them if they could
» describe the hat the robber (who was, 1h fact, not wearlng a
hat) was wear1ng Whereas the .12-year old and adult -
'eyewitnesses were general]y qutck to respond ‘that they: had
seencpo hat many of -the 6- year old w1tnesses sat quietly
for' a few seconds, then acknow]edged that)they d1d remember
-a hat When pressed.. for a descrigt1on of the hat, *the 6- year
olds responses ranged from a shrug of the shoulders,
signtfying that they d1d not. remember, to deta1led |
descr1pt1ons of cowboy hats basebal] caps, and, 1in one
1nstance,_ a robber hat". |
' The resu]ts of & recent study by Cec1, Ross and Toglta
(1987) of ch1ldren s susceptiblity to m1slead1ng postevent
1nforhatton support the idea that young ch11dren might be
yo mot1vated to behave or respond. in such a fashton as to |
satisfy what they be11eve to be the expectat1ons of an. adu]t
aathority ftgure Ceci et al. found that very young ch11dren
(3= and 4‘?ear d1ds) were moﬁ%ﬁbulnerabte to’ suggest1b111ty
’effects due to m1slead1ng posteyent 1nformat1on than were
older ch11dren (7- to 12- year olds) when the m1slead1ng
1ﬁformation was prov1ded by an adult. Wn:n the same
‘:‘1nformatton was prov1ded by a 7- year old ch1ld "the
suggestib111ty effects were reduced 1n&Khe preschool aged
'children g '
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‘Age and Perceived Testimony Aocuracy |
Perhaps more important than the accuracy of witneeses"”
testimony is the abiiity of jurors to dlsoern this
information, as trial outcomes are determined by jurors
perceptlons of whether eyewitness testimony is accurate or.
inaccurate SubJect Jurors from the present investigation
seemed sensitive to the reduced accuracy of testimony
proVided by the young childreh In fact jurors estimates "
of testimony accuracy came very close to the actual .
testimony accuracy of chiid ‘adolescent, and adult |
eyew1tnesses (see Figures 1 and 4) . Note that’ this finding
impiies oniy that subJect Jurors were senSitive to
age- related differences in testimony accuracy. not that
these Jurors were able to discern the testimony accuracy of
indiVidual witnesses" w1thiq the three age groups:. Indeed o
whereas a strong correlatién between perceived examination
‘accuracy and eyewithess age was fopndg(g,< .008, the ‘
correlation between witnesses’ cross-examination testimony
‘accuracy'and jurors’ Judgments of testimony accuracy was
small and non- Significant (Q > .08).

™

‘Age and Perceived Confidence |
. "The 6- and. 12- year ‘old Witnesses were perceived“as ’{
Significantiy less confident in their generai testimony than
. the aduits This finding is conSistent with jurors : ‘

' perceptions of the chi ldren as iess accurate under cross
~,examination than the adu]tsv Indeed investigations of the
relationship between perceiqu eyewitness accuracy and |

perceiVed confidence

‘f e typicaliy found. a strong,’positive



jy1nter-correlation"between these two.variablqip |

i .
. .

‘c. Conclusions and Implications | ; 2

4 - This study is only the second emp1r1ca1 1nvest1gatibn

of'the tractabttity of . eyewitness confidence and the f1rst

attempt to raise and lower eyew1tness confidence in both

" children and adults The present results support the f1nd1ng

of the original confldence malleab111ty study (Wells et al.y
1981) that eyewitness confldence can be influenced by

extramemortat faétors These f1nd1ngs also underscore the

- recommendation made. by Wells (1988) that the officer who |

admin1sters a ‘lineup should not Know who the suspect is.

‘Indeed, the present results suggest that what a pol1ce

offig says to an eyewitness can have an 1mpact on how

contident the witness feels and how persuasive that witness
o

L is in prov1d1ng courtrooéftest1md'b A pol1ce offtcer or

1awyer who Rrepares a. w1tness for ‘cour troom test1mony and

”compltments the w1tness on how helpful he or she ‘has been to

19.‘

sthe 1nvestigat1on m1ght'1nadvertant1y compromise the ,
ﬁwitness beltevabiltty, parttcularly 1f some exonerat1ng"'
evtdence is presented in court (e.g.. the defendant h?? an
a11b1) fv:: IR v
Although pds1t1ve feedback d1d not have the expected
effect of enhancfhg eyewltnesses conftdence relative to no
feedback it might be premature to conclude that eyew1tness,
conftdence cannot be 1nflated by feedback from a lineup’

administrator _This study 1s only the first to 1nvest1gate

_”gidentification feedback and the feedback mantpulat1on used

(i e., 1nform1ng wltnesses that they had e1ther 1dent1f1ed

h
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or failed to identify a suspect in the case) is only ¢ one of
A‘several possible manipulations that could have been j
'employed Other, perhaps more impactful manipylations
include (1) a simple change to the wording of the feedback
used in the current study such that wigcesses are informed
‘that the person they identified is "the" suspect,_rather
gthan "a" suspect in the case or (2) an acknowledgement that"
‘ some other evidence is cohsistent with the witness
‘identification (e. g., another witness identified the same
‘person,Jsome phySical eVidence such as fingerprints or a car -
or weapon registered to the accused was found at the scene
of the crime) '

While the feedbatk effects associated with witnesses’
self- rated confidence were limited to only reducing tbut not
enhancing) confidence ratings relative to no feedback,
subJect jurors ratings of perceived eyew1tness credibility
were profoundly influenced by the type of feedback witnesses
l had received For this reason police officers might be
well adVised to w1thold any comments concerning witnesses
identifications until the witnesses have rated their
confidence in the accuracy of their identifibations This -
| practice should help to ensure that juro,f are provided with
an unbiased estimate of*witnesses’ identification
gyconfidence ‘That .is, it should help to ensure that n
’ witnesses’ reported confidence is derived purely from the
witnesSEs’ memories rather than from the external influence .

- of a police officer’s comments coricerning the o .
! § o . . S B

. '
\ -

identification. °
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\The current findings support the conclusion that |
eyewitness identi?ication confidence does not rest only on
Judqments of similarity (i e., judgments of the extent to

" which the identified person resembles the person they
remember ﬁrom the witnessed event) Instead confidence can

aiso@inﬂuenced by other factors thdt are unrelated to |
witneSses' memory for the perpetrator (e.g., whether or not
witnesses are told that the identified person is a suspect)
The . young‘children who took part in this study provided
cross examination testimony that was significantiy less
accurate than testimony ‘provided by adolescent‘or adult
eyewitnesses Subject jurors seemed sensitive to this fact.

Indeed, their estimates of testimony accuracy came very

-close to the actual accuracy of testimony prov1ded by»chiid
vadoiescent, and adult eyew1tnesses. Thus, 1t might be

_unecessary to caution jurors about the reduced accuracy of

young chiidrenss‘chSSvexamination testimony because 1t

. appears;thatﬁthey might'already be relativeiy

well-calibrated in'judging the accuracy of child versusv‘

aduit eyewitnesses .. ‘ S . : o
The, current research suggests three - issues toward which -

future research couid be directed ‘First is the issue of

witnesses assumptions concernpng the- construction of -

‘lineups and photospreads (1 e., whether they believe;that

”*second issue is (,

"

one member or ail of the lineup members are suspects)

‘Knowiedge of these assumptions*might explain why, Ain the ° -
'presgnt investigation. p051t1ve identif;cation feedback did ‘/;i
. not: eﬁhﬂhce eyewitness confidence\above no feedback. A

'_'uestion of*how and in ‘what ways L
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“'positive feedback apparently evoked qualititative
~ differences in witnesses'’ ‘apparent cénfidgnoe in testifying.'
an&iuhy test imony pro‘éd by withesses given positive
feedback requir'eq corroboraﬂon‘in order to be perceived as
more credible than ‘testimony from witnesses given no
feedbaék Finally, future research could study the effe‘fts
of other manipulatmns of identiﬂcation feedback than that
y \used in the current investigation

T .
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VIII. Abpondix s W ‘

//”‘\\. . ,
"I d like to ask}gpu a few qué’tions about the event and the
person you identified as the criminal".

& :

1. About how tall would you say the robber was?
About how much do you think he weighs? o
Was the robber wearing a long coat or a short Jacket?
What type of pants was he wear ing?
About how long did you get to see the robber in the f11m7
Isn't it true though that the robber was facing away from
you for most of the t'ime?
7. WQet kind of hat was the robber wearing when he first
wglkeq 1nto ‘the store?
8 Can yog~descr1be the colour or des1gn of the patch on the
man 'S s'leéve?
9 Can you descr1be the gun the man used to ho]d up the

J
stope” ” -

“10" Wh1ch pocket did the man put. the money in when he ran

from thewstore?
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Now that you have had a chance to\view the witness testify,
4'p|ease c&mplete the fcl1owing scales l,

" The. w1tqgc§ was asked 12 quest1ons Ten of these
_ quest1ons can be s\oredagﬁ\porrect or 1ncorrept

How many of -thése .10 questions do ‘you think the witness .
answered correctly°' ' ‘ ) | | |

(C1rcle only 6ne number)

2 Please circle a number on the scale below to 1nd1cate how

onfident you {Lought the w1tness was 1n test1fy1ng

: _}0 . (

foommmnnn /DR 3ommnn- e §o-Coann §-- - o= 7
CNotatall . Wderately  Veryy

conf.iden:t” SRR con'fideni" o e ponfldent

)
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3. Please circle a number .on the scale below to. 1nd1cate howA.

be]ievable you thought the W1tness was.

(C1rcle only one number)

P T T SRR fonnmneen G mmmne m
.

‘Not at all Moderately

believable believable

Very

belfevable
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X. Appendix D e
m g o : '

;P1ease respond‘to the following questions

®
N}

- 3-a. - Do you think the witness correct 1y 1dent1f1ed the:

| th1ef?

Yes  No
' r

n"

"8 be How conf1dent do you feel- about your response to

’question 3a?

(Circle only one number)

~v‘l---.'--...-‘.-:-—z’—‘------;'.---‘nv~3----—-;lv.—l---4.—-.--------‘——-54-“----‘—--.——6—--_‘ _____ 7 »
Not at all | P Extremely
ledhfidept ... s Confident

by the w1tness you just watched on v1deotape kf

@ ,
-4 a WOuld you be w1111ng to convict the person 1dent1f1ed

13

'f.-a fr1end of the accused swore that he was .With the - J-

f»defendant at a private res1dence at the t1me the robbery was

7 ., . . : .
B . do . = P .
LA L4 Lo -
R - ; . . N et
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' * - S " ) co ,
-the only evidence you had was the witness' testimony -~
" yes (wxlling to convict) o { A N . : wt
- no “(not willing to cony1ct R |
-the IGA store cashier also 1dentified the accused as the

pErson who ‘robbed the store .
yes (willing to ‘convict)

no (not willing to convict)
--the accused was found 1n possess1on of a sum of money equal
to the amount stolen from the store ’

~ yes (willing to convict) - B ' .
no (hotdwillihgdto”ccnyict) J

R

L2

‘-the f1ngerprﬁnts of the accused matched f1ﬂgerpr1nts found

| no .Lnot w1'Flmg to conth)
’ ' Q

-fhe f1ngerpr1nts of the accused matched the fingerprints
"efound on the counter of the 1GA store and ‘the IGA cashier
also identifted the accused as the persoh who robbed the
‘etcre - | ;; o - K T

\yes (w1111ng to. convict)

no (not willifg to conv1ct)



u *

“Ltha aceused admitted,that. he had robbed the 1GA store

yes (willing to convict)
no (not’y)il”ng to convict)

|
|
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