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ABSTRACT

It was hypothesized that all subjects in a simulated
eyewitness condition would be found to be suggestible for
misleading post-event information contained in stories
across three presentation situations in a video format,
written format, and audio format. It was further
hypothesized that subjects would be differentially
susceptible to suggestion and/or accuracy depending on the
stimulus format in which the information was presented,
because of cognitive processing abilities. This is referred
to as the cognitiVe processing differences hypothesis. The-
first hypothesis was confirmed, but the results of the

cognitive processing differences hypothesis were equivocal.
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"INTRODUCTION

our lives are lived in the pasr tense, not in the here
and now. All experience, from the very moment of its
conscious perception, has passed on to memory. No one truly
experiences the world outside of his cr her own central
nervous system; the focus of our interactions are our
memories of our perceptions of an experience. |

As obvioue as all of this seems, it is even more
obvious from daily experience that memory is an all too
tenuous element‘in our lives. Memory, in fact, fails at an
alarming rate. How, it might be asked, can one rely on
one’s knowledge cf a particular event, or on an important
sequence of behaviors if memory is fallible? When memory
fails it puts into doubt all other perceived reality; and it
fails often. However, it is'quite clear that we do indeed
trust our memory and that of others. We fly thousands of
miles trusting that our pilot remembers routine as well as
emergency prccednres. We seek treatment from physicians,
trusting that they properly recall complex diagnostic clues
and intricate courses of treatment. We routinely sentence

the accused to confinement, and condemn the gullty to death,

- trustlng the memory of w1tnesses (or a single witness),

separated in space,and time from the original experience.

Do we take tco much for granted?



That memory fails has been well documented. In fact,
memory begins to fail from the very instant that our senses
are bombarded by the myriad of environmental stimuli that
impinge on our perceptive fields. No matter how perfect the
storage, or how accurate the recall of a stored
representation; the recounted memory for an event will be
held of no account if the observer was not wearing his/her
prescription glasses on that dark, moonless, rainy night.
Memory, after all, is a chain no stronger than its weakest
link.

A body of research literature has developed
demonstrating that accuracy of recall can be influenced by a
variety of factors, to the point of inducing memories in the
observer that did not in fact exist; what Loftus calls
"unreal" memories (Loftus, 1979). Leading or suggestive
statements or questions made to an observer after he or she
has witnessed an event implying the éxistence of some target
object which was never actually there, have been shown to
induce SOme subjects to remember seeing the non-existent
detail_(Bekerian'& Bowers, 1983; Loftus, 1975, 1979, 1980;
Loftus, Donders, Hoffmah, & Schooler, 1989; Morris & Morris,
1985; Schooler, Gerhard, & Loftus, 1986; Tversky & Tuchin,
1989; Weinberg, Wadsworth, & Baron, 1983).

A classic methodology for this kind of research,
designed to induce and study eyewitness suggestibility, was

developed by Loftus: subjects observed a slide presentation



:,or video‘séquénce’of'some'évent.ér evénts. One half of the
subjects saw a detail which the other half did not; such as
a yieldISign. A period of filier activity followed (say 15
minutes of math problems, or some other activity unrelated
to the task); then a series of questions were asked which
inquired about selected details of the slide presentation or
video: "What was the color of the car at the intersection?"
and "Did another car pass the red Datsun‘while it was
stopped at the yield sign?" Notice that the latter question
implied the‘existence of a yield sign, when in fact in some
of the conditions no yield sign was present. Following
another five minutes of filler activity a second
questionnaire asked several questions, such as: "Did you see
the Datsun?", "Did you see the yiéld sign?", etc.
Successful suggestibility was observed when the target item,
the yield sign in this instance, was identified when it di&
not in fact exist. |
Leading or suggestive visual information such as
photographs or police line-ups have also been shown to
introduce some new, but misleading, detail (Jenkins & Davis,
v1985). According to Jenkins and Davis, after watching a
filmed incident, some subjects were shown a composite
picture of a so-called suspect, which contained misleading
details (i.e., incorrect hair or moustache). These subjects |
were more likely to misreport the description by including

the false details. Even when the suggestion was made prior



to‘the observation ofian‘eﬁent, the memory for that event
could he biased in the direction of the suggested_ |
‘ 1nformatlon (Llndsay & Johnson, 1989a) |

| The percelved status of the person asklng the questlons'
or maklng the statement has an effect on the accuracy of
recall. A questloner who was percelved as. "knowledgeable"
(a police officer‘or some othervflgure of percelved
authority) increased the likelihood that subjects would bias
their memories of an event in the direction of misleading
- post-event information, as opposed-to"a "naive" communicator
(Smith & Ellswofth, 1987). |

The way attention was paid to an event also influenced

how it was remembered. For example, Lassiter, Stone, and
Rogers (1988) showed a video of a woman collating, stapling
and stacking questionnaires to groups of snbjects who were
asked to push a button when they‘obsered either fine
(small) or gross (large).units of meaningful action. For
example, subjects might segment the observed behavior as
"put sheets together, staple, put on stack" (gross units),
or as "pick up first sheet from first pile, picklup first
sheet from second pile, place papers together, 1lift stapler,
staple upper left corner, placeiqnestionnaire‘on stack...
etc." (fine units). They found that when attention was paid
to fine units‘of a perfofmer’s action subjects_recalled more
details than when attention waslpaid to gross units of

action.



Manlpulatlon of system varlables (llne—up 1nstructlons,‘
t1me of exposure to photographs of perpetrators) or l

| restlmator varlables (1 e. varlables whlch 1nfluence the

‘1'perceptlon of the observer, such as 1n1t1al exposure to a

vhﬁperpetrator, or the dlsgulse he/she wore) 1nfluenced

:'Es?ldentlflcatlon accuracy (recall of perpetrator) (Cutler,s

».Penrod & Martens, 1987 McKelv1e,_1988) : Also, rememberlng
B detalls perlpheral to the event was found to be negat1vely
correlated to accuracy of 1dent1f1catlon (Cutler, Penrod & -
Stuve, 1987) demonstratlng the 51mp1e notlon that when

tﬁfattent1on was pa1d to a partlcular detall one'does_not,y

.”m-attend to others.

‘ ‘Some controversy has developed w1th th1s body of
viresearch regard1ng the relatlve permanence of the orlglnalo'
,memory,bwhlch some researchers regard as’ eternal., Slgmund.

. Freud belleved that "all thoughts are 1n themselves

plmperlshable" (c1ted 1n Loftus, 1980, p. 42) Th1s camp

Attargues that memory remalns unchanged c1t1ng research thatf:

'ucdemonstrates retr1eval of the orlglnal memorles when the

'»proper cue or sequence of questlonlng 1s used to retrleve it

'“(Kroll Ogawa,_& Nleters, 1988,,Zaragoza McCloskey,
';.Jamls, 1987) - An example of th1s cued recall of orlglnal
» memory 1nformat10n can be found 1n research of Bekerlan and‘

”Bowers (1983) They used random or sequentlal presentatlon,f

U.ﬂ.7of an event (such as slldes deplctlng an acc1dent) whlch

.vlacked cr1t1cal env1ronmental cues, 1n thls case sequentlal'



cues. 'They found‘that the,lack of such cues increased the
likelihood of fofqetting,.and, conversely, that the use of
such cues allowed for the retriéval‘df these original
memories. Others regard;memory as more or less permanently
altered by thé.post—e&ent infbrmation, i.e., memory
impairment hypotheSis (Loftus, 1980; Tverskey & Tuchin,
1989). Loftus (1980) stated: "When something happens in
life, we generally store fragments of the experience in
memory. It is reasonable to assume that some of these
fragments may be altered by new experiences that we have."
(p. 45).

This view regarding the fragmentary nature of memory is
indeed reasonable, and reconciles many of the differences in
the research results. If one considers the method by which
memory is-processed, from the sensory registers and as the
limited chunks of working memory, it is easy to conceive of
memory as being processed aé fragments. Even episodic
memory can be thought of as being semantically encoded in
chunké. Recall from long term memory (LTM), being very much
a constructive process, would incorporate new information
along with the old information. 1Imagine, for exampleﬁ
dbserving the memory system at work as it takes in stihuli
from the senses of an observer interacting with the
environment, as previously discussed. As sequential events
rapidly énter the senses and Compete for attention, event

- details are broken down into semantic fragments that make up




pieces of the story. Inevitably sensory representation

material is either interfered with, or decays from the

0

system, and details are lost. Upon recall, the constructive

nature of memory is such that we "reconstruct" these
fragments according to our experience and expectation

(Bartlett, 1932, as cited in Howard, 1983). "We fill

in the

gaps of our memory using chains of events that are logically

acceptable" (Loftus, 1980, p. 40).

This issue of original memory permanence was the

subject of a study by Loftus et al. (1989) in which subject

response times to questions about actual and misleading

details in a slide presentation were computed to determine

|

the underlying decision-making process. Subjects viewed a

slide presentation of a burglary and then read a narrative

containing either misleading information or neutral

information about details in the story. Loftus and her

colleagues hypothesized that misled subjects who make

errors

because they were responding to a question, based on what

they believed was a genuine memory, would exhibit equal

response time to control subjects. On the other hand

'subjects who, at test time, must resolve a conflict be

the original memory and a suggested one, would exhibit

slower response time, since it takes time to resolve t

conflict. If the conflict had been resolved prior to
test then response time would be the same as control

subjects, indicating that the ofiginal memory had prok

7
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been replaced or modified. If response time was slow,
however, conflict was being resolved, indicating the
presence of the two conflidting memory representations, and
original memory permanence.

The resulting response times, which did not differ from
non-misled control subjects, indicated that conflict
resolution did not take place at the time of the test,
supporting the notion that the original memory had changed.
However, a modified version of the test was administered by
Loftus et al. to another group of subjects: instead of the
suggested item (screwdriver) being presented, a choice
between the observed item (hammer) and anbther previously
unséen item (wrench) was forced. In two expériments
conducted, response times for misled subjects were
significantly slower than those of controls. This result
indicated that the original memory was still accessible and
recognizable, but that time was required to recall it, and
even then accuracy was little better than half (although
this was also true of the control subjects, who had no
conflict to resolve, aresult which seriously weakens the
researcher’s interpretation). |

Several theories were discussed that attempted to
reconcile these inconsistent findings, the mést'promising of
which was that two memoriés had indeed been formed--one of
them veridical (hammer) and the other for the suggested item

(screwdriver). This theory claimed that the last



infOrﬁation tb be aéquired, in this instanée a'scréwdrivef,
interfefed with'the meﬁory 6f'thevfiﬁst, the hammer, suéh
fha£ £h¢»scferriyéfiwasteaéiiy:séiecfed oh a recognition
teétg - But when the screwdriVer was not presented, the
hammer was'fihaliy recognized after a éeérch "around"vthé_
interfering réCentfmemoryf(screrriver). For future
research, one,méthod for'fésting this theory might be to
‘require an active response rather than a recognition test.
Response timé, éven in free recall, would likely be slower
for,corfect ﬁhammer" responses than for incorrect
"screwdriver" responses because of the time required to
discard the more recent misleading information and search
for the correct membry.'

While the debate over memoryvpermanence raged,
researchers of hypnotic mémory enhancement found only that
recall, aided by hypnosis,,was usually either no ﬁore
accurate (Nash, Drake, Wiley, Khalsa, & Lynn, 1986; Yuille &
MdEwan, 1986);‘or,could be a positive ﬁenace to accuracy |
(Sanders & Simmons, 1983). Worse still, hypnotized subjects‘
were demonstrably more‘susceptible to the implantation‘of
suggested memories or "péeUdo—membries" and were more |
confident about the acéuracy of these false memories
(Laurence & Perry, 1983; Sanders & Simmoné, 1983).>

The controversy continues, and preséntly it is
impossible to state whether or not the original memory is

altered orvreplaCed. For all practical purposes we may

9



-proceed,on thebbasis-that, altered or not, the‘accuracylof.
recalled memory»can:be influenced by suggestion, and.thatv
large individual‘differences'are-obseryed'from‘studydto -
study,:‘Some’researchers found littlelor’no suggestion
effectoeither‘injaafield research settlng with actual
witnesses‘to;a crime‘(Xuille &,Cutshall,v1986) under
'unStructured free;recall ofieyeWitness.to.a_laboratory study
(Sanders & Chlu,,1988),forubetween misled'and control |
subjects exposed to a post—event narratlve (Zaragoza et al.,
11987). Other researchers_found large effects'w1th the use
of'misleading,questions which implied the existence of a
detailfnot‘preSenttin obseryed slides,‘by which 80% of the.
subjects were misled,(Loftus,‘1980); by suggestivev
narratives (Loftusvet'al.; 1989); or when misleading
questions were asked byia person perceiVed>as eipert or
"knowledgeable" (Smith & Ellsworth, 1987);
Experlmental des1gn doubtless accounted for much of

‘ varlatlon in success or fallure of suggestlon 1mplantatlon;v
since these studles Were de51gned w1th a partlcular
hypothes1s in mlnd whlch drove the research questlons, and
therefore the research method. The questlon of partlcular
‘1nterest is why some: people acqulre the suggested memory,
';whlle others do not. Experlments have revealed performanceu*'
'dlfferences that may be a functlon of 1nd1v1dual subject
characterlstlcs.’ For example, age,effects”have been foundt

young_children'(B,to 4 yrs old) demonstratedtgreater»r

10



susceptibility to misleading post-event information than
older children, but when the information came from a peer
“rather than an adult (expert efféct), suggestibility was
reduced (Ceci, Ross, & Toglia, 1987). Elderly witnesses
(mean age = 71 years) are shown to be 7 - 20% less accurate
than young adults (mean age = 31 years), although
suggestibility was not tested directly (Yarmey, 1984). Sex
differences were found for eyewitness accuracy almost one
hundred years agb by Stérn (1903-1904), but countered by
Cunningham and Bringmann (1986) in their non-replication of
Stern’s classic, and apparently inaccurate, turn-of-the-
century study. Unfortunately, again, suggestibility was not
a test criteria.

Individual Differences: .
Personality traits vs cognitive skills

The research literatﬁre shows vast differences among
studies regarding the number of subjects who have accepted
the suggestion. These findings raise a pertinent question:
Why do such differences occur? Are such variations a
function of individual differeﬁces among subjects? What are
these differences?

Recently researchers have looked at some personality
attributes as a possible determinant of the extent to Why
someone is suggestible to misleading information. Polans
(1985) used a fevised version of Byrne’s repression;

sensitization scale (which assessed responses to

11



“fhreatening or anxiety-arousing stimnli") to demonstrate
that repressors (individuals who tend to minimize, deny,,and
avoid thinking about perceived threats to themselves) were
significantly less accurate in recall of facial features
under sﬁressful conditions, but more confident about their
responses than were the sensitizers who freely verbalized
and intellectualized a perceived threat. Closer examination
of the results revealed that the mean differences under the
no-stress condition between the two groups, although
statistically significant, was only 1.29 correct answers out
of a maximum of 30). This is hardly a difference of
practical importance, except that no significant difference
was predicted under the no-stress condition. A greater mean
difference was predicted and found under high-stress
conditions.

Polans suggested that tnese differences were consistent
with the Yerkes-Dodson law (Yerkes & Dodson, 1908) which
concerns the facilitation of performance under increasingly
sﬁressful conditions, unfil over—streseing causes a
performance decrement. Accordingly, the sensitizers’
cognitive approach facilitated learning by allowing the
individual to cope by means of cognitive defenses, with the
anxiety caused by the imposed stressor. Repreesors avoided
thinking about the stressor and were therefore unable to
overcome its effects, leeding to performance decrement. It

was thought that the apparent overconfidence of repressors

12



arises from the fact that as stress-avoiders, they tended to
accept the information of their internal state, whereas
sensitizers tended to question their internal state and bese
information on a more accnrate appraisal of external |
information. | |

vThe memory task performance of Jungian,psychological
dimensions (Introvert/Extrovert) Sensation/Intuition), as
determined by the results of the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator, were compared by Ward and Loftus (1985).
Introverts‘were defined-as those individuals whose
consciousness is directed primarily from within, the
internal frame of reference being guided by concepts and
ideas generated from within the person. Extraverts are seen
as directing their consciousness to the external world.
Sensatives are persons oriented to perceive the world and
incoming information with>theirvsenses, whereas intuitives
accept information based on their beliefs about the world
and events, even in the absence of sensate‘evidence. These
dimensions combined to form psychological types which
displayed different basal'arousal levels and information
acceptance preferences. For example, an extraverted and
sensate person'would exhibit low basal arousal and rely on
'the information directly from the senses to update memory.
On the other hand, an introverted~intuitive would

demonstrate higher levels of arousal and may update and form

13



_memory from internal_responses to.information perceived hyv
the senses. - . |
As predlcted introverts and‘intuitiVes werevfound‘to
;"haye been s1gn1flcantly more susceptlble to the 1ntroduct10n
‘ofxmlsleadlng,post-event 1nformatlon than extroverts and
’sensatiyes. The authors presented two possibie'reasons for‘
this: Greater arousal levels 1nterfered w1th 1n1t1al memory
vformatlon, and secondly, 1ntroverts, by v1rtue of thelr
constant.self-mon;torlng; possessed a lower self-esteem and
,reduced confidence.in'their abilities to'memorize'eVents and’
objects'andhtherefore‘reiiedaon'post-event information
rprovided (accurate:ortinaccurate). | i
| ' Other individual differenceS’examined included'such
traitS'as'a subjeCt' status as "neurotlc" as measured by
- the Eysenck Personallty Inventory (Bothwell Brlgham,'&
Plgott 1987).»,Thls study con51dered the basal arousalv
d1fferent1a1 (reported by Ward and Loftus,_l985) and itsb
effect on memory of extroverts (and of 1ntroverts‘

’1nd1rect1y) whlch-extended»the.Optlmal Level Theory to

o explaln the effect of 11mb1c system arousal on subjects

vdenoted as elther extroverted or neurotlc by the Eysenck

Personallty Inventory. 'By'manlpulatlng'stateS‘of arousal,

'v“(low, medlum, hlgh) they concluded as d1d the Ward and
;'Loftus study (1985) c1ted above, that 11mblc system arousal
'fac111tated the accuracy of perpetrator 1dent1f1catlon from

va llne-up for emotionally stable extroverts, but had a

14



,debiiitating»effection eﬁotionally unstabie neuretiQSs
These results support the_findings cited above about the
.~ predictions 6fvthe Yerkes-Dodson law:rmemory recall was
' facilitated by stress to a point ahd‘debilitated beyond a
threshold (Polans, 1985), wﬁichlwasvlewer for individuals
classified as_neufotic. It should be mentioned that
exfraverts described themselves‘as aggressive and assertive,
and the authorsvbelieVed that’they may have used these
attribﬁtes to guafd against suggestibility. In other words,
‘the emotional stabiiity of the extraverted sﬁbjects coﬁld be
said to haﬁe been a'coping skill that Was used to protect
them from inaccufate external information; information that
was not verified by their senses, a coping ability which was
either lacking or reduced in the neurotic and introverted
subjects. |

eGudjonssQn (1983, 1984) performed a series of
ekperiments assessing how some personality tfaits
(neuroticism and social desirability), as well as such
cognitive abilities as intelligence, affect memory
performance and suggestion resistance. Gudjonsson
identified two types of suggestibility: one was produced by
the suggestive nature of a question (askin the example: "Did
~another car pass the red Datsun while it Was stopped at the
yield sign?") and one was actively‘produced by the negative
feedback, or instructions, of the interrogator (as when the

interrogator stated diredtly to subjects that the answer

15



they had given were incorrect). These could be analogous to
the system and estimator variables studied by Cutler et al.
(1987). Recall that syétem variables were defined as
structuraily»related components of questions or procedures,
such as line-up‘instfuctions, time of eprsure to
photographs‘of perpétrators, etc. Estimator variables were
described as variables which infiuence the'perception of the
observer (initial exposure to a perpetratbr, or the disguise
he/she ere). These descriptions are very similar to the
influence proposed by Gudjonsson df the two types of
suggeétibility. Conceivably both Gudjonsson (1983 and>1984)
‘and Cutler gt al. (1987) were stuinng the same phenomena.
The Cudjonsson Suggestibility Scale (GSS) (1984) was
developed and administered to subjects in order to measure
theSe two suggestibility types.

The GSS consisted of a recorded story depicting a
robbery, a free-recall Segment (during‘which subjects
recalled the story and details about the event), and 20
questions about the event (15 of which were suggestive, and
five which were not). A similar procedure was, adapted for
the present Study; but this ratio was reversed to reduce the
chance that subjects wouid detect the'subterfuge. Following
these 20 questions, ’yield’ (change in the subject's
responses in the'suggested direction) was induced by telling
the subject that they had erred on some of their answers éhd»

should answer the questions again, being more careful the

16



second time. Both the WAIS and Eysenck Personality
Questionnaire (EPQ) were administered to extract
intelligence, neuroticism and social de51rab111ty score. In
the present study cognltlve tests were used to rate certain
IQ and cognitive processing abilities. |

Suggestibility was found to be significantly related to
lower intelligence in subjects, along with poor recall and
neuroticism. Neuroticism was determihed‘by the subject’s
iperformance oh the EPQ and was selected to examine the
personality aspect. Gudjonsson argued that subjects of
lower intelligence and memory ability; who typically
- demonstrated neuroticism (high trait anxiety), were less
likely to trust their answers and would therefcre be more
suggestible than subjects with higher intelligence, since
they‘tended.to accept cuesvfrom other sources, such as the
' experimenterr(type 2 Suggestibility) or from the question
1nformat10n (type 1 suggestlblllty) 'However, a’stepwisek
regress1on analys1s revealed that whereas the variance
accounted for by,comblnlng all of the varlables (IQ,
immediate and delayed recall, uercentage of accurate recall,
neuroticism, and social desirability) was 44%, a full 43%
was accounted for by the IQ and memory variables, 1eavihg
only 1% of variance under the influence of neuroticism and
‘self-esteemn. Interestlngly, it ‘was shown that confldence
ratings on answers giyen by subjects were not strongly

correlated with’squestibility, indicating that a person’s

17



~confidence (of lack thereof) may be an unreliable indicator
of accuracy.

In another study, Singh and Gudjonsson (1984)'app1ied
the GSS to recall and self-esteem variables by testing
subjects twice. Subjects were given the-GSS andvthen
completed some Semantic Differential scales (Myself as I
generally am, Myself during the experiment, and The
experimenter). After a week, the subjects were instructed
to again recount the story, and the attempt was made to
"shift" subject’s responses. It was revealed that
suggestibility was more pronounced in the second test. This
was thought to be due to the individual doubting his or her
own eyewitness account as time passed and the original event
was no longer clearly remembered. This was more true of
those subjects of low self-esteem or who seek social
approval and are willing to shift their answers under
interrogative (instructional) pressure. However, this
negatiVe feedback (yield) portion, in which the experimenter
told subjects that their initial responses were incorrect,
waé less effeetive the second week. Why were these subjects‘
less susceptible the second week? Singh and Gudjonsson
posit that perhaps these questions, manipulative pressuree,
etc., were more effective when sﬁrprising and that
familiarity with the demaﬁd characteristics of the‘tests
rendered the negative feedback less believable, and

therefore less effective. Of course, it is possible to
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 iSpeqﬁiétef£hat}théfréitS'beingﬁéétéd éfefnot éﬁable over

'time,‘énd thaija subjeétvwhdidémonStfated_sugéestibilifyv
"idUrihgiéhé'téstimay’not’ﬁeceésérily‘demonstrate‘it‘to the
samefdegreefduringianothgri .

:Iﬁ i98é, Gudjonsson, searching for éﬁpport for the
hqtion ﬁhat,pepple'may use various coping stratégies'to deal
with thexﬁuncertaintiés and éxpectatiohs" of the
interfogatiVebsituation, examined IQ and memory and their
relatipnship with interfogative sugqestibiiity among a
"normal" group of:Subjects and among a group of subjects
‘consisting of psychiatric patients.‘»He believed that IQ and
memory skills were relatedvto a person’s ability to detect
.when they were beihq mislead. Other researchers had ndt |
found predicted negative.correlations between IQ and
suggestibility_(Powérs, Ahdriks, & Loftus, 1979; Tata, 1983
[M Phil dissertation cited ih Gudjonsson, 1988]). 'In’order
to investigate.ran§e effects of intelligence, Gudjonsson
divided the sﬁbjécts into groupé according to IQ scores
‘above vs.‘below 100, and memory recall ability above vs.
below the‘average of scores from the WAIS.

Aé expécted, significant negative correlations were
'.obtainéd for "normal" Subjects whose récall fell below thé
average. Rangé effects were revealed indicating that lower
' IQ scores were more strbngiy correiéted with suggestibilityb
(although this effect was strdnger in the "normal" subjects

than in the psychiatric group), which Gudjonsson claimed
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1iexp1ains'why’researchers such aslPowers‘et al.'(1979)iand_
'Tata (1983 as cited:in‘Gudjonsson? l988)sdid;not;detect
p:51gn1f1cant negatlve correlatlons between IQ, recallb Ana'
7rsuggest1b111ty, these studles had restrlcted thelr subjects
to those of‘average IQ, 1nadvertent1y levellng out group
h'scores and restrlctlng the range of the correlatlon., In
.contrast 1t was recall above the mean that correlated
s1gn1f1cantly for these psychlatrlc patlents. Further,-

correlatlons between IQ and memory were s1gn1f1cant for both

B groups.

These flndlngs supported the suggestlon by Gudjonsson
_that 1nterrogat1ve suggestlblllty occurred as a result of
 the 1nd1v1dua1 respondlng to uncertalntles about the |
rellablllty of 1nformatlon in memory and expectatlons

k.1mp11ed 1n’the 1nterrogatlve‘51tuatlon.' Coplng’strategies'

o were 1mplemented to deal w1th such uncertalntles and prov1de

"the 1nd1v1dua1 w1th "an 1nternal frame of reference to Judge-_;

from." (p 186) Acceptlng new,,suggested 1nformatlon was
one way to cope w1th low confldence (as measured in a

, prev1ous.study [Gudjonsson, 1983] on,a»o - 100 scale) 1n'

bjone s memory for an event.‘ ThlS was partlcularly true of

.1nd1v1duals possess1ng lower than average memory abllltles'
7'and IQ, wh1ch is cons1stent w1th the proposed central
cognltlve mechanlsm thought to mediate suggestlblllty

,;(SChooler & Loftus, 1986)
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Other individual differences have been studied in the
search for personality variables which may influence
>suggestibility and recall accuracy. It is beneficial to
review these variables, even though no significant
contribution was found for them, in order to prevent
duplication of research effort in the présent study or
- future studies. Such traits as field dependence and locus
of control were found not to be corfelated with
Suggeétibility‘(Christiaahéen, Ochalek, & Sweeney, 1984).
In an earlier study, such individual cognitiVe Variables as
mechanical reasoning and spatial abilities were not found to
correlate with interrogative suggestibility (Powers et al.,
1 1979). S |

Obviously a wide Vériety'of traits have been examined
in light of their’poésible influence on recall and
suggestibility: from repression4sensitizatiqn to social
desirability. The implications are that these individual
personality differences exist from subject to subject, which
can in some cases be shown to co-vary with suggestibility.
However, at present, no single trait or group-of traits can
be shown to have a substantial influence on recall or
’ intefrogative suggestibiiity. Thebpresent line of research

will address this issue.
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Modes of Stimulus Presentation

'Tne'fesearch;Cited above has supported the idea'that
individual dlfferences, including personality differences
(1ntroverted extroverted neurotlc, social desirability)
and cognitive ab111t1es (IQ, recall) contribute elther _
directly or indifectly to suggestibility;‘ But an important
“factor in the'production of a memory, or memory for events,
is the mode by which theainfofmation is delivered.
‘Infdrmatien enters the cognitive processing system Via the
sensory registers through one or mere of the senses. Since
" no experimental‘situation can truly-duplicate the eyewitness
expefience, researchers have created controlled artlflclal
presentations whlch consist prlmarlly of visual and/or aural
etlmnll.‘ Vlsual stlmull were the most common, especially in
dthe form:of a slidevpresentation, which lends itself to‘easyvv
ekperimentalﬂcontrol (Cdnningham &HBringmann, 1986; Lindsay
:t&’JOhnson,'1989a; Lindsayl& Johneon,11§89b; Loftus et al;,
1989}”Schooler-et al.,‘i986{'Wardf& Loftus,71985f Zaragosa
et al., 1987). Video most closely approximates field
observation (with the‘exception’of live actors) yet can be
controlled in the-experimental setting, providing the same
observation stimuli to each observer in real time (Cutler et
al., 1987; Cutler et al, 1988; Jenkins & Dav1s, 1985,
Lassiter et al., 1988; Morris & Morris, 1985; O’Rourke et
'al., 1989; Sanders & Chiu, 1988; Smith & Ellsworth, 1987).

Live actors, whlle offerlng mundane realism, provide unique
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observations for each perférmance, even under the best
conditions, such ﬁhatgeacﬁ group of Witnesses.may be exposed
to a slightly differént éxperiencé (Bothwéll et ai, 1987;
Christiaansen et al., 1984; Polans, 1985; Sanders & Chiu,
1988)."0ne fieid study tested witnesses to an-actual érime
(Yuille & Cutshali,‘1986)Q Visual inforﬁation in‘the‘fofm
ofvwritten passages was tséd as a.stimulus by Lindséy and
Johnson (1989b) and Bartlett (1932 [as cited invﬁoward,
1983]). Although rarer, aural stimulus'presentation (such
as a narrated.stofy recoraed of tapé, was studied primarily
by Gudjonssdn (1983; 1984; 1988; singh‘& Gudjonsson, 1984).
Oonly twovstudies;have‘combihed mbre‘than one modality or
type of presentation, Lindsay and Johnson (written/slidesf
’(1989b) ahd Sanderé énd Chiu (live'actors/video)‘(1988).‘
Howéver, neither of‘these stUdies compared the modes to each
other for suggestibility‘dr accuracy.“

What'is being.proppsedvis a.heretofore unexamined model
of'ihdividual eyewitheSS'differences in which recall
accuracy and suggestibility for misleading post-event
infofmation.are'functions of the cognitive processing
abiiities of the eyewitﬁess{ Obviously; individuals vary in
- their ability to récall events'and,in IQ, due presUmably‘to
eiﬁher natural or practiéed skills. It‘is,also’reaéonable
to assumebthat‘thgy likewise»may vary‘in-their abi1ities to
process aﬁd‘remember information whiqh they have received

either aurally, visually, or lexically; some ihdividuals may -
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“slmply be advantaged 1n‘regards tovprocesslng 1nformatlon
ﬁwhlch is~ recelved by one or more of these stlmulus modes.
At thlS level of analys1s it 1s 1rrelevant whether that
advantage 1s due to phys1olog1cal superlorlty 1n the
, correspondlng braln structures respon51b1e for processing‘
that 1nformatlon, or to 1ncreased efflclency through
practlce. Our flrst task must be to determlne whether ‘a
’connectlon can be made between recall ab111t1es and stlmulus
-process1ng abllltles.
Thus far no study has addressed the questlon of the

stablllty of the suggestlblllty effect across stlmulus
'presentatlon modalltles.i The assumptlon that is belng
raised 1s that an individual who 1s good at process1ng audlo
‘ 1nformatlon,vfor example, should be more accurate and less
suggest1ble for 1nformatlon recelved aurally, than a person
‘who is less audlo capable. How can equlvalent con51deratlon
be glven to eyew1tnesses who may not have equlvalent
”abllltleS‘ln a glven eyewitness situation?

B Eyewitness research provides an appropriateicontextb
within whichuto testbthisbassumption.‘ Since so much welght

is given. the testlmony of an eyew1tness to an event it

T,would be pert1nent to know how rellable a partlcular

_w1tnesses' memory really 1s.» How rellable would the
cltestlmony of a person who overheard a telephone conversatlon
be, 1f 1t could be determlned that this w1tness possessed

| i‘signlflcantly 1nferlorvaudlo process1ng abllltles?
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The purpose 6f_thé present'liﬁeidfvihquify was to test
vwhethér,such»a determination can,be_madévby_looking at the
| influénce_oflmodéliﬁiéé 6f étimulus‘preséhtation.and
éqfrespbﬁdipg cdgﬁitive_processing abilities with regard to
inférfégafiQe‘sﬁgéeétibility and recall accuracy fof_
details; To do this it was necessary to present a stimulus
in thevthree sensbry modalities, assess witness recall
accuracy and suggestibility for detaiis presented in these
modés, and compare‘these scores with performancé on tests
which measured various cognitive processing abilities. This
test of‘the cognitive processing theory utilized the
combined methodoiogy of several researchers, particularly
Loftus and Gudjonéson. In order to control the confound of
taking the same or similar tests more than once, three
different stories were produced in a video format, which
provides a combination of two of the sensory presentation
modalities (visual and auditory), which were éompared with a
strictly audio fofmat, and a strictly visual-lexical
(written) formét. ‘These stories, in these formats, were
presented to subjects in different stimulus pfesentation
orders;bemploying sﬁggestive questions and statements to
produce the suggestibilitykeffect, as well as‘non—suggestive
questions designed to elicit measﬁres of recall accuracy.
An important‘new element in the preSent study is the
inclusion of_the‘cognitive tests. 1In previoﬁs research the

stimuIUS'presentation has been separated from the
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questionnaires by filler activity made up of any form of
timed cognitive tasks which prevented the subject from.
Irehearsing details from the presentation (usually math
problems) . Although specified time periods were maintained
betWeen the presentation of the stimulus and the
questionnaires, the filler activity has been replaced by
tests of individual cognitive abilities: the Wonderlic
Personnel Test (a fifty-item, timed test of general
reasoning, mathematical, and problem solving abilities), the
~vocabulary test from the French Verbal Inteliigence.Test
(FVIT) (a test of Verbai/lexiCal ability), an object-number
association test (a measnre of visual/lexical recall
‘ability), a number-picture association test (a measure of
visual imagery recall ability), and the Learning-styles
‘_Instrument (LSI) (a;self-report of learning style
preferencesf Visual Language, Auditory Language, Visual
Numerical, and Auditory.Numerical). | |

By administering these cognitive processing evaluations
' between the presentation of an eyewitness condition and
eliciting'information about details contained in that
presentation, a basic assumption is'being‘made.about the
‘nature‘of.the cognitive processing skills of subjects.
Theserabilities are assﬁmed to be stable individual skills,
across time and conditions. ’ConcernsVarise‘regarding
: nositive_and'negative transfer effects;'whefein observation

of the stimulus presentation may interfere with performance
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’onrthese-cognitive tests, or conversely, taking these tests
may interfere with performance on the following
questionnaires. However, performance on these measures,
beeause of the nature ofithe’skills being examined, are
assumed‘te be the same regardless of whatever activities a
personfmay'engage in before or after taking thenmn.
Participation in the stﬁdy, including the observation of
~visual, written, br aural srories, should not interact with
theseaabilities; as_these cenditions represent the types of
‘situatiohs ahy individual-may be expected to encounter
during an eyewitness experience.

The theoretical premise that cognitive processing
differences‘ihfluenee»an eyewitness( accuracy and
i_sdggestibilitylleadsito some specific predictions. If one

1 assumes that subjeets may‘be-more susceptible to.suggestion
by misleading'ﬁosf—event‘informatioh that was presented ‘in
oneIStimulus mode than that'which'wasjpresented in ahother,
then one would expect to find that through the course of
.being presehted with the three primary Stimulus presentation
modes that virtuallyaall subjects would be suggestible in at
least one condition. vFurthermore, if one assumes that
different~cegﬁitive processing abilities influence memory.
for details preseﬁted»by different stimulus modalities, then
aceuracy’fer recall of those details should positively
covary with corresponding cpgnitiVe abilities as measﬁred by

the eognitive tests, while suggestibility should negatively
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coVary_With the same tests. Therefore, accuracy scores
 influenced by tﬁe video stimulus preseutation‘were ekpected
to positively correlate with a test of visual memory, the
Number-Picture-Association test (parts 1 and 2) as well as
the Visual-Language and ViSual-Numerical indices of the
Learnihg Styles Instrument (LSI). Accuracy scores
influenced by the wrltten stimulus presentatlon were
expected to pos1t1vely correlate w1th general measures of -
'1nte111gence such as the Wonderlic Personnel Test the
vocabulary portlon of the French Verbal Intelllgence test
(FVIT), and the Number-plcture tests (parts 1 and 2)
‘ Accuracy scores influenced by the audio stimulus
presentation were expected to positively correlate with the
Wonderlic Personnel Test, and the AudiofLanguage and Audio-
Numerical indlces of the LSI. Conversely, suggestibility
dscores for each of the above stlmulus presentation
modalities were expected to negatiVely correlate with the
correspohdingbcognitive‘tests. |

| Essentially_this study was as much a test of
experimental desidh, as a test of the experimental
h?pothesis. In order to ensure that the cognitive
processipg hypothesis»is being‘properly tested, the
experimental‘design'was’expected tO'produce a certain
pattern of results, which'Will be referred to as design
»predictionsv(thesefresults'wouldabe"eXpected regardless of

" the influence'ofZcoghitive,processihgidifferences): (1)
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‘EExpefiméntél éubjécts,,who are provided with misleading post
event information, should be more suggestible than control
subjeCté, who réceive no‘misleading informatiqn. (2)
Experimental (miéléd) and’contrdl subjects (not.misled)
should be equally]adcurate in their answers to tﬁose
queStions-which do‘not-suggeSt false information. (3) It is
predicted ﬁhat indi&idual accuracy, as wel1>as
suggestibility, should vary across bresentation modalities,
but since iﬁdividual différencés across modaiities cénnot be
evaluated in this:design, group scores should noﬁ be found
to differ from eéch»oﬁher as a consequence of either the
mode bYVWhich the stimuli are presented (video, written or‘

- audio) or by the order which these modes are‘presented.‘
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METHOD

ilsixty-tuo studentslln f1ve 1ower‘d1v1s1on classes 1n
the Psychology Department of Callfornla State Univer51ty,
F‘San Bernardino, part1c1pated in- the study for extra credlt.
’The_students repreSentedTa wide Variety of majors. .Forty-
seyen‘of the subjects (76%) Were female and l5 (24%). were
male:' These subjects ranged 1n age from 17 to 47 years,
w1th a mean age of 22. 2. Thirty—seven percent of the
subjects were 18 years of age. Forty-elght of the subjects
werefright handed (77%), four were left handed (76), and
eight were ambidextrous (139) Two subjects did- not answer
the questlon concerning handedness. |

Initial 1nstructions read by each subject described the

purpose of the study as a comparison between the accuracy of
recall for 1nformation from three storles by question type'
’active (short answer/non cued/free recall) vs. pa551ve
(multiple ch01ce/recogn1tion° see Appendix D).

':‘,The three storiesewere excerpted from the television‘
'":programv"CbPS." This1program’was made‘up entirely of actual
film'footage‘made'by'camera creWs following police officers:
v'on routine calls. There was no narratlon, and events were
fllmed as they occurred w1thout re-creation. These
ffprograms were 1deally_su1ted for use as stimulus
_fpresentation‘mediavsince they provided Subjects with

‘unstaged action for eyewitness observations from the
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perspectlve of one of the part1c1pants, i. e.;'the camera
person. These storles were presented to subjects by three
‘ﬁ‘presentatlon modes:

VIDEO: Threejstories, lasting approximately five and
one half minutes each, were reproduced on video;cassette and
were plaYed to small groups of subjects, no more than 6 at a
| time. Tﬁis restriction‘washstipulated beCause of the small
" size of the”room in Which the experiment was carried out.

: Itvwas~necessary5to ensuretthatvsubjects were arrayed such
~ that each‘had‘approximately the same view of the screen.

AUDIO:' The storles, 1ast1ng between flve and one half

' mlnutes and seven mlnutes, cons1sted of both dialogue

'recorded from the v1deo and narratlon for v1sua1 detalls,
were recorded onto VHS v1deo cassettes and were played on
“the same equ;pmentvas for the video, but with only a black
»screen.c‘ |

" WRITTEN: The:stories; correSponding to thevvideo'
pver51on, and cons1st1ng of exactly 1100 words each, were

- read 1nd1v1dually and 511ently by subjects from prepared

texts.

'1ﬁesignv »

’ Subjects were«randomlybassignedlto three-different
‘story by condltlon order groups. accordlng to a Latin Square ‘
1rcounterba1anc1ng schedule for stlmulus presentatlon

modallty, such that each subject recelved each story by



meahs of a different presentation mode: video, audio, and
~written, as shown in the table below:

.Table 1

Story by mode presentation schedule for groups (A, B, or C)

aCcording to the Latin-square design

Story:
1 2 3
Video A c B
Mode: Wriftenf B A ¢
Audio cC B A

Example: both expérimental and control subjects in ordet A
réceived»story~#1sassa_video, réadsstofy #2 from a writtén
N tékt,»and heard stoﬁy #3 in an-aﬁdis format}‘
Stories. The first story poftrayed a foot patrol by

two police officers and the subsequéﬁt search of two
trespassing suspects. sDﬁringsthe search one of the officers
| is stuck by a needle from a sYrihge-hidden in a suspect’s
pocket. The second Story‘depicted a patrol officer’s chase
~of a suspicious vehicle driven by juveniles. During the
high-speed chase the suspect vehicle spins out of control,
and the suspects are arrested; The third story follows an
officer to the scene of a shooting and the victim’s
identification of the assailants. The order with which
these stories were presented»to’all subjects was held

~constant, such that each subject received the stories in the
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order listed above. ‘The written version of these stories is

presented in Appendix A.

Procedure

Each story presentation was'followed by 15 minutes of
‘canitive testing/filler activity unreiated to‘the stories. -
- Following the cognitive testing/filler activity subjects |
answered a 20-item short-answer (active) question set.
‘Follow1ng another ten minutes of cognitive testing/filler
act1v1ty, twenty multiple-ch01ce (passive) questions were
_administered. This procedure was repeated for each

presentation medium.

Questions

Actlve (short answer/non—cued/free recall) questlons._

-The instruction sheet for each of the first question sets
-after‘each stimulus presentation (see Appendix C) described
them as "active" questions, or questions that required an
"activeﬁ‘search of long‘term nemory for the correct answer.
Comparing this tYpe of memory search to passive recognition
memory search‘(below) was ostensibly the intended purpose of
the study’in‘order.to‘divert_attention away from the true

- purpose. For‘this stndy, the active questions were short-.
answer questions;whioh did-not cue the answer, nnlike i
mﬁltipie-ohoicevquestions. of thelzo_aCtive questions; both‘
control.ahd;experimental subjects'received 15bquestions

‘which, are referred to as "accuracy questions."
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The follow1ng are accuracy guestlons from the f1rst
.actlve (non—cued) questlon set |
| What 1s the name of the offlcer who was 1njured°
What 1svthe-pr1mary color of the pollce un1forms°g
Whlle on patrol d1d elther of the offlcers wearba ‘.i‘
helmet’ o | : | L
These quest1ons do not 1nfer the ex1stence of any false orJ
;mlsleadlng detalls.p The remalnlng flve of the 20 actlve v

’tquestlons are- referred to as:"suggestors."f Suggestor

o questlons dlffer from the accuracy questlons 1n that they

'are worded 1n such a way as to 1mply the ex1stence of a
N false detall or mlsleadlng 1nformat10n only to the |
':experlmental subjects, whlch was - never.presented in the
'bstory.t For example. _ : | |
: Besldes the graff1t1 1n Spanlsh were there any other
o s1gns descr1bed7 " | |
When the offlcers approached the openlng w1th handguns
_TF drawn,;where were the suspects’A » |
The detalls "Spanlsh"'graffltl and "handguns" dld not ex1st

‘ 1n the story, and are 1mp11ed only 1n the questlon.' Only

';,experlmental group subjects recelve suggestor questlons, for

control subjects these questlons were mod1f1ed 1n such a way

‘that llke accuracy questlons, they do not 1nfer the false

’Tfﬁlnformatlon. All questlon sets are presented 1n Appendlx C.

‘ Pass1ve (mult1p1e-cho1ce/cued/recoqn1tlon) questlons. .

"The second questlon set after each stlmulus presentatlon was
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[1dent1f1ed on the 1nstructlon sheet as. "pass1ve questlon " R

Uhkﬁf°r questlons whlch cue the proper response,'requlrlng only?b

v"o3recogn1tlon of the correct answer as one of the multlple-

*?fch01ce responses._ Note the examples below'

What dld one of the offlcers belleve many tran51ents .
' are°o ‘ : : :
- a. drug addlcts'
' b.* ex-military
c..ex-convicts :
d.:none of the above )

The officers approached the hole armed w1th ST
‘ a. handguns : : S
b. radios o
~ c. nightsticks
» d, none of'the above
~CAs-with each actlve questlon set there are 15 accuracy
,questlons, such as the flrst pass1ve example. However,
‘ rather than flve suggestor questlons, there are flve
'"target" questlons, wh1ch correspond to each of the

'.tsuggestor questlons from the actlve set. The second sample

: questlon 1s a target questlon.‘ It is de51gned to ellClt

”.belther a correct answer (Wthh for thls questlon would be C)

'1ndlcat1ng that 1n the case of ‘an experlmental subject -the .-
”suggestlon had not been accepted or a- "suggested" answer p'
"(whlch for thlS example would be A),klndlcatlng that the
suggestlon had been accepted.p As w1th all questlons, wrong'
: answers are: also p0531b1e (B or D) v ‘ }l R

| Cognltlve tests.ﬂ In 11eu of the usual flller act1v1ty
.'several tests were admlnlstered in order to ellClt data |

‘ff;about each subject's cognltlve abllltles. These testsv'L'
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included'the.Wonderlio Personnel Test,,whichiis a general
‘meaSure of,intelligenoe, a uocabulary test, a picture—number
i association'test a word-number assoc1atlon test and the
Learning Styles Instrument (LSI). Subject responses to
these tests formed the ba51s of the comparison between
cognltive abillties and accuracy or suggestibillty for
recalled 1nformation.

Additional information of a more personal nature was
requested on a’confidential personal information
questionnaire (PIQ), which concerned age, level of education:
occupation,'etc. In the eVentrthat subjects completed the
cognitiVe tests before the specifiedrtime had elapsed
between stimulus presentation and question sets, three pages
~of math problems were prepared. Subjects were instructed to
work on these during only those periods when time remalned
'after cognitive tests.

The entire procedure_took'apprOXimately two hours and
ten minutes to oomplete,‘and was followed by avdebriefiné

statement (see Appendix D).
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RESULTS

Accuracy

Engrimggtg;_ygé_gggtrg;. Accuracy scores are
‘represented by eﬁbjects’ correct respdnses to the fifteen
questions ih each ofvthe‘three test conditions, from both
_activev(short answer/free recall) and'passive (multiple
choice/recognition) question; a total of 90 guestions for
each subject,ver two sets of fifteen questions per story.
The means for accuracy question responses, out of a possible
fifteen, were 9.55 (standard deviation =‘1.28) for the
experimeﬁtal‘grouﬁ; erév(Staﬁderd‘deViation = 1.35) for the
eontroi éroﬁp; and 9.51 (Standerd-deviation = 1;31) for all
‘eSUbjeCts'cembiﬁed. ~An ahalysis‘ofivariance coﬁparing the
combined accuracy of subjeets for.active and passive
questione by experimehtal énd:éentrol groups reVealed that
 there was no significant-difference betWeen the two groups.
Thus, as expected, experimental and control groupe were |
equaliy accurate for non-misleading questions. -

Mgggg; vThe eaﬁe enalySis of variance revealed a
“significant difference between‘active‘end passive accuracy
question scores for each stimulus presentation mdde:’zafma
= 12.874, p.<.001. Pairwise comparisons showed that
i:subjects'infiuenced by the video presentation mode differed
from the written presentation mOdergG/Wh = 4.295, p.(.Ol

.(TukeY's), and the written mode»differed from the audio mode

37



93,173 = 4901, p;<.01, but that the video presentation mode
did not differ from the audio presentation mode. These
means and standard deviations for the three modes are 9.177
(standard deviation = 1.90) for video, 10.234 (standard
deviation = 2.08) for the written mode, and 9.129 (standard
deviation = 2.58), making the written mode é little over one
question out of fifteen more accurate.

Stories. ‘An analysis of variance was performed. to
determine whether the stories influenced accuracy scores

resulted in a significant main effect for the stories .

F

(Fp,122y = 4-202, p.<.05).

As regard the variable of accuracy, experimental and
control subjects were equally accurate. Both the modes of
stimulus presentation, and the stories influenced recall

accuracy.

Suggestibility

Experimental vs. control. Suggestibility scores are

represented by subjects’ suggested responses to only‘the
five passive (multiple choice/recognition) questions; a
total of 15 questions for each subject (across all three
stories). Twenty-seven of these 32 subjects (84%) accepted
the suggestion at least once during each of the three |
story/mode combinations, whilé five (16%) were suggestible
during only twb StdrY/mode combinations. No experimental

subjects accepted-a suggested detail in less than two of the
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fsfofy/mOAéaébﬁbin$£ions.f Experrmental subjects accepted the
suggestlon a mean of 2. 75 t1mes out of a p0551b1e 5 | | |
,(standard dev1atlon = l 43),_whereas the control group
selected the.alternatlve that corresponded to the suggested'
ifanswer only .88 tlmes (standard dev1atlon _“.91) o "
In order to test the hypothes1s that subjects Would be |
bsuggestlble across presentatlon modalltles, 1t was flrst R

necessary to ensure that the suggestlon effect had been

: obtalned Comparlsons were made of suggestlblllty scores of “7

'vexperlmental vs. control groups for each of the storles I

(needle), II (car chase) ‘and IIT (shootlng) (Table 2)

Table 2

_: Story exp. mean (SD) COntrol’meanf(SD)n }ft _ prob,"

S »2;63;"f(1 19) .50 (.73)  8.43 001
By IT ,I;;69;;‘V(1,06)' .80 :zm('.ég)g,)3456f‘ t;qolp
'fj'Iin_dr 3.94 .,(i,o;))~ﬁ*v1.33 | ‘(~,§2)ﬂv10;37  .oo1
":Comb.7i;srfé{25jfﬂ5(2:29) L2.63  (1.59) 11.17  .o01

-”degreeslofvfreedomb=.60 '

These tests revealed a strong 51gn1flcant '

I)~*ﬁsuggest1b111ty effect for each story.'

An analys1s of varlance compared experlmental group

'-pimeans and control group means by the three stlmulus

upresentatlon modeS° v1deo, wrltten, and audlo._ As
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ﬁ&predlcted 'a s1gn1flcant dlfference between the experlmentalf

and control groups was found (F 4 66 p <. 05)

=(1,60)

Modes. The same ana1y51s of varlance, also as n
predlcted found no 51gn1flcant dlfference between the
‘suggestlblllty scores ‘of the three modes, slnceulnd1v1dual.
dlfferences would bevleveledvoutwln the»conbined group »:
rscores,p - n | i

Stories.' The‘contributionfof,the three‘stories to-
suggestlblllty error variance was assessed by an analy51s of:f
variance in which the storles were compared by order of
'stlmulus presentatlon (order A = v1deo, wrltten, audlo;>
order B = Written; audio,.Video, and order Cc % audlo, video,
wrltten) for scores ©on the suggestlblllty ellcltlng
questlons of the pass1ve questlon sets (target questlons)
for each of the three storles. There was a 51gn1f1cant maln

effect for the storles (F = 44.728, p <. 001), but none

=@, 28)
for order,'nor was there a 51gn1f1cant 1nteract10n. All
'palrw1se comparlsons of the target questlon means for each
‘story condltlon showed that the stories were s1gn1f1cantly
dlfferent from each other: Storles I= II 93, 185) = 6.62, |
p.<.01 (Tukey’s), stories II-ITI g3 155y = 15.997, p.<.01,
stories I—III‘gaqgm = 9\277'”p <.01.
The suggestlblllty effect was: pronounced in the

iexperlmental group.k But because of‘the‘grouped nature‘of‘

the scores, suggestlbility.was'not found to be‘significantly
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~different across modes of stimulus presentation. .Also, as

with accuracy, suggestibility was influenced by the stories.

Modes‘viCoqnitive Tests

Adcuracy. .Spearman rho (rank ordered) ¢orrelation
coefficients were'calculated to determine'whether or not
performance on the accuracy portion of the active and
passive question sets would covary with higher scores on
‘predicted ability tests.

Table 3

Spearman _rho (rank ordered) correlations: predicted

cognitive test scores with active accuracy question scores

(left column) and with passive accuracy question scores

{right column), for each mode

ACTIVE Questions PASSIVE Questions
Mode Test r ‘ Mode Test r
video Obj.=-Num. 1 .0429 video Obj.-Num. 1 =-.2126
Obj.-Num. 2 =-.1841 Obj.-Num. 2 =-.1483
Vis.-Lang. -.1921 Vis.-Lang. =-.0729
Vis.-Num. -.0024 Vis.-Nun. -.0729
written Vocabulary .116 written Vocabulary .2692%
Wonderlic .3104%% : Wonderlic .1889
Obj.-Num. 1 «2924% Obj.-Num. 1 .1641
Obj.-Num. 2 .2493%* Obj.~-Num. 2 «2421%
audio Audio-Lang. .2027 audio Audio-Lang. .0984
: Audio-Nun. -.1538 Audio-Num. -.0459

l1-tailed significance: * - .05 *% - .01
Five significant correlations were obtained, and only in the
written stimulus presentation for passive accuracy questions

with vocabulary, active with the Wonderlic Personnel Test,
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active with»the number-picturebpart 1, active with number-
pioture part 2, and pa551ve with number—plcture part 2.
| FSuggestiblllty.7 Spearman rho (rank ordered)
correlation coefficients were also calcUlated.to’determine
whether or not the suggested‘answer scores on the passive
| question sets ﬁould negatiVeiy’covary with scores on the
predioted ability tests.‘_Only one correlation was found to
e_be‘SignifiCant, Written accuraoy questions with the
'Wonderlic‘Personnel‘soores r = -.3003, p<.05. |
:For‘both aooUraoy'and suggestibiiity only the written

't mode-elioited any prediCted correlations.

,YEXperimental°Desiqn Validity

‘Since other factors in the_overall design influenceothe
production and interpretationdof results, the following'
analyses were done tooensure‘that theoretical resultsdwere
- not confounded by'faulty experimental design.
| ,Order counterbalance; The influence of the order by
which the stimulus modes were presented was assessed to
 ensure that the experlmental des1gn did in fact
counterbalance order effects. Experimental subjects’
”snggested resnonses to passive target questions were
;COmpared'for each of the three different orders of
vpresentatlon (i.e. the order by whlch the v1deo, wrltten, ‘or

audlo story form was presented) by one-way analysis of

- variance. ‘There were no differences among orders A (v1deo,r
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written, audio), B (written, audio, video) and C (audio,
video,‘written), | |

This result demonstrateslthe successvof the design in
. countering order effects. |

Accuracy: active vs. passiVe guestions. The mean
accuracy for active (short answer/free recall) andApassive
(multiple choice/recognition) questions of experimental and
contrel subjeets by stories ranged from 8.91 for |
experimental group feeponses to story #2 passive questions
'(stendard deviation = 2.161) te 10.22 for experimentel group
‘responses to story #3 passive questidns (standard deViation
= 1.996), a difference of only 1.31 correct answers.

An analysis of variance comparing performance for
active vs. passive question accqracy for both experimental
:and control groups revealed that there was no significant
»~differen¢e,between the two forms of questioning;

Subject responses to the 15 accuracy questions from the
active'ahd passive_qﬁesﬁion sets for each stery were
correlated using Pearson product-moment corfelatiOns in'
erder to determine whefher or not the question sets were
eliciting approximately the same level of eccuracy. The
resulting correlatiensffor‘both experimental.and controi

groups' appear in Table 4.
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f'_Table 4

 active with passive accuracy questions -
exper1menta1 group - (n—32), accuracy questlonS’

_ story  question type . r ‘ " probability
- 1 -active with. pass1ve .2892 R e
2 active with pass1ve . +5107 * .01
'3 active with pass1ve : f]-5°4° * .01

'control group (n—30), accuracy questlon5°’

story = question type = r -+ ‘probability

© 1 _active with passive . .3180 } »
2 _active with pa551ve . .4820 * - _ .01
ﬁf3 actlve with pass1ve ‘“ .5705 k% ‘ .001

Slnce these act1ve and pa551ve accuracy questlons for
h-teach story shared common source 1nformatlon 1t was expected
“that’they would be'correlated‘,'For both the_experlmental
'yand control group they d1d but only for storievaIjand iiI.
nStory I accuracy questlons were not found to be'COrrelatedr
| Pearson product moment correlatlon coefflclents were
f obtalned for the actlve and pa551ve accuracy questlons for
'teach stlmulus presentatlon mode. The actlve and'pa551ve
'accuracy questlons of each stlmulus presentatlon mode were
found to ‘be s1gn1flcantly correlated°‘v1deo ﬂ=,.2491
ds‘p< 05., wrltten r = .355 p< 01, and strongest of all, audios
'ﬁ,r =..5971 ‘p< 001. Interestlngly, the greatest number of

‘ 'correlatlons occurred between audlo accuracy scores and

. video accuracy scores, for both actlve and pas51ve

‘.questlons. Actlve v1deo accuracy questlons correlated with

R actiye'audio accuracy.questlons r= .3065, actlvevvldeo w;th

passive audio :'= .3187, and passive v1deo w1th pass1ve

. audio”glsh.3555 all s1gn1flcant to p < .01. vPa551ve‘v1deo



accuracy duesticnsxcorrelated witnvactire audio questions'
- r = .2556, p< 05.; Only one cther ccrrelation-occurred ‘
across modalltles, between‘written and.audio'stimulatedl'
actlve accuracy questlons w1th r = .222. pP<.05. | ‘
Su ggestor_and target,guestlons, Flve of the 20 actlve
questions acted as "snggestor" queSticns tollmply‘a false
detail to the 32lexperimenta1 subjects;.while five
correspondlng questions admlnlstered to the 30 control :
subjects were modlfled so as not to 1mp1y any false detall

Table 5

Mean scores for actlve suggestor questions (experimental
rou; and non-suggestor questions (control grou for each
story ‘ . o ' )
' _ story suggestor (SD) non-suggestor (SD)
I - 2.63  (1.56) 2.83 (1.29)
S IT 2.38  (1.18) ’ 2.97 (1.22)
I1IT 2.84  (1.11) 2.70 (1.12) -

'The information implied by these active”"Suggestor" N
»questlons was elicited by another type of questlon in the
) pass1ve sets,.called a “target" questlon._,These questlons,
were designed to determine whether or not subjectsvhad
Aaccepted the‘fa1Se detaillinto their memories of the event,
or retalned the correct 1nformat10n from the story. The
nmeans of those target questions for Whlch experlmental
subjects selected correct answers (1 e., decllned the
'suggestlon), and the correspondlng means for the ‘same
'questlons answered by control subjects, who recelved no

false suggestlon for each story condltlon appear 1n'Table 6.
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‘Table 6 N
Experimental vs. control group passive target question
(suggestion declined) mean scores, by story '

experimental (SD) control (SD)

story I 1.60 (1.01) 1 3.37  (1.22)
story II S 2.19 © (1.15) 2.73  ( .94)
story III .84 (1.11) 2.20 (1.42)

Target}gUestiQns_(suggeStion'acdepted). The means pf
those questioné of the five target‘questioﬁs’in the passive
sets for whichiéxperimental éubjects‘selected aﬁswers thét"
had been suggestedvih the active sﬁégestor questions for
each stiﬁulus‘preéentation‘cohdition arevshown‘ianable 7.

Table 7

Experimental vs. control group passive target question

(suggestion accepted) mean scores, by story and by mode

_ scores by‘sthy: o - . scores by mode:
exp. (SD) »conﬁj.(SD) | vekp; (SD) control (SD)
I 2.63 (1.19) .50 (.73) "v. z.72 (1.42) .80 (.86)
IT 1.69 (1.06) .80 (.89) W 2,72 (1.44) .87 (.99)
IITI 3.94 (1,05)'1.33 (.92) A 2.82 (1,47) .97 (.89)
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DISCUSSION

Théqréﬁical Pfediétions'

To restatevfhé theoretical predictions: virtually all
sﬁbjects éhould be found to.be suggestible in at least one
of the suggeétién modaiities, and éccuracy and
 suggestibiiity scores.should covary with-performance on

- cognitive ability tests.

Suggestibility across presentatidn modalities. Whereas

Schooler et al. (1986) found that 25% of'the subjects they
‘ éxposed to é‘faise detail acceptéd the éuggestion, and in

' Loftus{~(1980) fesearch, 80% aqcepted:the suggestion, fully
100% of‘the subjects ih‘the ekperimental group of the
present study écceptedzat least one suggestion of the five
target guestion in one df the three.exposures. In fact no
experimental subjects accepted a suggested detail in less
than two of the”story/mode combinations.

These findings support the hypothesis that subjects who
may nof be suggestible in one modality are 1ike1y to be
susceptible to interrogative suggestibility in another.

However, it must also be considered that 90% of the
cbntrol subjects also selected a target answer in at least
one of the three phases,balbeit at a greatly reduced rate,
selecting details that they had never actually seen during
the stimulus’presentation or in the question sets. Still,

the strong statistically‘significant differencé_between
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experimentalvand control group means point to the
probability that the control group suggestibility mean
representé a baseline of common erroneous responses,

pointing to the general fallibility of memory.

Modes By Cognitive Tests
Accuracy. The theoretical prediction that performance

on thé'éccuracy‘pértion of the active and paésive question:
.sets by subjects in certaih conditions would be positively
,correlated,with pfédicted performance‘on‘the cognitive
abilities turned out to be supported only for the written
mbae. -The Wonderlic Personnel‘Test, the vocabulary test,
and the Number-Picture Association tests were correléted for
this mode. |

One likely explanation, which does not require a
"cqgnitiVe processing.differences interpretatibn,.is that the
measure of IQ employed, i.e,, the Wonderlic Personnel Test,
relies on the reading ability of the subject. Superior
reading ability would allow greater comprehehsion of the
test and Subsiquently higher scores on the IQ measure as
well as the vécabulary test. Likewise, the same Supérior
"lreadihgfability‘WOuid‘provide the subjéét with greater
cbmpfehension 6f thé Written étory andvsﬁbsiquently higher

. accuracy scores.
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“Suqqutibilitv. ngain,'onlybtheﬁWrittenhmode was found

tovcorrelate w1th a cognltlve test in this case;only with
‘;the Wonderllc Personnel Test. | ; o

Although some support has been lent to the theoretlcal
prémlse that_cogn;tlve proces51ng dlfferences‘are‘ '
influencing subject:reSponses by'the significanCe of some of
: wrltten story questlons to the four tests, these results are

'_equlvocal It would appear that either these tests do not

';satlsfactorlly predlct accuracy or that cognltlve proce551ng

3 dlfferences do not play a 1arge enough role overall to be
wpredlctlve.»_* |

It must be noted that thlS study used an unusually
vlarge amount of time for each subject to conclude since each
ysubject was requlred to complete three separate test |
condltlons.. Accordlngly, ‘the cognltlve tests used in the
,lpresent;study were selected because‘of.thelr 51mp1;01ty and
1'ease’of administrationiulsince thiS‘three;part desiqn'would

ffnot be requlred in future research ‘more tlme can be used to

".r'admlnlster more approprlate tests.

fDesign predictions,

In order to test the cognltlve proce551ng hypothes1s,

it was expected that the present exper1menta1 design would

3_prov1de the structure by whlch the theoretlcal pred1ctlons‘
could be tested If the experlmental de51gn was sound the_

vfollow1ng predlctlons should be conflrmed that experlmental
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_‘sub]ects should be more suggestlble than control subjects,
fhthat experlmental and control subjects should be equally
: accurate 1n“the1r;answers:to_those questlons wh;ch do'not
suggest‘faise infOrmation(.and that even‘thoughtindividual_
‘accuracy; as Wellyas suggestibility;,should_uary aéioss;ﬂd'
: preSéntation modalities§ Additionaliy;_since‘individual‘
'differences across modalities cannot befeValuated in this
':des1gn group scores should not be found to dlffer from each
bother as. a consequence of e1ther the mode by Wthh the‘a
stlmull are presented (v1deo,-wr1tten or audlo) or by the

order whlch these modes are presented

de51gn predlctlon was supported the experlmental group
pdlffered 51gn1f1cantly from the control group for suggested
banswers, prov1d1ng a strong repllcatlon of prev1ous research
findings. |

Slnce both experlmental and control subjects recelved
~ the same 15 accuracy questlons per condltlon, no 51gn1flcant
ldlfference was expected or found between experlmental and =
'dcontrol group}accuracy;scores, for elther actlve, pa551ve,;
‘or-combined scores. This'result;proyldes.conf;rmatlon of
the validity, across‘situations; ofmthe‘accuracY questions,b
‘with one possible’exception:,the egpeCted‘correlationj
tbetween actiVenand paSSive‘questions=f0r the~first.storylv

condition was‘lacking*(active»questions correlated:
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significantly with passive questions for stories 2 and 3).
This result may demonstrate a lack of cohesion between the
information beind elicited by the two question sets, for the
first story, sincehthe.same pattern was found for both
eXperimental and control suhjeCts. Implying that these
~question sets should be reWritten with a view to duplicating
the cohesion found for the other two stories.

Finally, as predlcted group‘suggestihility, as well as
accuracy, was found to be equal for each group, for each of
the presentation modes, presumably due to the aggregation of
all subject scores across the sample. Even though the o
hypothetical prediction is that individual differences
exist, group‘differences found at this level of analysis
'could have only heen attributed to differences‘in the

testing procedures given.

Other Results _

No study can be fairly evaluated in the light of an
anaiysis of such narrow parameters as results derived from
three theoretlcal predlctlons and three de51gn predlctlons.

Other factors in the overall des1gn 1nf1uence the productlon
and. 1nterpretatlon of results, and therefore deserve
”gthoughtful cons1derat10n.

Storles;_ The . order of the stories to whlch each

subject w1tnessed was held constant to control for the order

effects that mlght occur for the mode of stlmulus
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oresentation, aud thereforevdifferences_were expected
between answers to suggested questions, where the suggestion
was accepted, but these differences are not important to
understandlng the results.

- Strong statistically 51gn1flcant dlfferences were found
between passive target questions (suggestion accepted),
which were attributed to the differential'influence of the
stories. It should not be surpr1s1ng that the stories were
'Ufound to elicit dlfferences in accuracy and suggestlblllty
Th;smresult could simply 1end support_to;one‘or more of five
'hypotheses: 'First, that some storieseelicit greater error
through'misleading,questions because they promote higher
levels of‘expectation in the‘SUbjects‘for the suggested
information. Second, that some of the details of the
stories, as in mundane eyewitness situations,-very greatly
in clarity and salience.l High salience would increase the
likelihood of a detail being remembered, whereaS'low
salience may create "detail vacuums" that must bevfilled by
the details provided in the subsequent questlon sets.

Third, the amount of detall contained in a story would
affect memory for any particular detail. Fourth, that some
details implented by the particuler target questions merit
logical inciusion, end therefore are more likely.to be
remembered. And finally, that the structure of some of the
questions'plays a role by’providing_phraseology such‘that

the target detail is more strongly‘implied than in others.
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It may bé impossible to discern which of these faétors is

- creating the suggeétible variance from Story to story, such
differences lend support to the mundane realism of this
study.

However, it was not within the‘sdbpe of this study to
anaiyze étory differences. These stories, excerpted as they
were from regular television programming, were selected
because of the realistic nature of the observation they
provided the subjects. It would be virtually impossible to
controlbfor such variability unless the stories were
scripted and produced, which would lessen the desired impact
for the eyewifness expefience. Future studies may be
refined to focus on desired details. Replications from this
-more mundane research concept will provide strength to

. future conclusions.

- Questions

Accuracy:vactive vs. passive questions. Neither the
active nor the passive question sets demonstrated any
superiority for the accuracy of information recall, contrary
 tQ anecdotal, eXperienée, HoWever, this result is not
revealing in and of itself, since the order by which ﬁhe
- question sets weré administeréd (active first, then passive)
was held constant,,thus‘confounding the results. 1In any
case, the“comparison of these questions was not part of any

theoretical predictions and is only mentioned as a
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parenthetical note ccncerniné'theféxperimentél_design;  Thé‘
iﬁplicatidh for thiS-fesult is tﬁat since‘no'differenceﬂwas
found'between.the two'tybes_6f questiohsvthen éither can bé
éonfidently used in future research, or in real
intérrogativevsituations.

Accuracy. -Theicorrelations for the éCtive and passive
aCéﬁraéy questiohs for eéch stiﬁulus ﬁresentation‘mode were
‘eXpected to produce two pattefns of results. First, aétive’
énd passive queétionsvfor each presentation modality should
correlaté,vsubétantiéting the validity of the‘question sets.
‘ Seéond, no correlatioﬁs should be found between presentation
modalities,véince different cognitive processing abilitiés
are believed to be acting on the information recall
stimulated by each presentation‘mode. The results reveaied
an interesting pattern; Besidés,the predicted active and
passive accuracy questions corféiating with like-stimulated‘
preséntation’modalities (i.e., written active correlations
with written passive qﬁestions), two other correlation
npatterns emerged. Oné Was a weak correlation'between
written and audio active questions, the other'was the
cbfrelation bétween all video and audio active and passive
questions, three‘ofvwhich were significant to p < .0l.

The generaivlack ofkcorreiations between active and
kpassive'qdestions under Vidéo and written modes, and (except
for the weak active question correlation) written and audio

”modes)‘supports the influence of coghitivevprocessing
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fffdiffeféﬁces.*vfét7theééﬂrésu1tsfalso\fﬁn counter to what
.would be expected by this theoretical premise.’ It"was e
surpr1s1ng that all of the v1deo and audlo active and

: pa551ve questions were correlated 51nce these presentation
modes should rely on two different cognitive processing

systems, visual and aural.r However, it 1Svconceivable.that

L these two modes may actually.share cognitive processingv.

‘:components which only further research would deflne.valmost
’certainly they share auditory components as well as v1sua1 |
1magery components, but it does not explain why a
'lcorrelation,would occur for such divergent stimulus modes as
written and audio.’ Also, 1f shared components account for
Video-audlo correlations, why dld v1deo-wr1tten modes, which
' share;v1sualvand 1magery components, not'correlater
Presumabiy, oneypossible‘explanation.is,thatithe type~of’i
.cognitive processing that is occurringiduring'the encoding,
istorage and retrieval of v1deo 1nformation is more akin to
the proce551ng of audio 1nformation -and quite dlfferent from
| the process1ng of written (1ex1ca1) 1nformation. |
| The same explanation may be at work 1n the analy51s of

variance comparlng active and pa551ve accuracy question

. scores for each stlmulus presentation mode which o

' demonstrated 51gn1ficant differences between v1deo and
~vwr1tten.mode, and the written and audio modes,»butvnotﬂthe“
- video and'audioimode,ysupported»the.predictions madelby’the

cognitive processing theory, since it demonstrated that
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subjects did not perform equally_acrossvpresentation
modelities; “Recall was superior for the written condition,
 but equal for the videe and audio conditions. In spite of
the.obviousbargument, that the subjects are all university
students and-therefore expected'to do well under conditions
that fequire recall from written information, it cannot be
“avoided that cdgnitive proceseihg differenees, pracﬁiced or
not, are at work. Why thentwae no significant difference
found for the video and aﬁdio medality comparison?

An inference which may be drawn from these results is
that the audio-video cognitive processing connection,
supported by these correlations, represents much more than a
- shared audio component. Unlike reading e story and then
recalling diserete bits of information from lexical memory,
the audio and video stories require encoding memory of the
event as a sequence through time. An example of such
retrieval differences weuld involve the target stimulus
"handguns" from the first story. ‘After being presented the
first story, subjects answer the passive question "The
- officers approached‘the~hole armed with . a.
’handguns,‘b.'radi03¢ c. hightsticks, d. none of the above".
For the written format, subjects need only recall

(recognize) the word “handguns"'or'“nightsticks". However,
if the story were received in the video mode the recall
process follows a'differeht'routine, requiring the subject

" to "replay" the action through that poftion of the sequence
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containiné the target detail (the image of handguns or

- nightsticks). The audio mode ié‘ﬁoré puzzling; the story
preSentation‘also occurs through time, as with the video,
but the stimulus is still lexical-(the wo?ds‘"handguns" or
"nightsticks“). Since significant'correiatiOns Werevonly
found in one condition of the written-audio domparisons, the
'encoding and retrieyal proceés for.written words and aurally
presented words must be different;v_‘

In conclusion, the present research has established
that inﬁerrogative éuggestibility does occur across
presentation modalities. Also; support has been shown for
~the influence of cognitive processing difference for both
»interrogative suggestibility and accuracy in the recall of
information from different presentation modalities, but that
discfepancies between predicted and observed béhavior,exist.

fhe iﬁplicatibns for the area of eyewitness testimony |
are far reaching. Suggestibility occurs in various
modalities, and given muitiple eyewitness situations,
suggestibility is pervésive. Tremendous weight is giveh to
the testimony of the eyewitness by both judge and jury in
determining guilt of a suspect. This weight is absolutely
Shocking'in light of the measurable fact that every sﬁbject
exposed to the 15 false details in this study was
suggestible at least two out of three exposures! Even under
the best of observational conditions differences exist

between the Way'people report events that they have actually
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observedband those that they believe (or are led to believe)
they have observed, and neither they nor:the naive listener
are awarevofythe difference.

How many people; innocent or otherwise, haye been
convicted and executed on the word of one eyewitness? How
many stories, anecdotal or otherwise, have told of the
refutation of an eyewitness.account months or yeers after
the cOnviction'of the innocent? Only by discovering a
testable link between an individual’s eyewitness abilities
and measurable’individual differences can we move forward to
ensure tnat justice is served. Should'more predictive
cognitive tests be discovered or developed, it may be
‘ possible,to‘confitm-a person's relative abilities'as an
’eyewitness, Withba_view to assessing whether or not a
witness to'an eyent should be taken at his or her word.
Does this imply thatvpotentiel eyewitnesses should be
administereddsome fofm of cognitive test, in addition to the
traditional "line-up" or nug shot? The obvious response is
that’whatever needs to be‘done,'shouid be‘done; to ensure
fthe protection of the innocent.

It is the responsibility of cognitive psychology to
increase the bodyoof knowledge and understanding of this
veryfhumen task: processind our perceptions of the external
world into an interpretation that we accept as our viewbof
the external world. Suchbknowledge represents to the

- researcher, as to a court of law, the search for truth.
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APPENDIX Atr

SCRI #1 e

fPortland Bureau of Police t
- Central Precinct: FOOT PATROL

"Officer Barry Cook and another officer known only as "John"f]

', proceed through an intersection on their way to patrol the

area under a freeway interchange.  The offlcers, dressed in
‘the standard blue, short sleeve Portland police unlforms,‘
are each armed . w1th handguns and nlghtstlcks. e S

Offlcer Barry Cook. "We’ re going to try to dlscourage people o
~ from living. down here on: the street ‘so they don't become
: v1ct1ms » o . -

They contlnue under the freeway cloverleaf along weed-choked
- paths. : :

.Offlcer Cook: "We ve found body parts down here, people _
stabbed to death. An area like this draws people that are

‘:vy hiding from the pollce.;."'”

',The offlcers pass through a trans1ent camp in. the shelter of
the concrete overpass. Five men lounge by bedrolls and
"~ other ‘personal gear, while a woman. dressed in blue shirt and
. jeans, squats by two dogs' a Doberman Plncer and a belge'

: Labrador retrlever. s : .

';Offlcer Cook._"A lot of the trans1ents are ex-conv1cts._
It’s a good place to go - and hlde.varow a beard and no one
w111 ever know who you are.".‘ : ‘ R ' S

E No one looks toward the offlcers as they pass,'except one

" bearded caucasian man with shoulder-length brown hair,

wearing an unbuttoned brown checkered cotton shirt, and
: holdlng a. dark bundle.» The concrete walls lack any
'_decoratlon or graffltl.; » :

,Offlcer "John"‘é"As a practlce Barry and I try to give them
-~ a chance to move. And we inform them that 1f they come back
we w1ll 01te them."' .

v'John has donned ‘his dark blue w1nd—breaker and both offlcers
: now wear blue baseball style pollce caps.& :

, Offlcer John.;"It's the hard core when-you—tell-us-to—go-to—_w'

_ hell-we’ ’re-going- to-camp—here-anyway, then you can bank on.

1 the fact that you re g01ng to get klcked out "
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9:45 AM The offlcers ascend an embankment toward a hole
that has been dug out under the concrete roadway. They have
drawn their nightsticks and peer into the opening, which is
strewn with trash.

Officer John: "It’s the same ones."

Officer Cook: "Come on out of there! Hey, come on out.
Come on!" ‘

The aperture is approximately two and one half feet high by
three and one half feet wide, through which can be seen a
dirty blue blanket, a light brown coverlet, and the legs of
a man kneeling on a mattress.

Officer John: "Cooking again. Woo (indicating strong
odor) '

John picks up an object, which turns out to be the bottom
"half of an aluminum can. He p01nts out a substance that is
stuck to the surface, near the rim.

Officer John: "That'’s tar heroin."

Officer Cook: "Whoowee! It’s strong in there! Looks like
somebody made the hole a little bit bigger." :

Officer John: "Just make 'em pull their pants down when you
get ’‘em out here. Make ’‘em pull their pants down.

The two suspects crawl slowly out of the opening. The first
suspect to crawl out of the opening, suspect #1, is a 5 ft.

9 in. latino male with medium-length, dark brown hair, an
untrimmed moustache, and several days growth of facial hair.
He is attired in a black imitation leather jacket over white
undershirt and grey pants. He wears a nervous smile,
showing teeth. His sneakers are untied.

Officer Cook: "Solino! So we meet again. Huh? Who’s your
friend; same guy?"

The other man, suspect #2, is 5 ft. 6 in. latino wearing
black pants and a blue pull-over shirt under a black and
white plaid long-sleeve shirt. This suspect also has a
moustache, although he is otherwise clean shaven. He does
not smile. Officer John begins to search this man, while
Officer Cook takes charge of searching Suspect #1.

Officer Cook indicates to John that he has found something:
"This one’s under arrest."
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Officer John: "What’s he got?"
Officer Cook: "Tar."

Suspect #1_(ovér his shoulder, in a heavy spanish éccent):
"It’s not my jacket!"

Officer Cook: "Put your hands behind your head. Put your
hands on the back of your head, now." Officer Cook takes
~each of his hands in turn and cuffs them behind his back.
"Well, I’'m afraid you missed something, pal."

Suspect #1: "It’s not my jacket."

Officer Cook: "That’s tar heroin. You’re under arrest, for

about the tenth time. Yeah, well you missed this one. You

missed this one. Yeah." The suspect continues to indicate

that he does not own the garment in which drugs were found.

- "That’s not your jacket? Hey, what can I say? Just doing
my job." ’ . '

Officer Cookvcontinues to search the suspect’s black jacket,
starting with the right inside pockets.

Officer Cook: "Sée, know you’re in trouble. Your under
arrest for a felony, okay? What can I say, man? We asked
you to stay out of the area. And that’s it. We don’t want
you to come back here; don’t do it."

Officef Cook searches the suspect’s trouser pockets, right
rear first, and then the left rear. The second time he

- reaches into the pocket he quickly withdraws his hand.
Officer Cock: "I just got bit."

 Officer?John:,"On'what?"

Officer Cook: "A needle"

Officer John: "God dammit.. Where at?"

Officer Cook: "In His backfpbcket."

Cook squeezes the middle finger of his right hand, drawing
blood out of the wound. John pulls the syringe out of the
pocket, then tosses it away. : B

- Officer John: "Just make it bleed as much as you can; just
keep it bleeding."
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- Officer Cook (still:sgueézing his finger): "Well, I hope you
don’t have AIDS or anything, pal! Are you okay here,vJohn?"

Officer John (cuffing suspeCt #2): "Yep. Go ahead and take
him with you, and throw hlm in the back seat." ‘

Cook leads suspect_#l down the slope'of,the embankment and
over to the patrol car. The suspect enters the right rear
door of the white squad car with blue markings. John soon
arrives with suspect #2, who is placed into the vehicle
" through the right rear door. ‘A train rolls by in the
background. Cook is looklng through the First Aid Kit in
the trunk :
Officer‘Cook' "I didn’t even see the syrlnge in his pocket "
'rOfflcer John: "The needle was bent that's why it got you.
I’m going to take the other one for prohibited camping:
Criminal trespass, actually - Criminal trespass on the
hlghway right of way." ’ :
Officer John: "Most of ’‘em if you talk to them about it, you
say: ’‘if you’ve got a needle, tell me, I don’t want to stick
myself’, they’ll look you right in the eye and lie to you."

 officer Cook: "Now I’ve got to worry about this for the next
ten years." ‘ B .

(Word Count: 1100)
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SCRIPT #2

Harris County Sheriff Department - Houston, Texas
Street Patrol

Deputy James Bilinovich, 27 years old, has well-trimmed
dark-brown hair, and moustache. His Harris County Sheriff’s
uniform consist of a dark brown shirt, khak1 trousers w1th
brown stripe, and khaki tie.

'12:09 A.M. - Deputy Bilinovich: "I don’t like thieves.
We’ve got a lot of car thieves out here. I’ve had two cars
stolen in the past ten years, so I’ve got a kind of a bad
taste in my mouth. So when I ’‘pop’ a car thief; get to
chase ’em and catch ’em... that’s a good high."

Deputy Bilinovich, responding to a suspicious vehicle call,
radios to the Communications Center: "Forty-two sixty-three,
I’'m going to be southbound on Cedar, trying to get what

- looks like a cream-colored Buick." The dash of Bilinovich’s
patrol car is free of weapons.

In pursuit, the siren wails as Deputy Bilinovich closes in
on the suspect vehicle. Speeding along the freeway, the
patrol car passes a tow truck at 85 mph. "Looks like
they’re not going to stop." The car he’s following turns
right, onto a two-lane road, which is called Three-Sisters
Road. "They’re running."

The vehicle is a tan sedan (two-door) with a dark top. On
the highway through town, they pass an Econo Lodge. "“OKkay,
when they bail out I’m going after the driver. You all
watch any passengers; watch their heads, because when they
bail out they’re gonna scatter "

The suspect vehlcle runs. a red llght “then passes two cars.
"We’re headed down into the city." ‘

- "Looks like they’re lost," the deputy observes as they
“accelerate through a green light. "I’m not sure they know
where they’re at. Looks like it’s going to be a car load of

juveniles. Lot’s of little heads looking back at us."

They pass'a Service station on the right of the road.
"We’re doing about 80 now."

"We’re down in the city now, so we should get some back-up
from the city."

The vehicle speeds through another red light. "The City
(police vehicle) is behind us... Looks like he’s going to

63



join us." They pass a Chevron statlon. Up: ahead is a
"McDonald’s on the right, after Wthh they make an uncertaln
: lane change to. the left ‘ e : o

On the radio one of the other pursulng offlcers notes.,’
“They re g01ng about 85 mph now."_ : : v

‘1_Suddenly the suspect vehlcle veers. to the right, mlsses the
- turn, and skids out of control into an empty parking lot.
With a long,screech‘of tires, it spins 180 degrees and
sparks fly from the front end. Slldlng backward now, the
car turns back to the left and comes to rest facing straight
ahead again, directly in. front of the pursulng sheriff’s
vehlcle. In the d1stance a Food Land ‘store is 111um1nated

Deputy B111nov1ch screeches to a halt ten feet in back of
- the suspect vehicle, and instantly another police car is
- pulling to within a few feet of the driver’s door. The
ypassenger door opens, but before anyone can exit Deputy _
- Bilinovich has leaped out of ‘his vehicle and leveled his -
_serv1ce revolver.- He carrles a flashllght 1n hlS left hand.u

"Okay, let's see your hands'" BllanV1Ch yells. "Everybody'
~ Let’s see some hands. Alright, don’t nobody move! Don’t
- . get out of the car, stay where you’ re at L /

‘ Three police vehlcles have arrlved ' Several officers, with
guns drawn, surround the car. A pair of hands are held out’
the open passenger door. ' The city pollce officer, wearing
blue shirt (no tie), black pants and black jacket, has
crossed over to the right to cover the passenger-side door.
In his left hand he ‘holds a flashllght very close to the

‘ 1eft 51de of hlS face. , ‘

Deputy B111nov1ch'-"0kay, Rlchard' Take thelpasSengervside
‘for me. I’ll cover here. Go ahead and take them out: bring
them out one at a time." ‘Then to the suspects: "Alright,
on the ground face down. . Get on the-ground. Hands.behind‘
'Your ‘head." : o S o o

Another sheriff’s vehlcle pulls up after the four suspects
are already prone on the ground, hands behind their heads.
One by one, Bilinovich kneels onto each suspect placing hls
rlght knee into the small of each suspect’s back, and - .
thoroughly frisks each. The first suspect is a young male
teenager, wearlng a- yellow plald shlrt SRR

1 Deputy B111nov1ch kneels on the back of one of the suspects

'~ (wearing a white sh1rt with grey stripes), as he cuffs,
_;flrst h1s 1eft hand then hls rlght : ThlS boy groans loudly ~
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1n'dlscomfort.; Wlthout s1ncer1ty, Deputy B111nov1ch says
"Oh, excuse me. "

"Okay, Rlchard who was the last one you brought out’" ,
- Richard p01nts.‘,"Are you the driver?" he asks the boy, who
saysg"No "o "You weren't the dr1ver7 Who was. dr1v1ng7"'

Still groaning, the suspect says. "I ‘was in the back seat "
,Deputy Bilinovich gets up off the boys back._‘"stay put "

- He kneels down to handcuff the boy wearing the dark Jacket

over a red T-shlrt and . blue -jeans. "Put your hand back
here, Hoss.“' : : B o S

Another offlcer observes. “Thls is the drlver here "
"Were you dr1v1ng°" asks Deputy B111nov1ch.: .
v"Yes, s1r." answers the suspect

- ."Yes, s1r." repeats Deputy B111nov1ch pattlng the ‘boy on o
‘the face. "Good deal. ‘Guess what? You re golng to jall.

'j‘How old are you’"_,

"Fourteen."’ The suspect replles. '

 "Fourteen." the deputy repeats 1ncredulously.'f"Comefon,
s1t up." ‘ : : S '

Puttlng the suspect 1nto the drlver s 51de rear door of thev
black pollce car with white marklngs, ‘deputy Bilinovich
tells him: "Watch your. head getting in there. There you :
- go." The 911 Emergency telephone number is palnted just
behlnd the rear ‘window. , : :

'.Deputy B111nov1ch sums up the evenlng on the rlde to the

station. . »

~ "They’1ll get them to the station; I’11 call juvenlle i ,

' detention, give them their names. But if none of these kids

" has been handled before for any type of a crlme, they'll

.‘release them to their parents. “They may not" even spend. the _
night in ja1l. It’s going to depend on who we get a hold of -

_ down there in juvenile, and whether they’ve been handled

-before.: So, that’s what’s kind of frustratlng in some of - -
~ this: that we get into a chase like this; with the speeds we
' were up to. We jerk them out of the car, get them all - L
- cuffed and stumped, and find out that they’re fourteen: years :
- 0ld and under. They may walk. I’1l1 still be at the station
doing my report and they re already on the way ‘home w1th
mamma." v :
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"They may be kiddy crooks, but they grow up to be big
Crooks. ‘ _ 2
A crook is a crook, as far as I’m concerned."

(Word Count: 1100)
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SCRIPT #3

Tucson, Arizona
Tucson Police Department

9:48 P.M., Shooting Call - Radio: "Reference to a yellow
sedan... there are four females, three males in the vehicle
and a .22 handgun."

Officer Terri O’Rourke: "We’re going to a shooting victim.
Somebody just called in and said that somebody had been
‘'shot. Three males left the scene, eastbound, in a yellow-
colored vehicle." :

Speeding through a tunnel, the siren wails as Officer
O’Rourke, dressed in the blue long-sleeve shirt and dark
blue slacks of the Tucson Police Department, guides the car
past a Circle K on the way to the scene. She wears glasses.
There is a great deal of confusion at the scene of the
shooting. Other emergency vehicles had already arrived,
including a green Tucson City Fire Dept. engine.

Radio: "On Speedway... they just threw something out the
window."

A black male witness (approximately 5 ft. 8 in., 150 - 160
lbs.), wearing a brown jacket, white T-shirt with logo, and
a plain black baseball cap, is excitedly telling officers
about the shooting. He shows where he had been standing
when the shots were fired (behind a blue two-tone pick-up
truck). "They were right there," he points to a spot a few
feet away in the apartment complex parking lot. "I thought
I was dead! I felt it on my neck. They said: ‘You wanna
play?’ - BOOM, BOOM, BOOM. My brother was right there on
the phone. If I’d been out there, they’d have gotten me
with all of ’‘em." A few feet away from his position behind
the pick-up, against a white-washed wall, is an open phone
booth with a chair in front of it.

Officer O’Rourke: "Is that your brother over there?" she
asks, pointing to a large black male (6 ft. 3 in., 240
lbs.), wearing a black sleeveless sweat-shirt. The witness
confirms. "Okay, do me a favor: have a seat. Just sit down
for a minute." '

Other officers are interviewing the shooting victim, whose
name is "Willie". Willie: "Me and my brother were just
sitting there talking on the phone. They said: ‘Do you ‘
wanna shoot?’ I said: ‘I ain’t got no gun, how am I gonna
shoot?’ I thought they were playing. And then they just
started shooting." Willie lifts up his shirt, exposing a
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small hole approximately 1% in. to the right of his navel.
Officers are scanning the white plaster wall behind the
phone booth looking for more bullet holes.

officer O’Rourke explains to a supervising officer what she
‘has pieced together from the story: "He says that they came
here to visit a female named Bertha, who lives in one of the
apartments. Basically what we have is one brother who has
been hit with what appears to be shrapnel, or (we’re
guessing) a .22 cal; at this point we don’t know. The other
brother is standing here with him, but they can I.D. the
shooters. Apparently one of the females lives in the
complex, and took off in a car. Two of our units have them
stopped south of here."

Officer O’Rourke asks Willie if he’ll go to the suspects’
location to identify them: "What I want you to do is tell me
when we get there who you recognize and who you don’t." She
also asks: "Are you gonna go to the doctor, or what?" En
route to the place where the suspect vehicle was stopped,
she asks Willie: "Did you get into a fight with them, or
what?"

"No," Willie replies. "It was my brother who was talking to
them. I wasn’t even in it. I was just standing up there.
You see, me and my brother were coming down the stairs from
a friend’s house. He stopped by Bertha’s house. My brother
was talkin’ some noise... he was just playin’ with them, you
know? That girl, who was driving, got smart; she started
talkin’ back. She was saying to get out of her house. Which
it’s not her house, it’s Bertha’s house. Sammy started this
stuff. He should have minded his own business. He stopped
by the house; I said I was going to go home and watch the
news. He said that they were runnin’ a little whorehouse.

I don’t know how that got started. That’s what the girl got
mad over. They started shooting. I thought they were just
shooting blanks. Hit me and the wall and stuff. I went by
the other house, and saw my shirt and that I’d been hit."

They arrive at the arrest scene. Officer O’Rourke shuts the
lights off inside the police car, "So that when Willie comes
by to give some I.D. on these people, they can’t see in, to

see who’s identifying them. It gives him some anonymity...

and protects everybody." ‘

Willie is positive about his identification. "Yeah. That’s
them, right there. That’s all of them, right there."

Officer O’Rourke (to radio): "Four Seven Seven Three. Put

the three males together." They are lined up for
identification. The first suspect is has remained seated on
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the pavement wearlng a blue: sweat-shlrt jeans, and long
brown hair that covers most of his face. One of the
standing suspects wears a white shirt, jeans, white tennis.
shoes, and short, dark hair. The last male suspect also has
- short hair, but wears a red plaid huntlng vest over a. tan
long~sleeved pull-cver shirt, and jeans. Lo

Again W1111e is sure. "Yeah. That’s all three of them,
there. I don’t know which one did the shooting, though."

- Officer O’Rourke reports to one of the on-scene supervisors:
"He I.D’s all of them. Three that were standing; everybody

“that was in the car. He can’t pick out who was doing the

shootlng, but he says that it was one of the males."

Offlcer O Rourke and another officer check out the suspect
vehicle through the windows and see two revolvers in the
center of the front seat. "Oh, baby! 1It’s a pretty big
looking gun... a couple of them. They (the suspects) all
look like juveniles. They appear to be between the ages of
sixteen and eighteen."

Later, back on patrol Officer O’Rourke sums up the

evenlng s events: "The man who was shot in the stomach went
"in for exploratory surgery. = They did not find the bullet
inside of him. It may have h1t him and grazed off, which it
didn’t look like it. He’ll be in the hospital for the next
couple of days. They’ve arrested one male for aggravated
assault, and they’1ll "long form" the others. Ba51ca11y all
that means 1s that it’s an ong01ng 1nvest1gat10n L

" "So, there are other arrests pendlng "

(Word Count: 1100)
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 APPENDIX B

'7‘Tmmmmuw 1,“
(Quotatlons denote soundtrack from v1deo recordlng),ls

.rtNARRATION.‘ Portland Bureau of Pollce ,

‘?,QVCentral Prec1nct - FooT PATROL :

"Offlcer Barry Cook and another offlcer known only as "John"
”proceed through an 1ntersect10n on thelr way to patrol the'
iarea under a freeway 1nterchange. The offlcers, dressed in
the standard blue, short sleeve Portland pollce unlforms;
are each armed w1th handguns and nlghtstlcks. i
officer Barry Cook' NWe? 're going to try to dlscourage people
‘from 11v1ng down here on the street, soﬂthey don’t become"
v1ct;ms."v" |

They-CQntinue'under the'freewaylcloyerleaf'along weed%ohoked
paths. | | v | |

; Offlcer cook: "We ve found body parts down here; people
stabbed to death " An area llke thlS draws people that'are
hldlng from the pollce... o ; | R
The‘offlcers pass through a transient camp'in‘the shelter of
the‘concrete‘0verpass., F1ve men lounge by bedrolls and |
‘other personal gear, whlle a_woman dressed in blue shlrt and_y
jeans, squats by two dogs' a Doberman Plncer and a belge"

Labrador retrlever.
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Offiéef Cook: UA'lot of the transients are ex-convicts.
it'$ avgood place to go and hide. Grow a beard and no one
will ever know Who you are."

No.oﬁe looks toward the officers as they pass, except one
bearded caucasian man with shoulder-length brown hair,
wearing an unbuttoned brown checkered cotton shirt, and -
holding a dark bundle. The concrete walls‘lack any
~decoration or graffiti.

Officer "John": "As a practice Barry and I try to give them’
a chance to move. And we inform them that if they come back
we will cite them."

John has donned his dark blue wind—breakef and both officers
now wear- blue béseba114style‘police caps.

Officer John: "It’s the hard core when—you-téll—us—to-go-to—
hell-we’re-going-to-camp-here-anyway, then you can bank on

. thé»fact that:youfre~goihq to get kicked out."

 9:45.AM The 6fficers ascend an embankment toward a hole
that has‘beenrdug out under the concrete roadway. They have
drawn their nightsticks and peér into the opening, which is
strewn with trash. | o

Officer John: "It’s the same ones."

Officer Cook: "Come on out of there! Hey, come on out.

Come on!™" |

The aperture is approximately two and one half feet high by

three and one half feet wide, through which can be seen a
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dirty blue blanket, a light brown coverlét, and fhe legs of
~a man kneeling on a mattress,

Officer John: "Cookingvégain. Woo (indicating strong

odor) .n o |

John piCks”up,aﬁ‘dbject;”Which fﬁrhs out to be the bottom |
half of’an a1uminum can. ' He pbintsrout a substance that is
stUck.to'the sufface, near the rim.

Officer John: "That’s tar heroin."

Officer Cook: "Whoowee! It'skstrong in there! Looks like
somebody made the hole a little bit bigger." |

Officer Jéhn: "Just make ’‘em pull their pants down when you
get ‘em out here. Make ’‘em pull their pants down.

The two suspects crawl slowly out of the opening. The first
suspect to crawl out of the opening, suspect #1, is a 5 ft. |
9 in. latino male with medium-length, dark brown hair, an
untrimmed moustache, and several days growth of facial hair.
He is attired ih a black imitation leather jacket over white
undershirt and grey pants. He wears a nervous snile,
‘showing teeth. His sneakers are untied.

Officer Cook: "Solino! So we meet again. Huh? ‘Who’s your
friend; same guy?"

The other man, suspect #2, is 5 ft. 6 in. latino wearing

~ black pants and a blue pﬁll-over shirt under a black and
white'plaid‘long-sleeve shirt. This suspect also has a

moustache, although he is otherwise clean shaven. He does
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not smile. Officer John begins to search this man, while
officer Cook takes charge of searching Suspect #1.

Officer Cook indicates to John that he has found something:
"This one’s under arrest." |
Officer John: "What’s he got?"

Officer Cook: "Tar;" o

_Susﬁect #1 (over his shoulder, in a heavy spanish accent):
"It’s not my jacket!"

Officer Cookﬁ "Put your hands behind your head. Put your
hands on the back of your head, now." Officer Cook takes
‘each of his hands in turn and cuffé them behind his back.
"Well, I’m afraid you missed somethihg, pai." |

Suspect #1: "It’s not my jacket." |

Officer Cook: "That’s tar heroin. You’re under arrest, fbr
about the tenth time. Yeah, well you missed this one. You
‘missed this one. Yeah." The suspect continues to indicate
that he does not own the‘garment"ih which drugs were found.
ﬁThat's_not‘yQur jacket? Hey, what can I say? Just doing
ny jOb;“ . . S ‘ ,
Offiéét”CbCk éontinﬁés'to‘Search the suspect’s black jacket,
starting with the right inside pockets. |
Officer Cook: "See, know you’re in trouble. Your under
arrest for a felony, okay? What dan I say, man?_ We asked

you to stay out of the area. And that’s it. WE don’t want

|
you to come back here; don’t do it."
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-Officer Cook’searches the suspect's trodser'bockets,.rightv
rear‘first‘ and then the left rear. The second time he
reaches into the pocket he qulckly Wlthdraws hlS hand

vOfflcer;Cook; "T just got bit." o

Officer John:*“On what?"

Officer'Cookﬁ "A needle"~f

Officer John: “God-daﬁmit. Where at?"

‘Offlcer Cook:'“In histback pocket.u

Cook squeezes the middle flnger of his rlghtvhand draw1ng
blood‘out of the wound. John pulls‘the syringe,out of the
pocket, then tosses it away. | |

Officer'dohn: ﬁJust make'it'bleed'as much as you can; just
keep it bleeding." | |

Officer:Cook (Still sqneezing,his‘finger)é "Well, I hope you
don't:have AIDS’or anYthing, pal! Are‘you.okaY‘here, John?"
Officer‘John,(cuffing'suspect #2): “Yep."Go ahead and take

~him with‘you,‘and throw him in the back seat."

'Cook‘leads suspect #lddown the slope of the‘embankment and
oVer to the.patrol car. The suspect enters the right rear
doorjofkthekwhite.squad car with blue markings. John soon

»barrives with SuSpect #2 who is placed into the vehicle
‘through the rlght rear door.‘»A traln rolls by in the
Zbackground. Cook is looklng through the Flrst Aid Kit 1nv
‘the trunk

Officer,¢ook:M"I.didn't even See,the syringe in his pocket."
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Officér John: "The‘needle was benﬁ, thatfs why it got-yéu.
I'm.gaing to take the othéf'one fof prbhibited'camping:‘
Criminal trespass, aCtually. Criminal trespass on the
'highwéy right of Way." | |
bdfficér John:v"qut'of ’em if you'talk.to'them aboﬁt«it, you
say:,?if yqufve gbt é needle,»tell mé) I don/t want to stick
mySelf’;’they’ll look you right in the eye'and‘iie'to you,"
‘Officer Cook: "NOwkIfQé,gqt to worry about this foffthe‘neXt

ten years."
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TRANSCRIPT 2
(Quotations denote soundtrack from video recording);
NARRATION: Harris County Sheriff bepartmentv? Houston;
Texas |
Street Patrol
beputy James Bilinovich, 27 years old,lhas well-trimmed
dark-brown hair, and moustache. His Harriskéounty Sheriff’s
uniform consist of a dark brown shirt, khaki trousers with
brown stripe, and khaki tie. |
12?69 A.M. - Deputy Bilinovich: "I don’t like thieves.
We'vevgot a lot of car thieves out here. TI'’ve hadvtwo cars
stolen in the‘past‘ton years, so I’ve got a kind of a bad
taste in my mouth. So when I ’pop’ a car thief; get to
chase ‘em and catch ’em... that’s a good high."
Deputy Bilinovich, responding to a suspicious vehicle call,
radios to the Communications Center: "Forty-two sixty-three,
I’m going to be southbound on Cedar, trying to get what
looks llke a cream—colored Buick." The dash of Bilinovich’s
patrol car is free of weapons.
In pursuit, the siren wails as Depufy Bilinovich closes in
on the suspect vehicle. - Speéding along the freeway, the
patrol car passes a tow truck at 85 mph. "Looks like
they’re not going to stop." The car he’s following tﬁrns
right, onto a two—lané road, which is called Throe—sisters

Road. "They’re running."
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The Vehicle'is.a'tan~sedan (two-door) with é dark top. On
the highway through'town,>they pass an Econo‘Lodge.‘ "Okay,
whenAthey bail out I’m going aftér the‘d;iver. You all
wafch'any passengers; watch their heads, beCause when they
bail ouf theY're gonné scatter."

The-suspest'VéhiCIe runs é red‘light; then passes two cars.
"We’re headed down into the city."

"Looks like they’re lost," the deputy observes as they
accelerate through a green light. "I’m not sure they know
where they’re at. Looks like it’s goinglto be a car load of
juveniles. Lot’s of little heads looking back at us."

They pass a Service station on the right of the road.
"We’re doing about 80 now."

"We’re down in the city now, so we should get some back-up
from the city."

The Vehicle speeds through another red light. "The City
(police vehicle) is behind us... Looks like he’s going to
join us." They pass a Chevron station. Up ahead is a
McDonald’s on the right, after which they make an uncertain
lane change to the left.

On the radio one of the other pursuing officers notes:
"They’re going about 85 mph, now."

Suddenly the suspect vehicle veers to the right, misses the
tufn, and skids out of control into an empty parking lot.
With a long screech of tires, it spins 180 degrees and

sparks fly from the front end. Sliding backward now, the
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car turns back to the left and comes to rest facing straight
ahead again, directly in front of the pursuing sheriff’s
vehicle. ‘In the distance a Food Land store is illuminated.
Deputy Bilinovich screeches to a halt ten feet in back of
the suspect vehicle, and instantly another police car is
‘pulling to within a few feet of the driver’s door. The
passenger door opens, but before anyone can exit Deputy
Bilinovich has leaped out of his vehicle and leveled his
service revolver. He carries a flashlight in his left hand.
"Okay, let’s see your hands!" Bilinovich yells. "Everybody!
Let’s see some hands. Alright, don’t nobody move! Don’t
get out of the car; stay where you’re at.”

Three police vehicles have arrived. Several officers, with
guns drawn, surround the car. A pair of hands are held out
the open passenger door. The city police officer, wearing
blue‘shirf (no tie), black pants and black jacket, has
crossed over to the right to cover the passenger-side door.
In his left hand he holds a flashlight very close to the
left side of his face. |

Deputy Bilinovich: "okay, Richard! Take the passenger side
for me. I’ll cover here. ~Go ahead and take them out: bring
them out one at a time." ‘Then to the suspects: "Alright,
on the ground face down. Get on the ground. Hands behind
your head."

Another sheriff’s vehicle pulls up after the four suspects

are already prone on the ground, hands behind their heads.
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One by-one,‘Bilinovich kneels onto each suspect, placing his
'right kneevinto,the small ofveach suspect's back and -

"thoroughly:frisks-eaCh., The flrst suspect is a young male

bh. teenager wearlng a yellow plald shlrt.

7Deputy B111nov1ch kneels on the back of one of the suspects
,(wearlng a whlte ‘shirt w1th grey strlpes),.as he cuffs, "
flrst h1s left hand then hlS rlght. Thls boy groans loudly‘ ;

‘["1n dlscomfort. Wlthout s1ncer1ty, Deputy B111nov1ch says

‘,'"Oh excuse me.""

"Okay, Rlchard " who was the last one you brought out?"
"R;chard polnts. ."Are you the dr1ver9" he asks the boy, who_

';”says "NO”",,"You weren't the dr1ver7 -Who was dr1v1ng°"

'”'Stlll groanlng, the suspect says' "I was 1n the back seat "

' ‘[jDeputy B111nov1ch gets up off the boys back "Stay put."

He kneels down to handcuff the boy wearlng the dark jacket
”over a red T shlrt andﬂblue-Jeans, ;"Put your_handpback
'ffhere, Hoss."}r” o R

fUAnother offlcer‘observe5°'"Thisais»the driver‘here;" L

5"Were you dr1v1ng°" asks Deputy B111nov1ch.

: "Yes,'s1r." :answers the suspect

k'”"Yes, s1r." repeats Deputy B111n0v10h, pattlng the boy on

"Fkthe face.. "Good deal.- Guess what’ You re g01ng to jail.

ddwfyHow old are you?"‘y;

'nf "Fourteen."ﬁ The suspect replles.,

'"Fourteen."" the deputy repeats 1ncredulously. "Come'on,_

o slttup."'
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Puttlng the suspect 1nto the drlver s s1de rear door of the
black pollce car w1th whlte marklngs, deputy B111nov1ch
tells him: "Watch your head gettlng in there. .There you‘
.go "o The 911 Emergency telephone number 1s palnted just
behind the rear w1ndow.v_’

Deputy‘Blllnonch.sums up the evening onmthevridevto the‘

" station. - | ’. v |
bb,,"They7ll get them to the station; l’ll call juvenile
.detention,]give them their names. But if none,of these kids
has“heen handled before<for anyftype of a'crime,‘theyflll
release'them to their parents.:vThey may not even spend the
night‘in jaii.; It'S'going'to’depend on'who we get a holdloft
down there 1n juvenlle, and whether they ve been handled
before. So, that’s what’s kind of frustratlng in some of
th1s. that we get 1nto a. chase llke thls, w1th the speeds we |
‘were up to. We jerk them out of the car, get them all
cuffed and stumped, and flnd out:that they re fourteen years
old'and'underr They may walk.'lI)ll stillvbe at the station
doing’my report, and they’re already-ondthe wayvhome with vh
mamma-. " | ‘ | L |
'“They:may;be kiddy‘crooksﬁ but‘they‘grow:updto.be’big |
Crooks. | | o | | | E

A crook is a crook, as far as I’m concerned."
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TRANSCRIPT #3

(Quotations denote souhdtrack from video recording).

| NARRATION: Tucson, Arizona

‘Tucson Police Department

9:48 P.M.; Shooting Ccall - Radio: "Reference to a yellow
sedan...tthere are four females, three males ih the vehicle
and a .22 handgun.ﬁ | |

Officer Terri O’Rourke: "We’re going to a'shooting victim.
Somebody just calied,in and said that somebody had been
shot.v.Three males left the scene, eastbound, in a yellow-
colored vehicle." |

Speeding through a tunnel, the siren wails as Officer
0’Rourke, dressed in the blue long-sleeve shirt and dark

‘blue slacks of the Tucson Police Department guldes the car

' fpast a C1rcle K on the way to the scene. She wears glasses.

There ls a,great deal of confus;on at.the scene of the
shooting. Othef emergency'vehioles had already arrived,
inciudihg'a oreeﬁ Tucgon City Fire‘Dept. engine.

Radio: "On Speedway... they just threw something out the
Window,"

A black male w1tness (approx1mately 5 ft. 8 in., 150 - 160
1bs. ), wearing a brown jacket, white T-shirt w1th logo, and
a plain black baseball cap, is excitedly-telling officers
about the shooting. He shows where he had been standing
when the shots were fired (behind'a_blue two-tone pick-up

truck). "They were right there," he points to a spot a few
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feet away in the apartment complex parking lot. "I thought
'i was dead! 'Iﬂfeltvit on my neck. They said: ‘You wanna
play?’ ?3BOQM,'BOOM, BObM.. My brother Was‘right there on
the'phdne.' If I’d been out\there, they'a have gotten me
Withﬁall of 'em," :A few feet away.fﬁbm‘his position behind
the pickjup, againstfa white-washed wall, is an open phone
booﬁh wifh a chair in front of it.

OfficerFO’Rourke: "Is that YOUr brother over there?" she
‘asks, pointing‘to a latge black male (6 ft. 3 in., 240
lbs.), wearing a black sleeveless sweat-shirt. The witness
confirms. "Okay, do me a favor: have a seat. Just sit down
for a minuté."

Other offiéers are interviewing the shooting victim, whose
name is "Willie". Willie: "Me and my brother were just
sitting there talking on the phone. They said: ‘Do you
wanna’shoot?' I said: ‘i éin't got no gun, how am I gonna
shoot?’ I thought they»were playing. And then they just
startédvshooting." Willie lifts up his shirt, exposing a
small hole approximate1y 1% in. to the right of his navel.
 Officers afe scanning the white plaster wall behind the
phone booth looking for~more bullet holes.

officer O’Rourke explains to a supervising officer what she
has pieced together'from the story: "He says that they came
hére tb,visit a female named Bertha, who lives in one of the
apartments. BasiCally‘what we have is one brother'whd has

been hit with what appears to be shrapnel, or (we’re
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guessing) a .22 cal; at this point we don’t.knqw. The other
brother is staﬁding here with him, but they can I.D. the
shooters. Apparently one 6f the females lives in the
complex, and took‘off in a car. Two of our units have them
stopped sduth of here."
Officer O’Rourke asks Willie if he’ll go to the sﬁspecté’
locationvto identify them: "What I want yéu to do is tell me
when we get‘there Who you recognize and who you don’t." She
also asks: "Arevyouvgonna go to the doctor, or what?"_ En
route to the place where the suspect vehicle was Stopped,
she asks Willie: "Did YOu get into a fight with them, or
what?"¥
"No," Willie replies. "It was my brothér who was talking to
them. I waSn’t}eVen iniit; I was just standing up theré.
You see, me and my”bfothér were coﬁing dowh the stairs frbm
- a friend’s housé. Hé stqpped by Bertha’s house. My brother
was_talkin' some noise... heiwas just playin’ with them, you
know? That girl, who Was dfiving, éot smart; she started
talkin’ back. She was saying to get out of her house. Which
- it’s not her house, it’s Bertha’s house. ‘Sammy started‘this
stuff. He should have minded his.own business. He stopped
by the house; I said I was going‘to go home and watch the
news. He said that they were runnin' a little whorehouse.
I don’t know how that got started. That's what the girl got

mad over. They started shooting. I thought they were just
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' TShooting;bianks;g Hlt ‘me and the wall and stuff. I went by

"h'the“other house, and saw my shirt and that I'd been hit."

"thhey arrlve at the arrest scene. Offlcer o’ Rourke shuts the

Tllghts,off'lns1de'the pollce-car,i"So that when Wlllle comes
sby to-giveﬁsomejI.D. on these people, they can’t see in, to
seehwho’s identifying them,' It gives hlm some~anonym1ty...
”and protects everybody " o
‘Wlllle is p051t1ve about hls 1dent1f1cat10n..‘"Yeah}l That;s
*.them,yrlght there. That’s all of them, right there."
-Offlcer o’ Rourke (to radlo) ﬁFour_Seven‘Seven Three.»rPut
’.the‘three-males together." They~are-iined up for
’pidentification. The first suspect 1s has remalned seated on
'the pavement wearlng a blue sweat shlrt jeans,'and long
brown ha1r that covers most of hlS face. One of the |
‘estandlng suspects wears a wh1te shlrt jeans, white‘tennis
‘shoes, and short dark halr. The last male suspect also has
:; short ha1r, but wears a red p1a1d huntlng vest over a tan .
long-sleeved pull over shlrt and jeansal |
EAgaln Wlllle 1s sure. "Yeah. That's all three of them,‘
there., I don’t know Wthh one dld the shootlng, though "
"Offlcer 0 Rourke reports to one of the on-scene superv1sors.
‘"He I D’s all of them.; Three that were standlng, everybody
that was in the car.é He can't plck out who was. d01ng the
'shootlng, but he says that 1t was one of the males."'
' Offlcer O Rourke and another offlcer check out the suspect

vehlcle‘_through the w1ndows_and‘see two‘revolvers'in the
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center of the front seat."“dh, baby!,‘It;s_é,pfetty big
lookingvgun.;; a couple ofithem. Théy»(the‘suépecté)'all
look like juveniles. They appear:to be between the ages of
sixteen and eighteen." | | “

Later, back on patrol, OffiCef.o;Rourke sums up the
eveningfs.eVents: “The maniwho waé shot inlthe stomaCh went
in for exploratory surgery. Théy did not find the bullet‘
 inside of_him, It may have hit him and grazed off, which it
didn’t look like it. He’ll be in the hospital_for the next’
couple of days. They’ve arrested one male for aggravated v
assault, and they’1ll "1ong fofm" the othefs. Bésically all
that means is that it's‘én ongoing investigation."

"So, there are other arrests pending."
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APPENDIX C

ACTIVE QUESTIONS

Answer the fbllowing 20 questions in the spaces provided.
Answer all questions based only on information from the
story presentation. Be as accurate as possible,

but please keep your answers brief.

PLEASE TURN TO THE FIRST PAGE NOW AND BEGIN
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10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

19.
20.

I.D.#

QUESTION SET A (C): Script #1

In which city did this story take place?

What is the name of the officer who was injured?

In what area of the 01ty did the foot patrol of tran51ent
camps. occur?

What is the primary color of the Portland police uniforms?
One of the officers describes finding stabbing victims as
well as ,
Besides the woman, how many people resided in the first
transient camp?

While on foot patrol, d1d either of the officers wear a
helmet?

Were any graffiti or other signs described?

How many dogs was the woman in the first transient camp
holding?

At what time did the offlcers approach the suspects who
were living in the hole under the roadway?

Which officer first observed that the suspects had been
"cooking again"?

What did one of the officers find in the bottom of the
can?

When the officers approached the opening with nlghtstlcks
drawn, where were the suspects?

Which officer wore a jacket?

Oon which hand was the officer’s flnger injured?

What did the officer do with the syringe that was found on
the suspect?

For what offence was the suspect with the syringe
arrested?

Into which pocket did the officer put the drug that was
found in the possession of suspect #17?

What was the suspect, on whom the drug was found, wearing?
What were the names of the officers in this story?
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10.
11,
12.
13.
14.
 15.

16.
17.
18.

19.
20.

I.D.#

QUESTION SET A (E): Script #1

In which city did this story take place?

What is the name of the officer who was injured?

In what area of the city did the foot patrol of transient
camps occur? _
What is the primary color of the Portland police un1forms°
One of the officers descrlbes finding shooting victims as
well as

Besides the woman, how many people resided in the first
transient camp? ‘

While on foot patrol, did either of the officers wear a
helmet?

Besides the graffiti in spanish, were there any other
signs described?

How many dogs was the woman in the first transient camp
holding?

At what time did the officers approach the suspects who
were living in the hole under the roadway?

Which officer first observed that the suspects had been
"smoking again"?

What did one of the officers find in the bottom of the

can?.

When the offlcers approached the openlng with handguns
drawn, where were the suspects?

Which officer wore a jacket?

On which hand was the officer’s finger injured?

Did the officer place the syringe into the evidence baggle
before or after hand cuffing the suspect?

For what offence was. the suspect with the syringe
arrested?

Into which pocket did the officer put the drug that was
found In the possession of suspect #1?

What was the suspect, on whom the drug was found, wearing?
What were the names of the officers in this story’
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PASSTVE QUESTIONS

Answer the following 20 questions by circling
the letter next to the correct answer.
Answer all questions based only on information from the

story presentation. Be as accurate as possible.

'PLEASE TURN TOFTHE FIRST PAGE NOW AND BEGIN
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QUESTION SET B: Script #1 -
This story takes place in .
a. Tucson : o

- - b. Portland

c. Houston
d. none of the above

.“I.D.#

What did one of the officers believe many tran51ents are?

a. drug addicts
b. ex-military
c. ex-convicts
d. none of the above

a. blue

b. brown

c. black

d. none of the above

How many transients were in the first camp?
a. two

b. four

c. six

d. none of the above

The officers descrlbed flndlng and
this patrol area.

a. body parts and shootlng victims

b. stabbing victims and body parts

c. ex-convicts and victims

d. none of the above

The graffiti was .
a. in English
b. in spanish
c. illegible
d. none of the above

One‘offlcer observed that the suspects were
a. smoking

b. cooking
c. trespassing
d. none of the above.

GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE

90

What color blouse was worn by the woman with the dogs°

in

again.



10.

11.

12.

13..

- 14.

When they approached the hole, both officers were wearlng

a. windbreakers

b. caps
c. civilian cl

othes’

d. none.efvthe above

What was the residue that was found in the can?

a. cocaine
b. alcohol
c. hashish

d. none of the above

The officers approached the hole armed with

. a. handguns
b. radios
c. nightsticks

d. none of the above

a. smoking

c. arrested

" b. holding a dog

~d. none of the above'

The transient with the beard was

The transient claimed that the

a. residue

~b. jacket
c. cocaine’
d. none of the

Suspect #1 wore

above ’

a

a. black and white flannel shirt

b. dirty red b
c. black jacke

- d. none of the

The officer was stuck by a _
‘suspect.

a. pin
"'b. knife
c. needle
d. none of the

andanna
t
above

above

GO ON TO

THE NEXT PAGE
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15. At what time dld the offers approach the hole?
a. 10:55 A.M.
-~ b. 3:20 P.M.
c. 9:45 A.M.
d. none of the above

16. The officer put the syringe into .
a. an evidence bag - , .
b. his pocket
c. onto the ground
d. none of the above

17. The suspects were put into .
a. police van
b. police car
c. hospital
d. none of the above

18. Officer Cook was afraid of .
a. AIDS
b. hepatitis
c. his wife flndlng out
d. none of the above

19. What kind of drugs were found on the suspects?
a. cocaline
b. heroin
c. hashish
d. none of the above

20. What were the names of the officers in the story?
a. Solino
b. Barry
c. John
d. none of the above

STOP-LAY DOWN YOUR PENCIL-CLOSE BOOKLET-WAIT FOR INSTRUCTIONS
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- 10.

11.

12.
13.

14.

15.
16.

17.
18.

19.
20.

IoDo#
QUESTION SET A (C): Script #2

In whlch city dld thlS story take place?

Deputy Bilinovich, while patrolling, stated that he had
lost how many automoblles to theft?

Are the City Pollce neckties the color as the Sheriff
Dept. neckties?

Does Deputy Bilinovich wear a moustache?

Deputy Bilinovich was in a h1gh-speed pursuit of a vehicle
that was what color car?

Did the tow truck passed by B111nov1ch have it’s emergency
lights on?

How fast was the suspect Vehlcle travelllng when it passed
the Econo Lodge and the Chevron station? :

‘The chase reached speeds of up to ___ mph.
- The McDonald’s was on which side of the highway?

The suspect vehicle passed through how many red lights?
Did the suspect vehicle pass a light post as it spun out
of control?

The suspect vehicle turned 1800 in which direction (R/L)°
After the suspect vehlcle came to rest which door opened
first?

Did Offlcer Bilinovich reach for the radio before exiting
the vehicle?

The suspects exited the car from which side?

Deputy Bilinovich, while still in pursuit, commented that
it looked like a carload of _ .

"The deputles approached the suspect vehicle with handguns

and

How old did the drlver clalm to be?

Did the driver wear a yellow plaid shirt?
Which suspect wore the black jacket?
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8.
9.
10.

11,

12.
13,

14.

15.
“16}

17,

. 18.
19.

20.

o . 1.p.4
QUESTION SET A (E) Script ﬂ '
In whlch 01ty did thls story take place’
Deputy B111nov1ch while patrolling, stated that ‘he had

lost how many automoblles to theft?
Are the City Police necktles the color as the Sherlff

- Dept. neckties?
. Does Deputy Bilinovich wear a moustache’

Deputy Bilinovich was in a hlgh-speed pursult of a vehlcle

that was what color car?

Did the ambulance passed by B111nov1ch have 1t’s emergency‘
lights on? .
How fast was the suspect vehlcle travelllng when it passed

the Motel 6 and the Chevron station?

The chase reached speeds of up to . mph.

The McDonald’s was on which side of the highway? :
The suspect vehicle passed through how many red 11ghts7
Did the suspect vehicle pass to the rlght or left of the

. light post as it spun out of control?

The suspect vehicle turned ‘1800 in which dlrectlon (R/L)"
After the suspect vehlcle came to rest which door opened

first?
Did Offlcer B111nov1ch reach for the shotgun or the radlo

before exiting the vehicle?
The suspects exited the car from which side?

Deputy Bilinovich, while still in pursuit, commented that

it looked like a carload of . ‘
The deputies approachedvthe_stolen car with handguns and

How old did the driver claim to be?

Did the driver wear-a yellow plaid shirt?
Which suspect wore the black jacket?
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1.

I.D.#

. QUESTION SET B: Script #2
This story takes place in .
a. Los Angeles - '
‘b. Houston

c. Portland
d. none of-the above

2. Who or what does Deputy B111nov1ch hate?

a. kids
b. thieves
c. car thieves

j.d; none of the above

The first vehicle passed by Officer Bilinovich was

~ a. ambulance

b. fire engine
c. tow truck ‘
d. none of the above

‘Houston Police Dept. neckties‘are - .

a. beige
b. blue
c. black

- d. none of the'above

- The color of the car chased by Deputy Bilinovich was

a. tan

b. blue

C. green '
d. none of the above

What was the call that prompted the chase’
a. Stolen Car :

- b. Robbery

C. Suspicious Vehicle
d. none of’ the above

Just before the Chevron statlon the chase passed the ’
a. Motel 6
b. McDonald’s

~C. Food Land -
d. none of the above

GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE
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10. The

11. The
S Qe

c.
d;

chase reached speeds of up to mph.
75
80
85

‘none of the above

McDonald’s was on Wthh side of the hlghway°
left

‘right

undetermined
hone of the above

suspect vehicle passed through how many red lights?
two
one
more

" none of the above

most prominent item on the Sheriff vehicle dash is the
2 . | .

o shotgun-
bo- .

computer

‘radio

none of the above

-12.'In relatlon to Deputy Bilinovich’s vehicle, which
o direction was the suspect vehicle facing when 1t came to
rest? ~

‘a.

b,

c.
d.

13. The

4. What

same direction
opposite direction
crosswise

none of the above

sparks result from striking the .
light post

other vehicle

pavement

none of the above

was Deputy Bilinovich’s first instruction to the

occupants of the suspect vehicle?

A.-

b.
CO
d'

to get out of the car
to stay put

hands up

none of the above

GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE
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15. Where did the suspect wearlng the white and gray striped

say
a.
b.
C.
d.

16. The

he was riding?

:front passenger seat

driver’s seat
claimed he wasn’t in car
none: of the above

deputies approached the stolen car with ' and

a.
b.
c.
d.

radios and flashlights
flashlights and handguns
handguns and radios
none of the above

17. What symbol appears to the rear of the passenger window on

the
a.
b.
c.
d.

Sheriff vehicles? .
Harris County Sheriff’s emblem
Houston Police Dept. emblem
911 Emergency emblem

none of the above

18. What was the color of the T-shirt worn by the driver?

a.
b.
c.
d.

19. How

white and grey striped
yellow plaid

red

none of the above

many suspects had been riding in the stolen vehicle?
1
2
3

~none of the above

20. Where does Deputy Bilinovich believe the suspects will
spend the night?

a.
b.
c.
d.

at home

in jail _

juvenile detention center
none of the above

STOP-LAY DOWN YOUR PENCIL-CIOSE BOOKLET-WAIT FOR INSTRUCTIONS
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10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

IoDo#
QUESTION SET A (C): Script #3

Where does this story take place?

How many females were found to be riding in the suspect
vehicle?

How many males were found to be riding in the vehicle?
How many weapons were found at the scene of the arrest of
the suspects?

The voice on the radio that said a something had been
thrown out of the window of the car was male or female?
What type weapons were found at the arrest scene?

To which direction did the suspects flee after the
shooting?

What was the color of the Tucson City Fire engine that had
responded to the scene of the crime?

Besides the fire engine what other emergency response
vehicles were at the scene?

The fight with the woman (the driver) started when

said her apartment was a whorehouse.

What was the color of the hat worn by the witness?

What was the color of the witness’ t-shirt?

Was the victim asked if he was going to see a Doctor?
What was the shooting victim’s response to being asked if
he was going to see a Doctor?

Was the shooting victim involved in the fight with the
suspects? o

Who did the shooting victim claim started the fight?

Why did the officer turn off the light inside the car when
they had arrived at the arrest scene?

Was the shooting victim able to identify the person who
shot him?

The suspects who had been arrested were between the ages
of .

Were any bullet holes found near the phone booth?
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10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

20,

: » | . ‘ : I.D.#.
'~ QUESTION SET A (E): Script'#3" ’

- Where does this- story take place? -
- How many females were found to be rldlng in the suspect

vehicle?
How many males were found to be riding in the Chevrolet?

- How many weapons were found at the scene of the arrest of

the suspects’ ,

The voice on the radlo that said a gun had been thrown out
of the window of the car was male or female?

What type weapons were found at the arrest scene?

To which direction did the suspects flee after the
shooting?

What was the color of the Tucson Clty Fire engine that had

"responded to the scene of the crime?

Besides the fire engine and ambulance, what other
emergency response vehicles were at the scene?

The fight with Norma (the driver) started when

said her apartment was a whorehouse.

What was the color of the hat worn by the witness?

What was the color of the witness’ t-shirt?

Was the victim asked if he was going to see a Doctor?
What was the shooting victim’s response to belng asked if
he was going to see a Doctor?

Was the shooting victim involved in the fight with the
suspects?

Who did the shooting victim claim started the fight?

Why did the officer turn off the light inside the car when
they had arrived at the arrest scene?

Was the shooting victim able to identify the person who
shot him?

The suspects who had been arrested were. between the ages

‘of

Were'any bullet holes found near the GTE phone booth?
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UESTION SET B: Script #3

This story took place in .
a. Los Angeles ' o
b. Houston
c. Tucson
d. none of the above
Offlcer O’Rourke is a member of the ‘ e
a. City Police _ :
b. County Sheriff
c. State Trooper
d. none of the above
The color of the suspect vehlcle was ' .
a. green ' ’
~ b. blue
- c. yellow :
d. none of the above
What was the make of the vehlcle drlven by the suspects’
a. Cadillac ,
b. Pontiac
C. Chevrolet
d. none of the above
How many suspects were eventually arrested’>
~a. one. ‘ :
b. two
c. three
d. none of the above

What do pollce believe was the weapon used in the shootlng |
of the shooting victim? .

a.

- b.

C'
d.

.38 caliber handgun
.22 caliber handgun
.357 magnum handgun
none of the above

.What was the call that Offlcer O'Rourke answered whlch

lead her to the scene of the crime.

a.
- b.
c.
a.

aggravated assault
shooting :
family dispute
none of the above

' GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

The Tucson City Fire engine that had responded to the
scene of the crime was . '
~a. red '
b. white
C. green
d. none of the above

Besides the fire enginevwhat other vehicle was present at
the scene?

a. news van

b. SWAT van

c. ambulance

d. none of the above

What is the relatlonshlp between the shooting victim and
the witness?

a. friend

b. spouse

c. brother

d. none of the above

What was the color of the truck that the witness hid
behind during the shooting?

a. blue
b. white
C. green

d. none of the above

What was the color of jacket worn by the witness to the
shooting?

a. brown

b. black

c. red plaid

d. none of the above

What was the name of their friend in the complex?
a. Willie
b. Norma
c. Bertha
d. none of the above

Bullet holes were found on the wall near the phone
booth.

a. GTE

b. Bell

c. ATT

d. none of the above

GO ON _TO THE NEXT PAGE
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15. The victim’s exploratory surgery found :
a. .38 caliber bullet
b. .22 caliber bullet
c. .357 magnum bullet
d. none of the above

16. What is the name of the shooting victim?

a. Willie
b. Sammy
c. Bertha

d. none of the above

17. What color shirt was the victim wearing?
a. red plaid
b. white
c. black
d. none of the above

18. The witness became involved in a fight with .
a. Willie
b. Norma
c. Bertha
d. none of the above

19. Who was the shooting victim able to identify as those who
he had seen at the scene of the crime? .
a. the females
b. the males
c. all of the above
d. none of the above

20. The suspects threw out of their window.
a. a bottle
b. a gun
c. a knife
d. none of the above

STOP-ILAY DOWN YOUR PENCIIL-CLOSE BOOKLET-WAIT FOR INSTRUCTIONS
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APPENDIX D

DESCRIPTION ‘& GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

This is a study to determine whether memory for
information is better when elicited by "active" or by
"passive" questions. Active questions or statements are
those that require us to actively reproduce the information
from memory without any cues. For example:

"The Battle of Hastings occurred in the year oM

It is necessary to actively search for the information
for recall. Passive questions provide a list of alternative
answers from which to choose. For example:

"The Battle of Hastings occurred in which year?"
a. 981

b. 1066

c. 1512

d. none of the above

You will be presented with three stories, in three
different formats (Video, written, and audio). After each
story you may be given an information questionnaire (no
personally identifiable information is requested) or memory
tests completely unrelated to the stories. Then you will
answer 20 "active" questions about each story. These
questions are similar in form to those used to elicit
answers in court. Another memory test, or some mathematical
problems, will be followed by 20 multiple choice "passive"
questions. v |

Each memory test, questionnaire, and active/passive
question set will have its own instructions. Please observe
only the instructions for the activity on which you are
working.

Please answer all questions honestly and to the best of
your ability. VYour participation is greatly appreciated. |

PLEASE RATSE YOUR HAND IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS
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. INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Cor
' AGE:
 GENDER: I

LEVEL OF EDUCATION: Years _______, Degree ( )

jExamples - 12 (High School Graduate), '

' 14 (AA Degree), '
16 (BA Degree),

S etc.

MAJOR:

thenfdid'YOublast attend classeSIbfﬁany kind?

OCCUPATION. " '
Any experience in Law Enforcement (CIrcle one)? Yes No
- If yes, please explaln. :

CITY OF RESIDENCE'

‘ARE YOU RIGHT OR LEFT HANDED’I' (ambidextrous? Yes No)
DO YOU WEAR PRESCRIPTION GLASSES? _ .

- If so, are you wearing them now? = Yes No-
'EYESIGHT:

:Examplesv—h20/20 zb/Ioo; etc.
"?HEARING (CIrcle one)? Poor 1 ":2”"‘3 4 5  Good

\QGMARRITAL STATUS (circle one) : B - |
- Married - D1vorced . Widowed - Never Married

IF MARRIED, “HoW LONG’H_‘ |
IS YOUR SPOUSE PARTICIPATING IN THIS STUDY? = Yes  No

IF YOU HAVE CHILDREN INDICATE NUMBER.‘ ___ AGES

AVERAGE ANNUAL INCOME'(from'all sources):_.$7

HAVE YOU EVER BEEN DIAGNOSED WITH A MENTAL ILLNESS? Yes No
If yes, please explaln' ‘
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4. 17 5. 91 6. 37 7. 78 8. 84
X 2 -9 + 13 + 21 + 2

9. 64 X 3 = 10. 89 + 8 = 11. 66 + 6 =

12. 69 13. 155  14. 131 15. 98  16. 57
X 2 -9 + 157 + 21 | + 3

17. (2 + 17) - (4 X 3) = 18. (9 X 8) + (21 - 8) =

19. 3 + 3 = 20. 14 + 99 = 21. 4 X 16 =

22. 21 23. 72 24. 49 25. 71 26. 72
+ 3  +09 X 11  +121 £12

27. 69 X 3 = ' 28. 89 + 88 = 29. 144 + 6 =

30. 199  31. 349 32. 1131 33. 898 34. 567
X 2 -87 + 287 + 91 =73

35. (9 X 8) + (4 X 3) = 36. (9 - 8) X (21 - 8) =

37. (3 X 3) X 6) = 38. 194 - 36 = 39. 9 X 9 =

40. 39 41. 291 42. 37 43. 88 = 44. 134
X 2 - -29 + 13 + 21 + 2

45. 34 X3 =__ _ 46. 89 - 76 = 47. 240 + 6 =

48. (2 +1-7) X3 = 49, 92 50. 53
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51. 313 X 3 = ' 52. 924 + 831 = 53. 944 - 616 =
54. 317 55. 891 56. 37 57. 478 58. 284
X 2 -499 + 13 + 21 + 2
59. 91 X 3 = 60. 989 + 8 = 61. 666 + 6 =
62. 69 63. 155 = 64. 131 65. 98 66. 57
X2 -9 + 157 + 21 + 3
67. (42 + 2) - (4 X 5) = 68. (9 X 8) + (21 - 11) =
69. 333 + 3 = 70. 114 - 99 = 71. 5 X 16 =
72. 27 73. 72 74. 49 75. 971 76. 1272
+ 9 + 9 X 11 +121 + 12
77. 69 X 3 = 78. 99 + 88 = 79. 144 + 3 =
80. 499 81. 849 82. 11131 83. 698 84. 567
X 2 -87 + 287 + 4 -73
85. (9 - 8) + (4 - 3) = 86. (9 + 8) X (21 - 8) =
87. (3 X 9) X 3) = 88. 194 - 36 = 89. 99 X 9 =
- 90. 939 91. 2291 92. 837 93. 688 94. 148
X 3 -929 +913 +721 + 4
95. 34 X 8 = 96. 89 - 76 = 97. 246 + 6 =
98. (93 + 3 - 7) X 3 = | 99. 83 100. 24
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103. 44 X 66 =

101. 3113 X 4 = ___ 102. 424 + 1831

104. 937 105. 1891 106. 437 107. 2478 108. 284
X 3 - =459 + 13 + 221 + 4

109. 991 X 3 = 110. 989 X 8 = 111. 666 + 36 =

112. 879 113. 955 114. 131  115. 4498 116. 171
X 2 -9 + 6157 X 21 + 3

117. (92 + 2) - (8 X 5) = 0 118. (9 X 8) + (21 - 11) =

119. 546 + 6 = 120. 989 - 99 = 121. 25 X 16 =

122. 450 123. 972 124. 1149 125. 9971 126. 3600
+ - * 9 X 11 +121 + 12

127. 69 X 3 = 128. 99 + 98 = 129. 144 + 9 =

130. 499 131. 870  132. 11131 133. 698 134. 567

X4 -87 =+ 2987 + 12 -73

135. (9 X 8) + (4 X 3) = ____ 136. (9 + 8) X (21 - 9) =

137. (3 X 8) X 4) = '138. 994 - 36 = 139. 9 X 9 =

140. 939  141. 2291 142. 7837 143. 9688 144. 441
X 13 -999 +903 +421 + 9

145. 34 X 9 = 146. 189 - 176 = 147. 66 + 6 =

148. (99 + 3 - 7) X 3 = 149. 94 150. 114



DEBRIEFING STATEMENT

You have just:completed'a study about the influence of
active and passive questions on memory for an event, under
different modalities. There were additional focuses of this
- study, which at this time cannot be disclosed, since such
knowledge could influence the way in which subjects approach
the experiment, observe the stories, and answer the
questions. For this reason I will make the full purpose of
this study, and preliminary findings, available to anyone
interestéd'by posting this information on the Experimental
- Board of the Psychology Department on __ January 25, 1992 .

v Your participation in this experiment has been greatly
‘appreéiated. I would also ask that ybu do not discuss the

content of the experiment with anybne until the testing of

subjects has been completed on A October 31, 1992 .
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