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Abstract

ABSTRACT

This dissertatiorreports4 Experimentghat areconcernedvith the evaluationof eyewitness
identificationtestimony.In Experimentl, three targetdescriptiongroupswere assessedh
orderto test different theoreticalaccountsregardingthe relationship betweenidentification
performanceand targetdescription (verbal overshadowing)non-describersgescribersand
rereadergdescribersvith rereadingof the descriptionbeforethe identificationtask). Rered-
erslessfrequentlychosesomebodyfrom the lineup than the othertwo groups,lending sup-
portto the decisiorcriterionshift approach{Clare& Lewandowsky2004).In Experiment2,
post-decisionconfidence,decisiontime, and self-reporteddecisionprocessesvere usedas
postdictorsof identification accuracy.Using a decisionrule including highly confidentand
fastchooserdedto morecorrectclassificationshaneithervariablealone.Unexpectedly self-
reporteddecisionprocessewereneitherassociateavith identificationaccuracyfor choosers
nor for nonchoosersln Experiment3, combinationsof post-decisionconfidence,decision
time,andRemember-Know-FamiligiRKF) judgmentsvere evaluatedas postdictorsof iden-
tification accuracyin afield experimentwith ten targetsand a very large sample.Fast and
confidentchoosersvere highly accuratelncluding the RKF judgmentdid not leadto higher
correctclassificationrates.Participantsself-reported(estimated)decisiontimes also proved
to beapostdictorof identificationaccuracy Postdictingnonchoosersdentificationperform-
anceby forming threehomogeneougroupsof nonchoosersailed, althoughtherewere differ-
enceswith regardto confidencemeasuresinddecisiontimes. Experimen# testedthe usefu-
nessof multiple lineup decisions(portrait face,body, bag, and profile face)for the asses-
mentof identificationtestimonyfor nine differenttargets Performancan the four different
lineup typeswas not associatedavith eachother, lending supportto the ideathat muitiple
lineupscanserveasindependensourcesof evidence.Comparedto foil choicesand lineup
rejectionstarget/suspeathoicesveremostdiagnostioof guilt. The portrait facelineup alone

andits combinatiorwith the body lineupweremostdiagnostidor targetsuspecthoices.



Abstract

To conclude the presentstudiessuggesthat both decisiontimes and post-decision
confidenceshouldbecollectedat the time of identificationandbe combinedin orderto assess
identificationaccuracylnvestigatorsneedto be awarethough,that thereis no postdictive
valueof nonchooser'sstimatesFurthermorethereseemto be no negativeeffects of target
description®nidentificationaccuracyvhenthereis a sufficientinterval betweendescription
andidentification,asthereis in realcasesFinally, the dataspeakfor the applicationof mul-
tiple lineupswith regardto suspect/targathoicesasa procedurdo avoidfalseidentifications,
whereaghe benefitof multiple lineupsfor lineup rejectionsandfoil choicesseemdo belim-
ited. Future studiesshould addresshow many and which specific lineup types should be
used.In realcasesthe resultsfor the assessmen(ecisiontimes, confidence decisionproc-
essespndcontrolvariablegtargetdescription,multiple lineups) examinedin the presentdis-
sertationmay vary from thosethat we obtainin laboratoryor field studies.Reasonscould be,
for exampleawarenessf the severeconsequences falseidentificationsandfalserejections
or the stresdevel at encaling or recognition.It would be interestingto collectdataon these
issuedn realcasesso they canbe comparedo the dataobtainedin labomatory/field studies.
Undoubtedly,it would be a greatcontributionto the field of identificationif datawere col-
lectedevenwhereDNA samplesexist, so that identificationaccuracycould actually be as-

sessedn realcases.
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Introduction 9

INTRODUCTION

Whena personwitnessesa crime or becomeshe victim of a crime, he or shewill be
askedo give adescriptionof the perpetratoandlater will be presentedvith alive lineup or
aphotospreadOn the oneside,eyewitnessearecapableof giving valuabletestimony,on the
other hand,history hastaughtus that eyewitnessdentificationevidenceis not always reli-
able.A famouscaseof misidentificationis the oneof JenniferThompson.In 1984, the 22-
yearold collegestudentwas assaultecandrapedby a manwho had brokeninto her apat-
ment.In orderto geta better view of him, shelured him into the illuminated parts of the
apartmentShewas determinedo do everythingthat would enableher to later give a good
descriptionof the manandto identify him so he could be convictedand pay for what he had
doneto her.In the identificationproceduresheidentifiedamannamedCottonasthe offender.
Only little later,policewasgivenanhint by aprisoninmatewho reportedthat a personnamed
Poolehad confessedhe offencewhile he hadservedtime with him. Consequently Jennifer
Thompsornwaspresentedvith the lineup onemoretime but shedeclaredthat shehadnever
seenPoolebeforeandthat shewasabsolutelyconfidentthat Cottonwas the man The police
believedJenniferandit wasnot until 1995that Cottonwasexoneratedy DNA analysis.The
analyseslsoprovidedevidencethat Poolecommittedthe offence.EventhoughJenniferhad
beenvery corfident abouther decisionandin spite of the fact that she had beenpresented
with the actual offender, she erred (for coveage on the case, see
www.truthinjustice.org/positive_id.htmyww.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/dnE)e
caseof JenniferThompsonis by far no exceptionAn investigationof casesn which biologi-
calevidencewaskeptandaralyzedwhen DNA analysisbecameavailabledemonstratedhat
eyewitnesdestimonywas involvedin most casesof wrong conviction (Scheck,Neufeld, &
Dwyer, 2000; Wells, Small, Penrod,Malpass,Fulero, & Brimacombe,1998). Nevertheless,
DNA samplesdo not always existandthen eyewitnessdentificationtestimonymay be the
only evidenceavailable.The importanceof eyewitnessdentificationsfor investigatingard

prosecutingcrimesis still undoubted Researcton the psychologyof eyewitnessdentifica-
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tion begann thelate 1970sandhassinceidentified numerousestimatorand systemvariables
(Wells,1978)that canhaveaninfluenceon the accuracyof identification decisions Systemor

controlvariablesarethose over which the criminal justice systemnormally hascontrol, such
asinstructionto witnessesr lineup composition.Estimatorvariablescanbe further broken
downinto situationalvariableswhich canonly beexploredposthoc (e.g.,lighting conditions)
andassessmenariableg(Sporer,1993)that may be usedto assessndividual witnesses'de-

cisionmakingprocesses.

One well-studiedsystemvariableis the descriptionof the target. Any eyewitness
identificationtask suchasalive lineupor aphotospreads usually precededy a description
of the perpetratorprovided by an eyewitnessAlthough this seemsto be straightforward,
someresearchaschallengedhe ideathat this procesdss unproblematicNumerousstudies
haveshownthat the very processf describingatargetfacecanhavenegativeeffectson iden-

tification performancethatis, a verbalovershadowingeffect (VOE) canoccur(seethe meta-

analysisby Meissner& Brigham,2001;Meissner Sporer & Schooler,2007). Different theo-
reticalexplanation$ravebeendevelopedo accountfor this phenomenonExperimentl fur-
ther examinedthe mentalprocessesvolved.In particular,| investigatedhe influence that
describinga targetfreely andwith open-endedjuestionshas on identification performance,
andalsohow rereadingof this descriptionprior to the identificationtask affectsidentification
performanceTo ensurehigh ecologicalvalidity, a 1-weekdelay was insertedbetweenwit-
nessinghe crime and targetdescriptionon the one side and the identificationtask on the
otherside.

Assessmenr postdictionvariablesarethosethat may beusedto retroactivelyassess
individual witnesses’ decisionmakingaccuracy.The most widely usedassessné variables

arepost-decisiorconfidence(e.g., Sporer,Penrod,Read,& Cutler, 1995)anddecisiontimes

(e.g.,Sporer,1992,1993,1994;Weber Brewer,Wells,Semmler& Keast,2004).As the case
of JenniferThompsonshowed,eyewitnessconfidenceis not resilientagainstmistakesand
researclidlemonstratethat confidencecanbeinfluencedby feedbaclgivenby the investigator
(SemmlerBrewer,& Wells,2004;Wells& Bradfield,1998;Wells,Olson, & Charman2003).

On the otherhand,post-decisiortonfidencehas shownto beusefulwhenassessedght after
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theidentificationandwhenonly the decisionf withessesvho madea positive identification
decision(chooserswere consideredSporeret al., 1995). Other methodswhich further ex-
plorethedecisiorproceses(Dunning& Stern,1994)havealsobeenexplorediately (Brewer,
PalmerMcKinnon, & Weber,2005; Caputo& Dunning,2005; Kneller, Memon, & Stewe-
nage,2001). Although decisiontime and post-decisionconfidencehave beencombinedsuc-
cessfullyin the past(Sporer,1992; Weber,Brewer,Wells, Semmler,& Keast, 2004), most
researclon assessmentariablesor postdictorsfocusedon oneor anotherof thesevariables
in isolation.It wasthe aim of Experiment2 to determinghe usefulnesof combinationsof
post-decisiortonfidence decisiontime, and self-reporteddecisionprocessesor distinguis-
ing betweenaccurateandinaccurateidentification decisions. Additionally, | intendedto ex-
plorethe usefulnes®f a judgmentof the stateof awarenessandthe existenceof recollective
experienceviaa Remember-Know-FamiligiRKF) judgment.However,the operationalization
of that measurdailed suchthat therewas not a satisfactorynumberof Know answersthus
not allowing any meaningfulcomparisonsConsequently the wording of the corresponding
itemswasrevisedfor Experiment3, an extensivefield studywith 10 targetpersonsand 720
participantsin this study,post-decisiortonfidencedecisiortime, and RKF judgmentswere
combined.By the inclusion of 10 targets in Experiment3, greaterstimulus generalizability
wasensuredndallowedfor internalreplication(Wells& Windschitl,1999).

Associationsof identificationaccuracywith post-decisiorconfidence(e.g., Sporeret
al., 1995;Weber& Brewer,2003) and decisiontime (e.g., Dunning& Stern,1994; Sporer,
1992,1993;Weber& Brewer,2006;Weberet al., 2004) existfor positive identificationdea-
sions(choosers)put not for negativeidentification decisions(nonchoosers)Until now, no
assessmentariabke that is capableof makingvalid postdictionsaboutnonchooserstecisions
hasbeendentified.Thereforeanothermimof Experiment® and3 wasto testthe usefulness
of nonchoosersself-reportsabouttheir decisionprocesseas a postdictorof lineup rejection
accuracywith two differentmethodologies.

Eventhoughhighercorrectclassificatiorratesare obtainedwhen postdictorsare com-
bined(Brewer& Wells,2006;Sporer,1992;Weberet al., 2004), the questionof how to pro-

ceedwith thosewitnessesvho do not meetthe set criteriawith regardto, for example,deg-
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siontime andpost-decisiorconfidenceremainsunansweredObviously, their evidencecannot
be discardedger se.A methodapplied by Lindsay and colleagues(Lindsay, Wallbridge, &
Drennan,1987; Pryke, Lindsay, Dysart,& Dupuis,2004) may be useful for all witnesses.
Ratherthanpresentingvitnessesvith onelineup, Lindsayet al. (1987) carriedout two inde-
pendentineups,onein which the faceof the targetwas presenteda secondone in which a
pieceof clothingthat the targetwore during the crime wasto be identified. The authorsthen
estimatedhe diagnosticityratios (Wells & Lindsay, 1980;Wells & Turtle, 1986). The diag-
nosticityratio (DR) is definedasthe ratio of correctand incorrectdecisionsWhenthe term
equalsl, the lineup is neitherdiagnosticof the guilt nor of the innocenceof the suspect.
Theseresultsso far speakin favor of multiple lineups (Lindsay et al., 1987; Pryke et al.,
2004).Neverthelessaltogethg the effecthasbeenshownfor only threetargets(Lindsayet
al., 1987; Pryke et al., 2004) and henceits generalizabilityremainsunclear.Experiment4,
which repors differentdataof the field study (see Experiment3), aimed at replicating the
previousfinding with ninetargetsandalarge sample.Furthermorewe wantel to contrastthe
view that multiple lineupsareindependenodf oneanothemith the notionthat performancen

blank(TA) lineupshaspredictivevaluefor TP lineups(Wells,1984).
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EXPERIMENT 1

Person Descriptions and Person Identifications: Verbafi-Ove
shadowing or Recogion Criterion Shift?

Any eyewitnessdentificationtask suchasa live lineup or a photospreads usually
precededby adescriptionof the perpetratoprovidedby an eyewitnessHowever,numerous
studieshaveshownthat the very procesof describinga targetfacecanhavenegativeeffects

onidentificationperformancethat is, averbalovershadowingffect(VOE) canoccur(seethe

meta-analysiby Meissner& Brigham,2001;Meissner,Sporer,& Schooler,2007). Different
theoreticalexplanationdrave beenproposedto accountfor this phenomenonThe present
study examinesthe mentalprocessesnvolved. In particular, we investigatedhe influence
that describinga targetfreely andwith open-endedjuestionscanhaveon identificationper-
formance andalsohow awitness'sereadingof his or herown descriptionprior to the ideni-

ficationtask affectsidentificationperformance.

Verbal Overshadowing

The VOE, that is, decreasedecognition performancein personsdescribinga face
comparedo non-describersvasinvestigatedn a seriesof six experimentdy Schoolerand
Engstler-Schoolef1990). Since this initial set of experimentgshe body of researclon the
VOE has grownvastly (seeMeissner& Brigham,2001;Meissner,Sporer,& Susa,n press).
While someresearchersucceedeth replicatingthe VOE in facerecognitionexperimentge.g.,
Dodson,Johnson& Schooler,1997; Fallshore& Schooler,1995; Ryan & Schooley 1998;
Schooler,Ryan, & Reder,1996), othersfailed to replicatethe VOE (e.g., Clifford, 2003;
MeissnerBrigham,& Kelly, 2001;Memon & Bartlett,2002; Tunnicliff & Clark,1999;Yu &
Geiselman,1993) or evenreportedverbalfacilitation effects (Cutler, Penrod,& Martens,

1987;Krafka & Penrod1985).In thesestudies,however,verbalandvisual contextreinstae-
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mentvariablesweremanipulatedogethersothat it remainedunclear,which manipulationthe
positive effectshaveto be ascribedo. In a metaanalysisacrossl5 researcharticleswith a
total of 29 effectsizecomparisongN = 2018), MeissnerandBrigham (2001) found a small,
yetsignificant,verbalovershadowingffect(Z, = -0.12),demonstratinghat participantswho
describedhtargetfacewere1.27 timesmorelikely to later makean identificationerrorwhen
comparedo non-describerg-urthermorepost-descriptiordelay andtype of descriptionin-
structionwerefoundto moderatehis relationship(Meissner& Brigham,2001). Specifically,
overshadowingeffects were more likely to occurwhen the identificationtask immediately
followed the descriptiontask, and when participantswere given an elaborativedescription
instruction,as opposedo a standard(free recall) descriptioninstruction. A comparisonof
studiesusingimmediateor short delays(< 10 min) with thoseusinglong delays(> 30 min)
revealedhat the long delayinfluencedonly participantsin the no-descriptioncontrol cond-
tion. Theseparticipantsshoweda significantdegreeof forgettingcomparedo a short delay,
whereagarticipantsvho hadpreviouslydescribedhe targetfaceshowedno changein per-
formanceacrosshe delayconditions.As anexplanatiorfor thesefindingsthe authorssuggest
that a preservatiornof the memory traceacrossthe extendedpost-descriptiordelay occurs
dueto verbalization.

However,an exceptionto thesefindings are those of Finger and Pezdek(1999, Ex-
periment3), wherethe descriptionconditionshowedbetteridentificationperformancefter a
retentioninterval of 24 minutescomparedo animmediatetesting descriptiongroup. When
comparedo animmediatetestingcontrol group,therewas no difference.As an explanation
for releasefrom verbalovershadowingMeissnerand Brigham (2001) suggestedhat differ-
encesn performanceesultedrom memorydecayacrossthe delayfor the control condition.
Unfortunately,asFingerand Pezdek(1999) did not include a post-descriptiordelayfor the
control group, this hypothesiscannotbe investigatedvith their data(Meissner& Brigham,
2001).Anotherexceptiorto the effectof post-descriptiordelay,as postulatedoy Meissner
andBrigham(2001),arethefindingsby Schoolerand Engstler-Schoole(1990, Experiment)

whereasignificantVOE wasobservecvenafter aretentionintervalof two days.
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Therearethreemajortheoreticalexplanation®f the VOE. The first approach origi-

nally termedtransfer-inappropriateetrieval (Schooler, Fiore, & Brandimonte,1997), but

subsequentlyenamedtransfer-inappropriat@rocessingshift (TIPS; Schooler,2002), sug
gestgthat the activationof verbalprocessesnvolvedin providing a facedescriptioninhibits
subsequemon-verbaprocessesonsideregrimarily responsiblefor facerecognition.How-
ever,theseverbalprocesssarenot assumedo alterthe originalmemoryof the face.Schooler
etal.(1997)hypothesizedhat in verbalprocessingf facesthe emphasidies on the featural
informationwhereasin visual processingconfigural informationis crucial. Hence,after de-
scribing a faceparticipantsareinvolvedin a verbal(featural)modeof processingaces,and
attemptto recognizeafaceby referringto the verbalinsteadof the visualmemorytrace.Ac-
cordingto TIPS, VOE is not attributedto excessivaelianceon a memory representatiomor-
respondingo verbalzation. Rather,verbalrecall is hypothesizedo disruptthe successful
applicationof nonreportablgorocessesmittedin the initial verbalretrieval.Further support
for the TIPSwasprovidedby Dodson,Johnsam, and Schooler(1997) and Brown and Lloyd-
Joneq2002,2003).

Anotherassumptiommadeby the TIPS accounis that the original memoryonly tem-

porarily becomegaccessiblensteadof beingpermanentlyalteredby verbalization.Support

for this assumptiorwasfoundin severaktudiesreportingreleasdrom verbalovershadowing

For example FingerandPezdek1999,ExperimenB) found evenanincreasen identification
accuracyafteraretentionintervalbetweerdescriptionandidentificationtask of only 24 min-
utes(seealsoFinger,2002).

Whetherthe VOE constitutesatemporalor a permaneninterferencewith aneyewi-
ness'snemoryof afaceis of utmostpracticalimportancein criminal investigationsWhile it
is astandardprocedurefor police officials to interview eyewitnesseafter a crime was com-
mitted andaskfor adescriptionof the perpetratoithe probability of animmediatelyfollow-
ing identificationtaskwith aphotospreadr live lineupis highly unlikely. Evenatime inter-
val of two daysbetweenthe witness'sstatemenandan identificationtask asin Schoolerand
Engstler-Schoole(1990, Experiment5) appearso be the exceptionrather than everyday

practice(seeBehrmar& Richards2005;Valentine,Pickering,& Darling, 2003). Thus, a non-



Influence of Person Descriptions on Identifications 20

permaneneffectof verbalizingvisualmemoriesvould havelittle practicalrelevancefor iden-
tification proceduresn policeinvestigationsn realcases.

Another theoreticalexplanationof the VOE, known as retrieval-basednterference

(RBI), suggestshat the VOE arisedrom analterationof the original memorytracecausedy
verbalization.The RBI wasfirst introducedby Meissner,Brigham, and Kelley (2001) fol-
lowing astudyin which they manipulatedhe amountand elaboratiorof people'sverbaliz-
tion. In anearlierstudy, Fingerand Pezdek(1999, Experimentl) hadalreadycomparedthe

VOE afteranelaboratererbalization(usingthe cognitive interview) anda standardverbaliz

tion of a previouslyseenphotographln the elaboratenterview participantsrecalledsignifi-
cantly morecorrect,incorrectandsubjectivedetailsand also performedsignificantly lessac-
curatein the identificationtask than participantsin the standardnterview condition.Meiss-
neret al. (2001) partly replicatedtheseresults. By using three different instruction types
theyalteredpeople'sesponseriterionfor descriptionsSpecifically, when participantswere
explicitly instructedto provide a detailedand extensivedescriptionof the perpetratorand
wereevenencouragedo guess(forcedrecall), subsequentdentificationaccuracysignificantly
decreasedboth immediatelyand 30 min after the verbalization.Thus, unlike Finger and
Pezdel(1999,ExperimenB), noreleasdrom verbalovershadowingvas found after a similar
retentioninterval. However,notethat Meissneret al. (2001)usedforcedrecall instructionsin
this condition.In contrastwhen participantswere discouragedrom guessingand askedto
only tell what they were sure they rememberectorrectly (warning conditior) no VOE oc-
curred.In this condition,identification performancamprovedin both immediateand delay
conditionsrelativeto the control andforcedrecall conditions(Meissneret al., 2001).In an-
other conditionin which participantswere given standarddescription instructions (free re-
call), identificationaccuracydid not differ significantlyfrom the control condition,that is, no
VOE occurred.This instructionalbias effect was replicatedin severalstudies (Meissner,
2002;MacLin, Tapscott& Malpass2002)andhasbeenfoundto be persistentafter delays
of 30minor 1 week.As guessingalsoevokesmoreinaccuratedetails,Meissneret al. (2001)
arguedthat theseinaccuraciesnterferewith the original memoryof the face,thus causinga

highererrorratein the identificationtask. Theseresultsobviously challengethe TIPS account
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andstrongly suggesthat the visualmemorytraceis permanentlyalteredby erroneousver-
balization.

A novel accountof the VOE, first introducedby Clareand Lewandowsky(2004),
could possiblyexplainthe resultsof those studiesin which no apparentnegativeeffect of
verbalizationwasfound. Clareand Lewandowsky(2004) pointed out that previousresearch
hasleft opentwo majorissuesinvolving (a) the typesof responsesvitnessesanmakedur-
ing identificationand (b) the natureof the lineup. Obviously it should makea differenceif

participantanerelyhavethe optionto choosdrom a lineup (forced-choiceprocedurg or can

alsorejecta lineup (optional-choiceprocedur® Furthermorepnly presentingtarget-present

(TP) lineupsin anexperimendoesnot createa realisticscenarioof the situationin a crime
investigationbecausé doesnot allowto adequatelyassesshe rateof falseidentifications.
Thereforefor the sakeof ecologicalvalidity any experimenshouldalso include tar-
get-absenfTA) lineups,alongwith optional-choicenstructions.Consequentlyparticipants
needo decidenot only who the perpetratoiis but alsowhetherthe lineup must be rejected
entirely (Clare& Lewandowsky2004).This decisiorrequiresa responseriterion, suchthat
witnessesay"not present'whenno lineupmembermatchegheir memoryor makean iden-
tification if aparticularfacein the lineupmeetsthe responseeriterion. The placemenbf that
responseriterionis likely to influenceidentificationperformanceWith a conservativecrite-
rion, peoplemightrathernot chooseanyonefrom the lineup, whereaswith a liberal criterion,
identificationattemptsmight increase(Clare & Lewandowsky,2004). Criterion effects are
pervasiveandhavefrequentlybeenobservedn othermemoryparadigmshat permit optional
choice,especiallywhenthereis a trade-off betweenquantity andaccuracy(Koriat & Gold-
smith, 1994;Koriat, Goldsmith,& Pansky,2000)1 Therefore criterion shifts may alsobe a
contributingfactorto the VOE if verbalizatiorraisespeople'sesponseriterion. As one pos-
sibleexplanatiorfor a criterion shift following verbalizationClareand Lewandowsky(2004)

proposedhat peoplemonitortheir descriptiveability the sameway they monitor their per-

INote, however, that identification decisions are binary and therefore no such trade-off is

possible.



Influence of Person Descriptions on Identifications 22

formanceduringothermemorytasks(Brigham & Pressley,1988;Koriat & Goldsmith,1996;
Schraw,1998).

In the identification contextwith a previous descriptiontask, people'sinexperience
with providingdescription®f facesmplies that they might find the task ratherdifficult and
thattheyareunlikely to havean appropriatereferenceagainstwhich they cancomparetheir
own description(Clare& Lewandowsky2004).Clare and Lewandowsky(2004) hypotle-
sizedthat thosetwo factorscombinedmay makepeopleunsureabout the quality of their
provideddescription,which in turn might lower their tendencyto choosesomeondgrom a
lineup.Accordingto this assumptionthe criterionshift to beexpectedafter verbalizationis a
cautiousshift aspeoplebecomamnorecautiousin their actionsafter experiencingheir lacking
ability to satisfyingly describethe perpetrator.Thus, Clareand Lewandowsky(2004) rea-
sonedthat in an experimerdl designincluding both TA and TP lineups the rate of correct
identificationdecisiondor describershoulddecreasen TP lineups (increaseof false rejec-
tions) butincreasen TA lineups(decreasef falsealarms).Accordingly,no VOE shouldoc-
cur in forced-choicemethodologiesn which the decisionof choosingor not choosingis re-
ducedo oneof choosingamongalternativeqClare& Lewandowsky2004). Theseassunp-
tions clearly differentiatethe criterion shift accountfrom the competingTIPS and RBI ac-
counts,asit focuseson choosingratesratherthan consideringonly accuracyrates(TIPS) or
suggestinghat mosterrorsshouldconsistof falseidentificationgRBI).

As thedistinctionbetweenoptional-choiceandforced-choiceandin consequencéhe
useof TA lineups,haslargely beenignoredin previousresearcton the VOE (note that all
studiesincludedin the meta-analysiby Meissner& Brigham[2001] usedTP lineupsonly),
ClareandLewandowsky(2004) assumedhat people'sresponseriterion may have contrib-
utedin unknownwaysto existingexperimentabutcomesHowever,it shouldbenotedthat in
the initial setof experimentdy Schoolerand Engstler-Schoolef1990) the optional-choice
methodology(yet,no TA lineups)was usedandno criterion effect was found. Furthermore,
Meissner(2002, Experimentl) usedTA and TP lineupsbut did not find a criterion shift in

any of the descriptionconditions.
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In a seriesof experimentsaccountingfor the factorsof optional-choiceand TA line-
ups,Clareand Lewandowsky(2004) reexaminedhe possibility of criterion effectsin verbal
overshadowingTheresultsof Experimentl clearly supportedhe criterion shift accountiIn
an optional-choiceidentification task participantswho had previously describedhe target
significantlylessoften chosesomeondrom alineup,whichin turn leadto a decreasef dec-
sion accuracyin the TP condition, but alsoto increaseddentificationaccuracyin the TA
condition(i.e.,correctrejections)relativeto non-describers.

In orderto further testtheir responsecriterion shift interpretationof Experimentl,
ClareandLewandowsky(2004)appliedthe forced-choicenethodologywith TP lineupsonly
in Experimen®. They arguedthat, with the option of lineup rejectionno longer available,
participantsn the verbalizatiorconditionshouldno longermakemoreerrorsthan the control
groupif aresponseriterionshift wasactuallytakingplace.Supportingthe criterion shift ac-
count,it turnedout that describerslid not performlessaccuratelythan non-describerg the
identificationtask whenthey were forcedto choosesomeondgrom a lineup. Basedon the
findingsin their study, the authorsargued,that unlike the TIPS andRBI accountsthe crite-
rion shift explanatiorcansimultaneouslyaccountfor (a) the resultsof thoseexperimentsn
which standarddescriptioninstructions and forced-choiceidentificationswere usedand no
VOE occurred(b) alarge VOE in optional-choicel P lineups,and(c) the beneficialeffect of
verbalizatiorwith optional-choicel'A lineups.

In summary,the resultsof both the meta-analysigMeissner& Brigham, 2001) and
themorerecentstudyby ClareandLewandowsky(2004)suggesthat morethan one process
may beresponsibldor the observed/ariationsin the VOE. The effectobservedfter standard
verbalizationmay be basedon a responsecriterion shift, while the impact of an elaborative
descriptionon identificationperformanceappeardo be dueto eithera changein processing
styleor analterationof the original memorytrace.

In the presenstudy,threedescriptiongroupswere assessecdon-describergjescrip-

ersonly (describersvithout rereadinghe descriptionprior to the identificationtask), andre-

readerg(describerswith rereadingof the desciption immediatelybefore the identification

task). A rereadinggroupwasincludedin orderto put someparticipantsbackinto a verbal



Influence of Person Descriptions on Identifications 24

mode.lf this leadsto inappropriateprocessingthenthe VOE shouldbe particularly high in
this group? In any realigic casewherea witnessdescribeghe target,it is very unlikely that
asuspects foundandthat alineupis constructedwithin lessthan 24 hours(seeBehrman&
Richards2005;Valentineet al.,2003).To ensurescologicalvalidity, we thereforeallowed for
a 1-weekdelay betweenthe descriptionof the targetandthe identificationtask. In orderto
analyzethe datawith regardto the discussedlecisiorcriterionshift dueto targetdescriptions
(Clare& Lewandowsky2004),we includedboth TA and TP lineups.As standarddescrp-
tion instructions(seeMeissner& Brigham,2001) wereused,no VOE ascausediy a change
in processingstyle (TIPS) or an alterationof the original memorytrace(RBI) was expected.
Instead,we expecteda responseriterion shift (Clare& Lewandowsky,2004). Specifically,
we expectedhat describershift their criteriontowardsa more conservativelirectionleading
to ahigherrateof lineuprejectionsin the identificationtask relativeto the control group.As
no resultsor theaies regardingthe durationof this cautiousshift existedio date,therewere
two possibleoutcomes(1) If the responseriterionshift is permanentall describershould
rejectthe lineup equallyoften; (2) however f the criterionshift is temporary the description
only group shouldchooseequallyoften as non-describerandonly rereadershouldshow a
largerdegreeof lineuprejectionsFurthermoreasboth TA and TP lineupswereincluded,the
tendencyof rereadergrespectivelydescribersn geneal) to not choosea personfrom a lineup
(asexpectedn the hypothesisabove)shouldleadto lesscorrectidentifications(hits) in TP

lineupsbut alsoto anincreaseof correctrejectionsn TA lineups.

2Note, however, describing and rereading are not the same; describing a person is the
effort to verballyretrievea visually encoded stimulus, whereas rereading the description
merely reactivates the previously encoded verbal memory trace. One assumption is that both
processes have a similar effect due to the VOE. Yet, the possibility that rereading $tas an a

sociative effect in terms of context reinstatement should not be ignored.
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Context Reinstatement

Verbalizationapparentlycanhavenegativeimplicationsfor identificationaccuracyby
"overshadowing'the original memorytrace,alteringit, or producinga cautiousshift in peo-
ple'sresponseriterion.However,contraryto the verbalovershadowingaccountsthe useof
persondesciptions asa meansof contextreinstatemenprior to the identificationtask may

alsoleadto memory facilitation (e.g., Cutler, Penrod,& Martens, 1987; Cutler, Penrod,

O'Rourke,& Martens,1986). Cutler et al. (1987) provided contextreinstatementueshby
conductingan interview using the mnemonicinstructions of the cognitive interview (see
GeiselmanFisher,MacKinnon, & Holland,1985), providing snapshotf the crime scene,
the victim, andanotherpersoninvolved,andby havingthe participantsrereadtheir written
descriptionof the incidentandthe perpetrator Additionally, the target'sdisguiseand pres-
enceof a weaponweremanipulatedA significant interactionbetweendisguiseand context
reinstatementvas observedThatis, only whenthe target'sfacewas difficult to seein the
encodingsituationwas subsequenidentificationperformancemprovedby the contextrein-
statementues.

Cutleret al. (1986) conductedan extensivestudyin orderto determinewhich of dif-
ferentcontextreinstatemenmehodswas the most effectiveandunderwhich circumstances.
Theyfoundthat only the rereadingof adescriptionaboutthe incidenthada significanteffect
ontheidentificationdecisionhoweveronly in interactionwith otherfactors.The first inter-
actionfound was betweernrereadingand the retentioninterval: Those participantswho did
not rereadtheir descriptionsshowedimpairmentof identificationperformancefter a reten-
tion intervalof onemonth comparedo a retentioninterval of oneweek,whereaghosepar-
ticipantswho rereadheir own descriptionperformedalmostequallywell after both retention
intervals. The secondinteractionwas found betweenrereadingand target presencein the
lineup.In the TA condition,rereadingwas associateavith better identificationperformance,
while in the TP condition,rereadingvasassociateavith decreasedentificationperformance.
However,this effectonly occurredwhenthe offenderwas disguisedand thus the encoding

situationwasnon-optimalfor the observe. While theseresultshavebeeninterpretedprimar-
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ily on the basisof a possiblyfacilitative effect of contextreinstatemenit should be noted
that they canalsobeexplainedwith Clareand Lewandowsky'2004) criterion shift account:
While the memorypreservingeffect dueto rereadingacrossthe one month retentioninterval
only occurredin the target-disguisecondition also a generaltendencyof rereaderdo not

choosg55%) whencomparedo non-rereader§0%) was observedSporer(in press)com-

pareddescribersnly to describersvith rereadingandfoundanonsignificantendencytoward
afacilitative effectof rereading51.7%vs. 36.0%accuracyin the descriptiononly condition)
in the expectedlirection.However,Sporer'in press)experimenmay havelackedstatistical
powerto detectacontextreinstatemengffect.

Thus,while severalinesof researclnavetried to producea memoryfacilitating effect
by includingtherereadingof the targetdescription,the resultssuggesthe effectto be unda
ble.Possibly othereffectsof describingthe to beidentified personandrereadingthe descrp-
tion prior the identificationtask, such as verbal overshadowingor responsecriterion shifts
may counteracthe impact contextreinstatementnay haveunderthe given circumstances.
Therefore,in the presentstudy we includedthe rereadingof one'sown target description
prior to theidentificationtaskto examinetheserival views. Accordingto the principle of con-
text reinstatementrereadersvere expectedo experiencememoryfacilitation dueto context
reinstatementuesprovidedin their own persondescriptiongelativeto the controlgroup and
the descriptiononly group. Therefore,rereadershould perform better in the identification

taskthanthe othergroups.

Relationship between Quantity and Quality of Descriptions
and Identification Acaracy

The significanceof persondescriptiondor assessingyewitnessdentificationacw-
racy becameapparentvhenthe U.S. SupremeCourt specifiedthe accuracyof a witness'de-
scription of the criminal asoneof five factorsto be consideredn the evaluationof identifica-
tion evidencegNeil v. Biggers,1972). The practicalimportanceof persondescriptionss eu-

dentfrom the discussioron their utility to assesg"pogdict”) the accuracyof a givenideni-
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fication (Sporer,1992b,1996; Wells, 1985;for a recentmeta-analytiaeview,seeMeissner,
Sporer,& Susajn press).Two aspectof persondescriptionscanbe distinguisheddescip-
tion accuracyusuallydefinedasthe numberof correctdescriptorgdividedby the numberof
correctplus incorrectdescriptors)anddescriptionquantity (the total numberof descriptors,
irrespectiveof accuracy)In actualcriminal casesthe accuracyof persondescriptionscannot
beedablishedasthis requireknowledgeof the true perpetrator Descriptionquantity, how-
ever,canbe ascertainethy the numberof descriptorsor featuresmentionedwhich may or
may not berelatedto identificationaccuracyseeSporer,1996). Quantity, andindirectly also
accuracyof descriptionsis likely to beinfluencedby thetype of instructiongiven, viz. stan-
dardinstructionsvs. elaborativedescriptioninstructions,which havebeenan importantmaod-

eratorof the VOE (Meissner& Brigham,2001).

Correlations between Description Accuracy and Identification Accuracy

While somestudiesobservedositive correlationsbetweendescriptionaccuracyand
identificationaccuracye.g.,Meissneret al.,2001;Wogalter,1996),other studiesdid not find
an associabn betweenthe two variables(Goldstein,Johnson,& Chance,1979; Pigott &
Brigham,1985;Pigott, Brigham,& Bothwell, 1990;Grass& Sporer,1991;seeSporer,1996).
In a recentmeta-analysisMeissner,Sporer,and Susa(in press)synthesizedhe reported
point-biserialcorrelationshetweenvarious aspectsof descriptionquality and quantity and
identificationaccuracy Acrossk = 32 hypothesidestsof the relationshipbetweendescp-
tion accuracyandidentificationaccuracywith N = 2973 participants the weightedmeanef-
fectsizewasr = .14 (p < .001),with Clsof .11and.18.

Sporer(in press)found a significant interactionbetweenidentification accuracyand
choosingwith accurateonchooseréM = 5.5) reportingmorecorrectdescriptorghan inaca-
ratenonchooserg¢M = 3.3). No effectwas found for chooser{M = 4.2 vs. 4.6). Addition-
ally, a seriesof experimentconductedoy Meissnerand colleagues(Meissneret al., 2001;
Meissner,2002) consistentlydemonstrateda significant negative associationbetweenthe
numberof incorrectdescriptorgprovidedandidentificationaccuracywhile no such assoc

tion wasfound for the numberof correctdescriptorgyiven. Fingerand Pezdek(1999) found
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that inaccuratadentifiersreportedmoreincorrectdescriptiondetails(M = 4.0) thanaccurate
identifiers(M = 2.1)whenonly a10-minutedelaybetweerdescriptionandidentificationtask
was inserted(Experimentl). However,no suchdifferenceswere found when longer delays
betweendescriptionand identificationwere used (Experiment2: 1-hour; Experiment3: 24

minutes).

Number of Features Mentioned and Identification Accuracy

Among other studies, Sporer(1992b) observeda positive correlationbetweenthe
numberof descriptorsandidentificationaccuracy(r = .28). However,other studiesfailed to
find suchan association(Franzen& Sporer,1994b; Pigott et al., 1990; Wells, 1985; see
Sporer,1996). The meta-analysidy Meissner,Sporer,and Susa(in press)analyzed33
studieswith N = 2578 participantsthat examinedthe relationshipbetweenthe numberof
featuresmentioneddescriptionquantity) andidentificationaccuracy A weightedmeanr = -
.04, ns, with Cls of -.08 and.00, was found. Thus, the numberof featuresmentionedseems
to beunrelatedo identificationaccuracy.

As MeissnerSporer,and Susa(in press)noted,the resultsof studieson description
accuracyandquantity aredifficult to compareas the various authorsuseddifferent opera
tionalizationsof descriptionaccuracy(e.g.,someanalyzedonly facial descriptorsvhile oth-
ersincludedbodily descriptorsor estimatesof heightandweight). Also, studiesvaried con-
siderablywith respecto the methodologicatigor with whichdescriptionavere assessed-or
example someanalysesverecarriedout by es@blishingclearcriteriafor scoringandreporting
high interrateragreemenusing Pearson's, while others used single raters or established
agreemensimply by consensusf raters.Finally, somestudiesreportedonly few descriptive
elementswvith little variationacrossparticipantswhile otherscontainedengthy descriptions
that variedconsiderablyOf course o the extentthat descriptionquantity andaccuracyare
not precisely measuredr show very little variation acrossparticipantswe cannotexpet
substantiatorrelationdetweernthesemeasureandidentificationaccuracy.

The relationshipbetweendescriptionquantity and identificationaccuracywill again

betestedn the presenstudy,usingan elaboratecoding scheméor descriptionaccuracyand
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guantity. Participantsvho gavemoreelaboratgpersondescriptionsn terms of quantity of
detailscouldbeexpectedo experiencea VOE in form of a changein processingstyle (TIPS;
Schooler2002)or an alterationof the original memorytrace(RBI; Meissneret al., 2001). If
an alterationof the original memorytrace (RBI) takes place,then both descriptiongroups
shouldbe equallyaffectedby descriptionelaboratenesandaccuracy Specifically, elaborate
describerof both descriptiongroupswould be expectedo show lower identification aca-
racy dueto aform of VOE. Furthermoreanegativerelationbetweerdescriptionaccuracyand
identificationaccuracywvould be expectedor both groups.

On the other hand,if a changein processingtyle (TIPS) takesplace,onewould ex-
pectno effectof descriptionaccuracyor elaboratenessn identificationaccuracyfor descrip-
ersonly, asit would not beexpectedo lastoveraninterval of 1 week.However,a changein
processingtyle might be reactivatedoy rereading.Therefore accordingto TIPS, elaborately
describingrereadersvould be expectedo show lower identificationaccuracyratesthan less
elaboratelydescribingrereadersAdditionally, rereadersvho makean incorrectidentification
decisiorshouldhavereportedmoreincorrectdescriptorsConsequentlydescriptionaccuracy

wasexpectedo bepositively correlatedvith identificationaccuracyor rereaders.

Method

Participants

One hundredand forty four individuals (72 malesand 72 females;age 16 to 53,
Mdn = 23 years) completedthis experiment.Most participantswere psychology majors
(59%) who receivedcoursecredit for their participation.Other participantswere students
with otherareasof study (26%) andpersonsof variousoccupationg15%). They wereran-
domly assignedo the conditionsandtestedndividually. Half of the participantsweretested

atthe FreeUniversity Berlinandhalf at the Justud.iebig University GiessenGermany.
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Design

A 3 (description:no descriptionvs. descriptiononly vs. descriptionwith rereading)x
2 (targetpresenceTP vs. TA) between-subjectdesignwas used.Dependenvariableswere
identificationaccuracyandchoosingrate. For the two descriptiongroupswe measuredie-

scription quantityandquality andtheir asseiationwith identificationaccuracy.

Stimulus Film

The stimulusfilm wastakenfrom an earlier study by Sporerand Franzen(1994a).
Thefilm showedthe theft of anexpensivepair of sunglasses an optometrist’sstore. Alt o-
getherfive amateuactors(one womanandfour men)participatedin the film, which lasted6
minutesand30 secondsThetargetpersoncouldbeseerfor 18 secondsA close-upshowing
the target'sheadandshouldersn half-profile lastedfor about2 secondsFor the remaining
timethetargetwasfilmed from a distanceof severaimeters,wherehis headandwhole torso
couldbeseenTheactualtheft took about30 secondglooking at the sunglasseen the rack,
takingapair andputting it in the pocket).The contentof thefilm canbedescribedsfollows:

A youngfemale(optician)is standingbehindthe counter,polishingglassesOne after

anotherthreemale customersenterthe store. Whena fourth customercomesin, the

optician askshim to wait for a momentuntil she has servedthe other customers.

While sheis takingcareof the other customersthe fourth customerwalks up to a

rack,takesapair of sunglassesom the shelveand putsit in his pocket.At that time

hecanbeseenn the backgroundwhile the third customerstandsin the foregroundat
the counterwaitingfor the optician.He thenleavesthe storewith the words: "This is
takingtoo long, I'll comebacklater." After the third customerhaspaid andis aboutto

leavethe shop,the opticiandiscoverghetheft.

Photo Lineup

Eachlineup consistedof six frontal 6 x 9 cm photographssimultaneouslydisplayed
onthe computerscreerat acolordepthof 16.7million colors,that is, 32 bit anda resolution

of 1024 x 768 pixels, depictingsix male individualswho all fit the gereraldescriptionof the
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targetpersonasdeterminedby apilot study(effectivesize= 4.7). The menall wore the same
sweater(differentfrom clothingin the film) andeachpicture hadbeentakenin the samewin-
dowlessroomwith the samallumination andin front of the samewall.

The photoswerearrangedn two rows of threepictureseach.For half of the partia-
pantsthetargetphotograptwaspresent(TP), for the other half it wasreplacedwith anin-
nocentfoil (TA). Targetpositionaswell asdistrador positionwerecompletelybalancedo

appeaiat any of the six positionsanequalnumberof times.

Procedure

In the presenexperimentaneffort was madeto achievea high ecologicalvalidity by
(a)insertingaretentioninterval of oneweekbetweendescriptionandidentificationtask, and
(b) including TA lineupsequallyoften as TP lineupsaswell asa"not present"option fol-
lowing unbiasedineupinstructions.In line with commorpolicepractice,we collectedperson
descriptiondirst viafreerepat followedby open-endedjuestions.

Before and in-betweenthe separateparts of the experimentthe participantswere
given thoroughinstructionson the computerscreenhow to respondto the questionsand
which keysto use.All instructionsandlineup presentationwere programmedwvith SuperLab

1.75(www.cedrus.com

Participantswere informedthat they were taking part in an experimentconcerned
with witnessstatementsThe advertisementor the experimendisplayedthe question"Are
YouA GoodWitness?"in orderto appealto peoplesambitionandcuriosity but did not ex-
plicitly mentionthe topic of personidentification.Participantswveretestedindividually. Be-
foreviewingthe videothey were askedto watchthe film closelyandpay attentionto every
detail. Afterwards, participantscompleteda 30-minutefiller task consistingof 40 general
knowledge questions.In the following, participantsof the experimentalgroups were in-
structedto give a detailedwritten descriptionof the crime they hadwitnessedearlier in the
film. Participantavereaskedo imaginethey were making a witness statementor a realpo-
lice investigation.This descriptionwasto be a freereportconsistingonly of the information

the participantgememberetbhy themselvesSubsequeny| participantsvereaskedto answer
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eightopen-endedjuestionsconcerningthe crime on anothersheet.The sameprocedurewas
followedfor the descriptionof the culprit. First, participantswereaskedto describehe tar-

getwith their own words, emphasizingrecision("the descriptionshouldbe preciseenough
for anothempersonto be ableto recognizethe culprit in a crowd"). Then, twelve openques-

tions concerningthe target'sappearancdollowed (see Appendix). The descriptioninstruc-

tions werein linewith the standarddescriptioninstructionsasusedin previous studies(e.g.,
Finger& Pezdek,1999;Meissner& Brigham,2001).

The identificationtask was scheduledexactly one week later. Half of those partia-
pantswho hadprovidedatargetdescripton a weekearlierweregiven the opportunityto re-
readtheir freedescriptionof the perpetratomswell astheir answersto the specificquestions
concerninghe physicalappearancef the thief which they had provided. Beforethe identifi-
cationtask, participantsindicatedheir pre-decisiorconfidenceaegardingthe accuracyof their
identification decisionon an eleven-pointscaleranging from 0% to 100% (with intervals
markedn 10% steps0%, 10%, ..., 100%).Subsequentlyparticipantsvere askedto identify
the culprit onthe computerscreenParticipantsvere advisedthat the culprit might or might
not be presentn the lineup. Decisiontime was measurecéutomaticallyvia SuperLab After
giving aratingof recollectiveexperiencepost-decisiortonfidenceratingsconcerningthe iden-
tification decisionwere assessedn an eleven-pointscaleranging from 0% to 100% for all

participants.

Coding of the Person Description Details

Two ratersreceivedtraining in which they individually ratedall detailsnamedin ten
casesanddiscussedhe discrepanciesvith eachotherand the trainer. Subsequentlyall de-
scriptionswerecodedfor correct,incorrector subjectivedetails(cf. Finger& Pezdek,1999).
Subjectivedetailscontaineddescriptorsof personalitytraits or impressionsthe three raters
couldnot objectivelyagreeon as corrector incorrect(e.g.,“looked tired”, “unfriendly face”)
andwereexcludedfrom further analysesinterratercorrelationsvere computedfor clothing,
body, facial and other (e.g., posture,nationality) details separatelyfor free report and the

openquestionsDue to the non-ambiguityof the coding systemthe meaninterratercorreb
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tions after Fisher'sZ-transformationof free descriptionsand specificquestionswas equally
highfor body, facial,andotherdetails rs = .99. The meaninterratercorrelationafter Fisher’s
Z-transformatiorfor clothingdetailswasr = .86 for freereportsandr = .99 for open-ended
guestionsEstimatesof age,heightandweightof the targetwereexcludedfrom analysisdue
to alackof standardor coding“accuracy”(e.g.,is a responsef “20-25 years”to be const-
eredaccuratevhenapersons 25 yearsold?).

For dataanalysis,descriptionscorescombining free descriptionsand specific ques-
tions were formedin additionto the four categoriedisted above. Whena participantnamed
the samedetailin the freereport and the following questions,this repetitionwas excluded
from calculationsThe subsequenanalysesvere carriedout with the total numberof details

(correct + incorrect details = description quantity). Additionally, description accuracy

score$ were computed(descriptionaccuracy= correctdetails/[correct+ incorrectdetails]).
We chosethis rathertime-consumingmethodto evaluatedesciption accuracyand quantity
becausthis allowedus to analyzedatadifferently thanin mostother VOE studies.Specii-
cally, we wantedto analyzedatanot only accordingto the descriptioncondition participants
wereallocatedto but alsowith regardto the actualdescriptivefeaturesof the descriptions.
Although participantsin the descriptionconditionsall receivedthe sameinstructions, indi-
vidualdifferencesmay leadto differencedn descriptionelaboratenesguantity) anddescrp-
tion accuracywhich in turn may haveaninfluenceon the processe$elievedto underliethe

VOE.

3Using descriptionaccuracyas a predictor for identificationaccuracyhas beencriti-
cizedin previousresearch{Sporer,1996; Wells, 1985) becaus¢he accuracycoefficientdoes
not differentiatebetweemrmoreandlessdetaileddescriptionsA descriptionconsistingof only
onecorrectdetailwill obviously havea higheraccuracyscore(100%)than a descriptioncon-
sistingof 10 detailswith 2 of themwrong(80%).However,the minimum of total descriptors
providedby participantsn ourexperimentwvas7 (M = 16.8;SD = 4.1),whichmadeanalyses

with descriptionaccuracyappropriateandjustifiable.
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Results

An alphalevel of alpha= .05 wasusedfor all inferentialanalysesCohen’s(1988)d
andf arereportedas measuresf effectsize for ANOVAs, andCramer’'sV and phi arere-
portedfor nonparametrianalyseof 3 x 2 and2 x 2 contingencytables respectively.

In the following, we first report descriptive results for the whole sample.Subg-
qguently, we look at the influenceof the descriptionconditionson identificationaccuracyand
choosingoehaviorfollowedby analyseof the relationshipbetweerdescriptionaccuracyand

gquantityandidentificationoutcomes.

Identification Accuracy

Tablel displaysthe distributionof identificationdecisiondor TA and TP lineupsin
the threeexperimentakonditions.Altogether,47.2%of the 144 participantsmadea correct
decision.Identificationaccuracydiffered significantlyfor the 60 choosery33.3%) from the
84 nonchooser$57.1%),chi2(1, N = 144)= 7.96,p = .007, phi = -.24. Identificationaca-
racy for TA lineups (66.7%) was higher than for TP lineups (27.8%),
chi?(1,N = 144) = 21.85p < .001,phi = -.39.

Target Descriptions

Table2 displaysthe meansand standarddeviationsof accuracyratesandthe number
of descriptorsseparatelyfor free reports,andfor free reports and open-endedjuestions
combined.The meannumberof descriptoran the free reportwas M = 10.40(SD = 3.75,
Min =4, Max = 20) and M = 14.05for the open-endedjuestions(SD = 3.49, Min = 6,
Max = 23). On average,open-endedjuestionsincreasedthe numberof detailsreportedby
M =6.38(SD= 2.33),aftereliminating descriptoramentionedn both. Therewereno differ-
encesin descrption accuracyfor free report(M = 70.12%,SD = 17.51) and open-ended
guestiongM = 69.28%,SD=11.75),t(95)= .66,p = .512,d = -0.07. The meandescription
accuracyor freereportandopen-endedjuestionstogether after eliminating duplicates,was

M = 69.68%(SD= 11.64).
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Table 1

Distribution of Identification Decisions (in %) in Target-Absent and Target-Present Lineups

Target-absenin(= 72) Target-presentn(= 72) Total sampleN = 144)
Choosers  Nonchoosers Choosers Nonchoosers
Condition False Correct Hit Foll False Mean Mean
alarm rejection identification rejection accuracy choosing rates
No description 33.3 66.7 29.2 25.0 45.8 47.9 43.8
(n=48) (8) (16) (7) (6) (11) (23) (21)
Description only 37.5 62.5 33.3 33.3 33.3 47.9 52.1
(n=48) 9) (15) (8) (8) (8) (23) (25)
Rereading 29.2 70.8 20.8 8.3 70.8 45.8 29.2
(n=48) (7) 17) ) 2 (17) (22) (14)
Total sample 33.3 66.7 27.8 22.2 50.0 47.2 41.7
(N = 144) (24) (48) (20) (16) (36) (68) (60)

Note. Figures enclosed in parentheses represent absolute frequencies.
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Table 2

Means and Standard Deviations of Total Descriptors and Proportion Correct in Free Reports

and in Free Reports and Open-Ended Questions Combined (N = 96).

Free report Free report and open-ended questions
Total number  Proportion Total number Proportion
descriptors correct descriptors correct
M SD M SD M SD M SD
Face total 452 2.05 72 .23 701 201 .67 A7
Hair 277 1.10 .69 .25 418 1.15 .67 A7

Face holistic .35 .58 .55 A7 1.11 .69 .55 44

Eyes .56 .68 .80 .38 .58 .69 77 .39
Nose A5 48 .87 .32 19 .53 .78 .38
Skin .25 44 .92 .28 .28 45 .89 .32
Face other 44 .69 .86 .33 .66 .86 .84 .33
Body 59 61 35 A7 1.54 91 39 40
Clothes 5.28 2.97 74 24 8.23 2.95 78 15
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For descriptorsconcerningthe faceonly (holistic facial descriptorshair, eyes, nose,
skin, and other features)the meannumberdescriptorsnamedacrossboth free report and
open-endedjuestionsvasM = 7.01(SD= 2.01).0f thesea meanof M = 4.52(SD = 2.05)
descriptorshadalreadybeennamedn the freereport. Thus, on average41.78% of the de-
scriptorsreferredo the faceof the perpetratormostof which concernechair style andcolor
(59.63%).

Additionally, descriptorof age, weight,andheightoccurredvith ameanof M = 2.25
(SD= 0.52),andsubjectivedetailswith ameanof M = 1.27(SD = 1.16), acrossboth freere-
portandopen-endedjuestionsHowever for the reasonsexplainedearliertheselatter details

werenot includedin any of thefollowing analyses.

Effects of Describing and Rereading

Effects on Identification Accuracy

Our mainhypothesesvere basedon the questionof whetheridentification perform-
ancewasaffectedby the differentdescriptionconditions.ldentification accuracydid not dif-
fer asafunctionof the threeconditions(no description:47.9%;descriptiononly: 47.9%;re-
reading:45.8%),ﬂ2(2,u = 144)= .06,p = .973,Cramer’sV = .02, that is, no VOE in the
traditionalsensevasfound,nor did the results confirm our expectationgoncerninga context
reinstatemengffect,or aneffectof memorypreservatiordueto describingthe target(seeTa

blel).

Effects on Choosing Rates

Tablel abovealsodisplaysthe distributionof chooser&nd non-chooser# the three
conditions. First, comparing describers(describersonly and rereaders;39.6%) to non-
describerg43.8%),showedno effecton choosingrates,chi?2(1, N = 144) = .13, p = .724,
phi = -.03.Secondlycomparingrereaderso non-rereadershowedthat rereadersignificantly
less often chose a person from the lineup (29.2%) than non-rereaders(47.9%),

ch?(1,N = 144) = 4.63,p = .033, phi = -.18. Choosingrates in the rereadingcondition
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(29.2%) also differed from those in the description only condiion (52.1%),
chi?(1,N = 96) = 5.23p = .037,phi = -.23. Theseresultsindicatea cautiousshift in the re-

readingcondition.

Quality and Quantity of Descriptions and their Relationships to Identification

Accuracy

Analysesof varianceand correlationalaralyseswere conductedo examinethe as®-
ciations betweendifferent aspectsof persondescriptionswith identification accuracyand
choosingbehavior.

Three2 x 2 x 2 unweightedneansANOVAs with choice(choosers/s. nonchoosers),
descriptioncondition (description only vs. rereading),anddecisionoutcome(correctvs. in-
correct)as classificationvariablesand descriptionaccuracytotal numberof descriptorsand
numberof false descriptorsas dependentvariableswere computed. The main effect for
choosing becamesignificantfor descriptionaccuracyE(1, 88)=4.60,p =.035,d = 0.11,and
numberof falsedescriptorsf(1, 88) = 5.08,p = .027,d = 0.12, but not for total numberof
descriptorsE(1, 88)=.88,p = .352,d = 0.05. Specifically,choosergjave moreaccuratele-
scriptions (M = 70.06%) and less false descriptors(M = 4.81) than nonchoosers
(M =65.27%;M = 6.08). The main effects of decisionoutcomeand descriptioncondition
werenonsignificanfor thethreeANOVAS, Es< 2.62,ds < .09. All threeANOVAs revealed
significant interactionsof DecisionOutcomeand Description Condition (description aca-
racy: E(1, 88) = 5.29,p = .024,f = .25; total numberof descriptors:F(1, 88) = 3.99,
p =.049f = .21;numberof false descriptorskE(1, 88)=9.14,p =.003,f = .32).

Figuresl and2 displaythe interactionsof DescriptionConditionwith Identification
Accuracyfor descriptionaccuracyandnumberof falsedescriptorsTherewas a simple main
effect of identification accuracy within describers only for description accuracy,
E(1, 88) =7.56,p = .007,d = 0.14, and for numberof false descriptors,F(1, 88) = 8.33,
p =.005,d = 0.15. Thatis, within describersonly, inaccurateidentifiers gave less accurate
descriptiongM = 65.86%)than correctidentifiers(M = 74.89%).Likewise,within descrb-

ersonly, inaccuratedentifiersreportedmoreincorrectdescriptordM = 5.76) than accurate
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identifiers (M = 3.91).Within rereaders;o significantdifferenceswerefound for description
accuracy,F(1, 88) = .03,p = .855,d = 0.00, or numberof falsedetailsreported,F(1, 88) =
.38,p =.541,d = 0.03.The simplemaineffectsof identificationaccuracyfor total numberof
descriptorswere nonsignificantfor describeronly, F(1, 88) = 1.38,p = .244,d = 0.06,and
rereadersg(1,88)=1.15,p =.286,d = 0.06.

AnalogousANOVAs with descriptionaccuracyof facial descriptionsjotal numberof
facial descriptorsandnumberof falsefacial descriptorsas classificationvariableswere caried
out. No significantmain effectsfor choice,decisionoutcome,anddescriptionconditionwere
found,Es< .2.06,|dls < .08.The only significantinteractionwas betweenDecisionOutcome
and Description Condition for numberof incorrect facial descriptors,F(1, 88) = 6.25,
p =.014,f = .27. Thatis, within describernly, incorrectidentifiers(M = 2.48) reported
moreincorrectfacial descriptorghancorrectidentifiers(M = 1.74),E(1, 88) = 4.33,p = .040,

d = 0.11. No significant differencewas found within rereadersg(1, 88) = .55, p = .461,
d=0.04.
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TheseinteractiondbetweerDecisionOutcomeandDescriptionCondition were nonsignificant
for accuracyof facial descriptorsg(1, 88) = 2.74,p = .101,f = .18,andtotal numberof facial
descriptorsE(1,88)=2.44,p =.122,f = .17.

Correlational Analyses of Description Accuracy and ldentification Accuracy

Overalldescriptionaccuracy(i.e., referringto all descriptors,not just facial descmp-
tors)anddescriptionquantity did not correlatesignificantly,r(94) = -.16,p = .877.Table3
displaysthe correlationsof descriptionaccuracydescriptionquantity aswell as numberof
correctandincorrectdetailswith identificationaccuracyfor all describersand separatelyfor
describer®nly andrereadersAdditionally, associationarereportednot only for all descnp-
tors but alsofor facial descriptorsin the following, we will concentateon the differentresult
patternsof describer®nly andrereadersvith regardto all descriptorsnamed Resultsfor fa-
cial descriptorsandthe wholesamplecanbe obtainedrom the Table.

Positive associationdetweendescriptionaccuracyand identification accuracywere
foundfor the descriptiononly groupfor open-endedjuestionsy(46)= .41, p = .004,andthe
combinationof free reportandopen-endedjuestionsy(46) = .39, p = .006. No significant

resultsemergedor therereadinggroup,all r|s< .04,ns.
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Correlational Analyses of Description Quantity, Correct and Incorrect Details and lgentific

tion Accuracy

No significantassociationdetweenidentification accuracyand descriptionquantity
werefound,|r|s< .28, ns, with correlationdor descibersonly tendingto be negative,correb
tions for rereadersendingto bepositive. Likewise,no significantassociationbetweenidenti-
fication accuracyandnumberof correctdetailswerefound, r|s< .26, ns. However,for de-
scribersonly, significantnegativeassociationbetweemumberof incorrectdetailsnamedand
identificationaccuracyemergedor freereport,r(46) = -.30,p = .038, open-endedjuestions,
1(46)=-.49,p < .001,aswell asthe combinatiorof both,r(46) = -.46,p = .001.No suchas-

sociationsverefoundfor rereaderg|s< .12,ns.

Correlational Analyses of Description Accuracy and Choosing

Table4 displaysthe correlationf descriptionaccuracydescriptionquantity as well
asnumberof correctandincorrectdetailsnamedwith choosingfor all describersand sefa
rately for describeronly andrereadersAdditionally, associationgrereportednot only for
all descriptorsbut alsofor facial descriptorsAs for identificationaccuracywe will conce-
trate on the differentresult patternsof describersonly and rereades with regardto all de-
scrptors namedResultsfor facial descriptorsandthe whole samplecanbe obtainedfrom the

Table.
For rereaders, choosing and description accuracy were positively associated for free report,

r(46) = .41 p = .004, open-ended question@l6) = .29,p = .047, and the combination of
both,r(46) = .37,p = .011. That is, witnesses who reread their low accuracy descriptions
tended to not choose, while accurately describing rereaders tended to choose. No associations
between choosing and description accuracy were found for describerg|ssglyQT,ns, with

all the correlations tending to be negative.
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Table 3

Correlations of Identification Accuracy with Description Accuracy, Description Quantity,

Number of Correct Details, and Number of Incorrect Details

All describers Description Rereading

(N =96) only (n = 48) (n=48)
Description accuracy
Free report
All descriptors 14 25° .04
Facial descriptors 14 .23 .08
Open questions
All descriptors 22* A1** .02
Facial descriptors 19° .30* .07
Free report and open questidns
All descriptors .18° 39%* -.03
Facial aescriptors 12 29* -.06

Description quantity (correct and incorrect details)

Free report

All descriptors A1 -.08 .28°

Facial descriptors .08 -.08 22
Open questions

All descriptors -.08 -.20 .04

Facial descriptors .00 -.00 .00

Free report and open questibns
All descriptors -.01 -.18 16
Facial descriptors -.01 -.12 10
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Table 3 (continued)

All describers Description Rereading

(N =96) only (n = 48) (n=48)
Number correct details

Free report

All descriptors A7 .07 .26°

Facial descriptors 12 .04 19
Open questions

All descriptors .06 .06 .05

Facial descriptors 13 21 .04
Free report and open questidns

All descriptors 10 .07 14

Facial descriptors .06 .08 .03

Number incorrect details

Free report

All descriptors -.07 -.30* A2

Facial descriptors -.05 -.26° 10
Open guestions

All descriptors -.23* - 49%* -.01

Facial descriptors -.18° -.30* -.05
Free report and open questidns

All descriptors -.16 -.46** .09

Facial descripirs -.10 -.35% A1

°p <.10; p < .05; **p < .01.

#Features mentioned in both free report and open-ended questions were only coded once.
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Correlational Analyses of Description Quantity, Correct adrrect Details and Choosing

No significantassociationbetweenchoosingand descriptionquantity with regardto
all descriptoraverefound, |r|s< .24,ns. Likewise,no significantassociationdetveenideni-
ficationaccuracyandnumberof correctdetailswerefound, |r|s< .22,ns. However,for rereal-
ers, significant negative associationsbetween number of incorrect details and choosing
emergedor freereport,r(46)=-.31,p = .032,open-endedjuestions,r(46) = -.35,p = .016,
andthe combinatiorof both for rereaders;(46) = -.31, p = .035. No significantresultswere

obtainedor describersnly, |f|s< .09,ns.
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Table 4

Correlations of Choosing with Description Accuracy, Description Quantity, Numberref Co

rect Details, and Number of Incorrect Details

All describers Description Rereading

(N =96) only (n = 48) (n=48)
Description accuracy
Free report
All descriptors 22* -.01 A1**
Facial descriptors A1 -17 .28°
Open questions
All descriptors .09 -.07 29*
Facia descriptors 10 -.06 21
Free report and open questidns
All descriptors .16 -.05 37*
Facial descriptors A1 -.03 .25°

Description quantity (correct and incorrect details)

Free report

All descriptors -11 -.20 .02

Facial descriptors -.00 -.10 .00
Open questions

All descriptors -.19° -.15 -.24°

Facial descriptors -.20° -.35* -.03
Free report and open questibns

All descriptors -.10 -.13 -.05

Facial descriptors -.05 -.19 14
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Table 4 (continued)

All describers Description Rereading

(N =96) only (n = 48) (n=48)
Number correct details

Free report

All descriptors .02 -17 22

Facial Descriptors .07 -12 24°
Open questions

All descriptors -12 -.18 -.05

Facial descriptors -.10 -.30* .09
Free report and open questidns

All descriptors .00 -.14 A7

Facial descriptors .04 -.14 .26°

Number incorrect details

Free report

All descriptors -.23* -.09 -.31*

Facial descriptors -.12 .02 -.18
Open questions

All descriptors -.17 .02 -.35*%

Fecial descriptors -.16 -12 -.15
Free report and open questidns

All descriptors -.19 -.02 -.31*

Facial descriptors -.14 -.08 -.13

°p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01.

#Features mentioned in both free reports and open-ended questions were only coded once.



Influence of Person Descriptions on Identifications ar

Discussion

The majoraimof this studywasto investigatehe influenceof describinga target-thief
seenn afilm andthe influenceof rereadingone’sdescriptionprior to a lineup on idenifica
tion performanceand choosingrates.We considerech numberof possible theoreticalap-
proacheswith partly opposingpredictions.Extensivecarewas takento ensureecologicalva
lidity. First, theidentificaion taskwaspostponedintil a weekafter both seeingthe film and
providing a written descriptionof the target.Second,both TP and TA lineups were used.
Third, the descriptioninstructionsusedwere similar to the onesusedin real criminal pro-
ceelings (freerecallfollowedby a few open-endedjuestionsto elicit additionaldetails).The
results of our experimenemphasizeéhe needio reconsidethe effectthat persondescriptions
canhaveon eyewitnessdentificationperformance.

We found no impact of persondescriptionsandrereadingon identification perform-
ancebut only on choosingratesundercertainconditions.No VOE as postulatedby a change
in processingstyle (TIPS, Schooleret al., 1997; Schooler,2002) or by an alterationof the
originalmemay trace(RBI; Meissneretal.,2001)wasfound.This wasin line with previous
researclhthat usedstandarddescriptioninstructions (Meissner& Brigham, 2001). Appa-
ently, only theinclusionof a forcedrecall conditionallows for a moredirecttestof RBI and
TIPS (Meissneretal.,2001).

Also, our resultsyieldedno supportfor a memoryfacilitation effect throughcontext
reinstatemenby rereadingof one’stargetdescriptionasfound in someearlier studies(Cutler
etal.,1986;Cutleretal.,1987).Instead,consistentvith our hypothesispur resultssupport
therecognitioncriterionshift approachassuggestetty ClareandLewandowsky(2004).The
factthat controlandexperimentatonditionsdid not differ in identificationaccuracysupports
the assumption that the standarddescriptioninstruction(or freerecal)) is a reasonably'safe”
way to obtaina persondescriptionwith regardto the VOE (cf., Meissner& Brigham,2001),
without reducingthe descriptionquantityto a minimum as observedvith warningrecall in-

structionge.g.,Meissner2002).



Influence of Person Descriptions on Identifications 48

Our resultsarein line with other studiesthat also did not find a VOE after post-
descriptiondelaysof 24 hoursor longer(e.g., Clifford, 2003;Memon & Rose,2002; Yu &
Geiselman,1993) andthe meta-analgis by MeissnerandBrigham (2001) which detecteda
VOE only for elaboratedescriptioninstructions.To our knowledge thereis only the exce-
tion of SchoolerandEngstler-Schooler'study (1990, Experiments) who did usea retention
intervalof 48 hoursand foundaVOE. Yet, most studiesexaminingthe VOE usedonly short
post-descriptiordelaysof lessthan 24 hours (cf., Meissner& Brigham, 2001). Therefore,
thereis a clearneedof studieswith longer post-descriptiordelaysin orderto addressthe
guestionsf the durability andpermanencthat targetdescriptionscanhaveon identification
performanceAlso, we needto pay closerattentionto the type of descriptioninstructions
andthe way descriptionquantityandaccuracyaremeasuredAfter all, the probability that a
lineupis carriedout immediatelyafter the descriptionis very low asdocumentedn archival
analysesf realcriminal casegBehrman& Richards,2005; Sporer,1992a;Valentine et al.,
2003;vanKoppené& Lochun,1997). Hence,the ecologcal validity of previously reported
findingsis arguable.

With regardto the criterionshift, our resultsdifferedfor rereadersndnon-rereaders.
Specifically, there were more nonchoosersvithin rereaderghan within non-rereadergde-
scriptiononly andcontrolconditions).As no sucheffectwas found for describersn general,
we haveto assumehat the recognitioncriterionshift only occursif (a) the identificationtask
immediatelyfollows the descriptiontask, as assessedh the study by Clare and Lewan-
dowsky(2004),or (b) the descriptionis reactivatedeforethe identificationtask, for example
by rereadingit, asit wasthe casein the presentstudy. Our resultsin this regardarein line
with the underlyingprocessegproposedby Clareand Lewanawsky (2004). According to
ClareandLewandowsky a criterion shift occursdue to the perceiveddifficulty of the de-
scription task combinedwith the presumednadequacyof the descriptionitself. Especially
the latter of thesefactorsis not confinedto the situation immediatelyafter the description
taskbut canalsobeappliedto the situationwhen participantsrereactheir own descriptions.
Concerningthe durationof the criterionshift, our resultsindicatethe effectto only prevail

temporarily,for lessthanaweek,asit appearedor rereadersnly.
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Similar to the presentstudy, Sporer(in press)hadapplieda 1-weekdelay and used
the samestimulusmaterialsHe found anonsignificantendencyof rereaderso be moreacaw-
ratein theiridentificationon TA andTP lineupsthan describeronly but no effect of the ex-
perimentalmanipulationon choosingNote, however that Sporer(in press)id not include a
no descriptioncontrol group, againstwhich identificationaccuracyusually is contrastedin
VOE studies.

The secondaimof our studyconcernedhe relationshipof differentaspectof person
descriptionswith identificationaccuracyand choosingbehavior.The lack of a relationship
betweerdescriptionaccuracyandquantitysuggestshat thesetwo agpectsneedo be consd-
eredseparatelyDifferencesn descriptionquantity canalsobe interpretedas differencesin
elaborationnot evokedby varyinginstructionsbut mostlikely by the participantsindividual
differencedn their descriptioncriterionor ability. Participantsn the presentstudy provided
ratherdetailedargetdescriptiongdescriptivedetails:M = 16.8;SD = 4.1)whencomparedo
thefindingsin archivalanalysegSporer,1992a,M = 9.7; van Koppen& Lochun,Mdn = 8)
or stagecdeventstudies(e.g.,Lindsayet al., 1994,M = 7.6; Sporer,1992b,M = 5.5). Also,
therateof descriptorseferringto the perpetrator'sacewashigher(42%)thanthe rate found
in the archivalanalysisby Sporer(1992a;30%). Different from the findings by van Koppen
andLochun(1997),the majority of the facial descriptorsin our study were correct(67%).
Yet, againin concordancevith the findings of the archivalanalysisby Sporer(1992a),most
of thefacial descriptorseferredo hairstyleandcolor (60%). Although descriptionaccuracy
codficientshavebeenrcriticizedin the past(Sporer,1996; Wells, 1985) becausehey do not
differentiatebetweenmore and less complete descriptions,we believe that the minimum
numberof total descriptorgprovidedby our participantswas sufficiently large (Min = 7) to
makeanalysesvith descriptionaccuracyappropriate.

Eventhoughthe accuracyof a persondescriptioncannotbe assesseth actualcases
(seeWells,1985)it hasbeenlistedasoneof the criteriato be consideredn the evaluationof
identificationevidenceby the U.S. SupremeCourt (Neil v. Biggers, 1972). Yet, analysesof
descriptionaccuracycanbeusefulin orderto find out moreaboutthe decisionprocessesin-

derlying identification decisionswith regard to target descriptions.In line with previous



Influence of Person Descriptions on Identifications 50

studies (e.g.,Meissneret al., 2001; Meissner2002; seealsothe meta-analysi®y Meissner,
Sporer& Susajn press),we found a positive associatiorbetweendescriptionaccuracyand
identificationaccuacy alongwith a negativeassociatiorbetweenthe numberof false details
and identificationaccuracy.However, herethis effect was limited to the description only
condition. Theseresults are neitherin line with the RBI approachnor with the TIPS ap-
proach.Accordingto the RBI approachassociation$or both descriptiongroups,not just for
one,would havebeenexpectedAccordingto the TIPS approachpnewould expectthe ob-
servedrelationshipsfor rereaderdut not describersonly. At first sightit seemspuzzling,
that descriptionghat arerereadprior to the identificationtask should havelessimpact on
identification performancehan descriptionghat arenot reread. However, within rereaders,
descrption accuracywaspositively associateavith chaosing,supportingthe ideathat lineup
rejections might be dueto the perceivedinadequacyof the description (Clare & Lewan-
dowsky,2004).Apparently rereadersomehowbecameawareof the accuracyor inaccuracy
of their descriptionsComparinghe observe associationsvith rereaderandwith describers
only, it seemghat the positive associatiorbetweendescriptionaccuracyand identification
accuracywithin describergnly changedo anassociatiorwith choosingbehaviorfor rerea-
ers.Possbly, theindusionof two repeatediescriptions--oncshortly afterobservingthe tar-
get,andagainbeforethe identificationafterthe 1-weekdelay--mayhaveresultedin a correb
tion between identificationaccuracyand numberof descriptorsas reportedby Meissner
(2002,Experiment2).

Whenwe considerthe description-onlygroup by itself, the presentstudy showed
highercorrelationdetweenvariousmeasure®f descriptionaccuracyandidentificationacw-
racy thanpreviousstudies thus questioningfindings that havereportednull-findings. We at-
tribute thesehigher correlationgo our careful attemptsto operationalizeand measurdace
andpersondescriptionsin Meissner SporerandSusa'qin press)meta-analysishighercor-
relationswerealsoobservedvhen substantial effort was investedinto measuringdescription
quality morerigorously.Correlationsverealsofoundto behigherwhentherewerelongerde-
scription-identificatiordelaysthanwhenthe recognitiontestwas conductedshortly after the

descriptionpha®.
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Althoughmuchcarewastakento ensureecologicalvalidity in the presentstudy in
form of a complexfilmed scenaricof 6 min length,a 1-weekdelay, the useof TP and TA
lineups,andthe descriptionproceduregeneralizabilityof the findings may be limited aswe
usedonly asingletarget.Stimulussamplingthroughthe useof multiple targetss desirablefor
two reasons¥First, to ensurestimulus generalizabilityandto allow for internal replication
(Wells& Windschitl,1999).Secondpreviousreseara discussedhe role of facial distindive-
ness/typicalitynot only regardingface recognition performance(e.g., Shapiro& Penrod,
1986) but also concerningthe relationship betweentarget descriptionsand identification
(Wells,1985).This issueshouldbeaddressedh futureresearch.

In summary our resultshelpto understandhe decisionprocessesinderlyingeyewi-
nessidentificationsin connectionwith persondescriptionsFirst, a retentioninterval of one
weekbetweerdescriptionandidentificationappearsto be sufficientto eliminatethe negative
effectsof persondescriptionn identificationaccuracyasobservedn other studies(Dodson
et al., 1997; Fallshore& Schooler,1995; Ryan & Schooler,1998; Schooleret al., 1996;
Schooler& Engstler-Scholer, 1990). For police practice,this meanghat no changein pro-
ceedinggs necessaryn mostcasessthe presentatiomf a lineup rarely happenswithin less
thanoneweekafterthe description(Behrman& Richards2005;Valentineet al., 2003). Se-
ond,arereadingtask did not leadto a VOE, but to a criterionshift (Clare& Lewandowsky,
2004), howeverwithout affecting identification accuracy.Furthermore,an associationbe-
tween description accuracyand choosing emergedfor rereaders.interestingly, rereaders
seemedo be awareof the quality of their descriptionsand this affectedtheir choosingbe-
havior. In contrast,an associatiorbetweendescriptionaccuracyand identificationaccuracy
matrializedfor describeronly. Apparently,whendescribergereadtheir own descriptions,
the memoryeffectof the descriptionwhich leadbaddescriberso bebadidentifiersshifts to a
decisioncriterion effectwhich lead bad describerso becomenonchoosersWhetherone or
which of thesetwo effectsis (more)desrableis left for further studiesto investigate Specif-
cally, the (non-)existencef an effect of rereadingon identification(in-)accuracyneedsto be

reexaminedeforefurther conclusionganbedrawn.
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Appendix
Open-ended questions asked after free report was given
1. How old do you think the culprit was?
2. How tall was the culprit in cm?

3. Describe the culprit's build!

4, Describe the culprit's clothing!

5. Descibe the culprit's hair color!

6. Describe the culprit's hairdo!

7. Describe the culprit's face shape!

8. Which of the culprit's special features caught your eye?
9. Did the culprit wear headgear? If yes, what kind?

10.  Did the culprit wear glasses? If yeghat did they look like?
11.  Did the culprit have a beard? If yes, what did it look like?

12.  Did the culprit speak in a dialect or did he have an accent? If yes, which?
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EXPERIMENT 2

Post-Decision Confidence, Decision Time, and Self-
Reported Decision Processes as Postdictors of Identification
Accuracy

Eyewitnesddentificationsare of immenseimportancefor investigatingand prose-
cutingcrimes.Researclon the psychologyof eyewitnessdentificationbeganin the late

1970sandhassinceidentifiednumerougstimatorandsystemvariables(Wells, 1978) that

canhaveaninfluenceon the accuracyof identificationdecisionsEstimatorvariablescanbe

further brokendown into situationalvariableswhich canonly be exploredposthoc (e.g.,

lighting conditions)andassessmentariables(Sporer,1993) that may be usedto assess

individual witnesses’decisionmaking processege.g., confidenceand decisiontime). In
contrastsysemor controlvariablesarethose over which the criminal justice systemnor-
mally hascontrol. Theseincludelineuptestfactorssuchasinstructionto withessess well
aslineupcompostion.

Althoughdecisiortime and post-decisiorconfidencehavebeencombinedsucces-
fully in the past(Sporer,1992;Weber Brewer,Wells, Semmler & Keast,2004), mostre-
searchon assessmentariablesor postdictorsfocusedon oneor anotherof thesevariables
in isolation.It is ouraimto determinghe usefulnes®f combinationf post-decisiorcon-
fidence,decisiontime, andself-reporteddecisionprocesssfor distinguishingbetweenac-
curateandinaccurateidentificationdecisionsHereby,we also hope to learnmore about
theunderlyingdecisionprocessesA particularstrengthof the presenstudyis that special
carewastakento ensureecologicalvalidity by usinga long, complexstimulusfiim and a

retentionintervalof oneweek.
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Response Latencies as Markers of Accuracy

A seriesof studieshaveconsistentlydemonstateda negativerelationshipbetween
responséime andidentificationaccuracyor positive identificationgchoosersput not for
lineuprejectiongnonchooserdHunning& Stern,1994;Dunning& Perretta2002; Kneller,
Memon, & Stevenage?2001;Smith,R. C. L. Lindsay, & Pryke,2000;Sporer,1992,1993,
1994;Weberet al., 2004). Dunningand Perretta(2002) attemptedo establishan empiti-
cal, absolutetime boundary that best discriminatesbetweencorrect and false choices.

Acrossfour studies,they found that this time boundarywas locatedbetween10
and12s. Witnessesvho madetheir identificationwithin 10 s werelargely accurateyith
anaverageaccuracyateacrossthe four studiesof 87%. Slowerchoosersvereaccuratan
about50% of the casesDunning and Perretta(2002) concludedthat time boundariesare
invariantacrossexperimentatonditions.

However,other studiesfailed to replicatethe 10-12 s "rule" (Weberet al., 2004;
Brewer,Caon,Todd,andWeber2006).Weberet al.’s (2004) peaksvaried from 5 s to 29
s, andfor only two of six samplesdid the identified peaksinclude the 10-12 s window
postulatedby DunningandPerretta(2002).Additionally, the high accuracyratesobtained
previouslyfor fast choosergDunning& Perretta2002)could not bereplicatedbut stayed
as low as 67%. When confidencewas takeninto accountin additionto responsdime,
higherclassificationrateswereobtainedwithin the 10 s window (88%)for ratherconfident
witnessegconfidenceestimateof 90%or 100%)thanfor lessconfidentwitnessegconti-
denceestimatesf 0%-80%;54%). Similar results were found for the empirically estd-
lishedtime boundaryin this study(84%vs. 63%). Thesedatasuggesthat responsdaten-
ciesshouldnot be consideredn isolationbut jointly with other assessmentariables,in

particular,confidence.
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Breweret al. (2006)providedanothertestof the 10-12s rule. In two experiments
retentioninterval(0 vs. 15vs. 30 minutes)andnominallineupsize (4 vs. 8 vs. 12 persons)
weremanipulatedseparatelyThe experimentseplicatedthe finding that correctchoosers
madetheir decisiondasterthanincorrectchoosersandno differenceswere found for non-
choosersThe manipulationof retentionintervalandlineup size both influencedregponse
timesandtime boundarieswith short retentionintervalsandsmall lineup size leading to
fasterdecisionsand earlier optimum time boundarieghan longer retentionintervals and
largernominallineup size. None of the identifiedtime boundariesvas within the 10-12s
intervalpostulatedy DunningandPerretta(2002). The differentretentioninterval cond-
tions of Experimentl producedrelatively low pre-time boundaryaccuracyof no more
than55%.In contrastExperiment2 producedhigh pre-timeboundary accuracyratesin a
numberof conditions. Thus, Dunningand Perretta’s(2002) claim for an invariant time
boundarywascontradictedy the resultsof Weberet al. (2004) and Breweret al. (2006)
who failed to find a consistentime boundaryacrossconditions. Breweret al. (2006) ex-
plainedtheir resultswith referenceto cognitive researcton recognitionmemory (Ratcliff,
1978;Vickers & Packer,1982) which showedthat similarity, that is, discriminability be-
tweendistractorsandatarget,is animportant predictor of recognitionperformancevhere
low discriminability leadsto anincreaseof latenciesThis accountcallsinto questionthe
ideaof anabsoluteoptimumtime boundaryandpointsto the possibleinfluencethat est-
matorandcontrolvariableshaveon responseimes.

To sumup, pastresearclkestablished negativerelationshipbetweenidentification
accuracyandresponsdime for choosersput not nonchoosersWe expectedo replicate
thesefindingsin the presenstudy.Additionally, we deteminedthe empiricaltime bourd-
ary for our datain orderto contributeto the currentdiscussioron absolutetime boundx

ries(Dunning& Peretta2002;Weberetal.,2004).
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Confidence-Accuracy Relationship

Meta-analyseseportedsmallto moderatecorrelatims betweenpost-decisiorcon-
fidenceandaccuracyof r = .25, (Bothwell, Deffenbacher& Brigham, 1987) andr = .28
(Sporer,Penrod,Read,& Cutler, 1995). However, practically relevantconditions were
identifiedunderwhich die CA relationshipis more reliable.In line with Deffenbacher’s
(1980)optimality hypothesisBothwell et al. (1987)foundthat longer targetexposuredu-
ration (longerthan approximately75 s) leadto a higher CA relation.Sporeret al. (1995)
conductedeparateanalysegor chooserand nonchooserandfoundthat the CA relation-
ship wasconsiderabhhigherfor choosergr = .37)thanfor nonchooserf =.12).

Furthermorework by D. S. Lindsay and Read(D. S. Lindsay, Nilsen, & Read,
2000;D. S.Lindsay,Read,& Sharma,1998;Read,D. S.Lindsay, & Nicholls, 1998) pro-
videdevidencethat the CA relationship(following immediatelyafter the identification,not
in the courtroom)can be more substantialwhen testedacrossheterogeneousonditions
ratherthanin the homogenougonditionscommonly usedin previousstudies.For exan-
ple, D. S.Lindsay et al. (2000) obtainedhighly significant CA correlationsof r = .55
(whole sample)andr = .68 (choosersWwhen testedunder heterogeneousonditions(i.e.,
combininggoodand poor viewing condiions) whereashomogeneousi.e., computingdata
for goodand poor viewing conditionsseparately)conditionslead to lower correlations
comparabléo thoseobservedn other studies.The rationalebehindthis approachis that
underhomogeneousonditionsdifferencesn witnesses’ability to identify the targetare
only attributableto individual differencesin attention, motivation, etc. as well as unin-
tendedproceduralariations Hencejn a given condition, participantswho makea correct

decisionn theidentificationtaskarelikely to haveonly aslightly betterability to identify
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thetargetthando participantsvho respondincorrectly, thus producinga weak CA corre-
lation.

We expectedo replicatethe positive relationshipbetweenidentificationaccuacy
andpost-decisiorconfidencefor choosersn the presentstudy.No suchrelationwas ex-
pectedfor nonchoosersAdditionally, ratherthan setting an arbitrary decisionrule for
more or less confident withesses,we attemptedto establishan empirical confidence
boundarythat bestdiscriminateetweencorrectandfalsechoicesanalogouso Dunning
andPerretta’s(2002) time boundary.To our knowledge,this procedurehasnot beenap-

pliedto post-decisiortonfidencan any previousstudy.

Self-Reported Decision Processes

Acrossfour studies,DunningandStern(1994)askedheir withessedo providein-
formationabouttheir decisionprocesss. They found that eyewitnesseseporting auto-
maticrecognition(e.g.,“the facejust poppedout at me”) weremorelikely to beaccuratan
identification performancethan those reporting eliminative decisionprocessege.g., “I
comparedhe photosto eachotherto narrowthe choices”).Theseresultsarein line with
Wells’ (1984)distinctionbetweerrelativeandabsolutgudgmentstrategieswith erroneous
witnessedendingto makeuseof relativedecisionstrategieandaccuratevitnessedending
to rely on absolutedecisiorstrategies.

Somestudiessupporteddunningand Stern’sfindings (Caputo& Dunning,2005;
Knellereta., 2001),whereasanotherstudyfailedto find differencesbetweenaccurateand
inaccuratadecisionssia self-reporteddecisionprocesseéBrewer,Gordon,& Bond, 2000).
FurthermoreKnelleret al. (2001) did show the effect when analyzingsimultaneousard

sequentialineupstogether but not when analyzingthem separately Some studiesused
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target-preseritneupsonly (Breweretal.,2000;Dunning& Stern,1994, Experimentsl to
3), whichdoesnot allow for anappropriatdestof the choosews. nonchoosedistinction.
Clearly,furtherresearclis neededn orderto clarify thefindings.

In the currentstudy, we exploredself-reporteddecisionprocessesf choosers,
combiningthe procedureghat differedacrossprevious studies(Dunning& Stern,1994;
Knelleretal.,2001;seeTable1). We expecteddentificationaccuracyto be positively as-
sociatedwith automaticrecognitionandto be negativelyassociatedvith eliminative dea-
sionstrategiesAs automatiaecognitionis describedsafast processye expectedt to be
negativelyassociateavith decisiortime. Eliminative decisiorstrategieson the other hand,
areconsideredstime consuminganddeliberate andwerethereforeexpectedo be pos-
tively associatedwvith dedsion time. Furthermore,if eyewitnessesderive their post-
decisiorconfidenceratingsfrom metaognitive processesegardingthe identificationproc-
ess,then post-decisiorconfidenceshouldbe negativelyassociatedvith eliminative dea-
sion strategiesand positively associatedvith automatic recognitionprocessesAddition-
ally, witnessesnight usethe time takenfor anidentificationdecisionas a cuefor the ease
of the decisionThereforedecisiortime and post-decisiorconfidencewere expectedo be
negativelyassociated.

Previousresearclmnasconsistentlyfailed to show association®f postdictorsandidentifi-
cationaccuracyfor nonchoosersd\everthelessthe assessmentf nonchooserstecisions
is valuablefor exoneratingnnocentsuspectsWe addressedhis issueby devel@ing a dif-
ferentsetof decisionprocesstemsfor nonchoosers orderto exploretheir usefulnessfor
postdicting identification accuracyof nonchoosersThe items belongedto one of two
groupsthat we termedmemory match strategyand comparativejudgmentstraegy (see

Table2). Memory match strategyitems were designedto describethe failure to find a
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Tablel

ChoosersDecisionProcesstemswith FactorLoadingsfor Principal ComponentAnalysis

N=70
Eliminative de¢  Automatic recg

Items . N

sion strategy nition
| just recognizechim, | cannotexplainwhyab 25 48
His facejust poppedout at me? -14 .82
When | first saw the person| identified in the -.52 .70
lineup,| instantlyknewthatit washim
| comparedhe photosto eachotherin orderto na- .76 -.02
row thechoice8d
| first eliminatedthe onesdefinitely not him, then .68 -.06
choseamongthe res@
He wasthe closestpersonto what | rememberput .66 -.03
not exac#

Note. Loadingsof |.59|or largerweresignificant(seeStevens2002). The Item that fell be-

low this cut-off wasdeleted@romDunning& Stern(1994) bmodified from Knelleret al.

(2001).
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Table2

Nonchoosers’'Decision Processltems with Factor Loadings for Principal Components

Analysis(N = 122)

Memory Comparative

ltems match stré judgment

egy strategy
I couldn'tidentify anyone asthetargetwasnot in thelineup. .87 -.14
Had the targetbeenpresentn the lineup, | probablywould .85 -.18

haverecognizechim.

| tried to matcheachphotographio my memoryof the target .62 A5
person’sface but noneof the facesmatcheahis image.&

| comparedachfaceshownwith the othersto narrowdown 14 .70

the selectior?
| first eliminatedthose picturesthat definitely weren’t him -.04 .84

but couldeventuallynot decideon oneof the otherpictures.

Oneof thefacesresembledhe targetclosest,but | could not -.15 .68
decideon him.
Becausehe faceswerequite similarto eachother,| could not -41 49

makeadecision.

Note. Loadingsof |.46|or larger were significant (see Stevens,2002). 8Modified from

Knelleretal.(2001).All otheritemswere newitems.

matchbetweenthe membersof the lineup and the memoryfor the target. Compaative
judgmentstrategyitems describethe processof comparingthe foils to eachother, rather

thanwith the memoryof the target.We predictedthat the memorymatchstrategywould
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be positively associatedvith identificationaccuracywhereasthe comparativejludgment
strategywould benegativelyassociateavith identificationaccuracy. Furthermorewe ex-
pectedmemorymatchto be negativelyassociatedavith decisiontime andpostively as®-
ciatedwith post-decisionconfidence.The associationsvere expectedo be oppositein
signfor comparativgudgmentstrategies.

To sumup, the majoram of the presentesearchvasto combinethreepostdictors
of identification accuracy,namely decision time, post-decisionconfidence, and self-
reporteddecisionprocessesWe expectedhat the combinationof the postdictorswould
leadto ahighernumberof correctclassificationghan eachof themby itself. Additionally
we wishedto testthe usefulnessf self-reporteddecisionprocessstrategiesagain for
choosersbut particularly alsofor nonchooserdr-inally, we wantedto gain more insight
into the differing processesnderlyingchoicesandnonchoicedy scrutinizingthe interreb

tionshipsbetweerconfidencedecisiortime, andself-reporteddecisionstrategies.

Method

Participants

One-hundred-and-ninety-tw@6 male,96 females;age 19 to 52, Mdn = 24 years)
individualscompletedthis experimentMost participantswere psychologymajors(62%)
who receivedcoursecreditfor their participation.Other participantswere studentswith
otherareaf studyandpersonf variousoccupations.They wererandmly assignedo
the experimentakonditionsandtestedindividually. Participantswere testedat the Free

University of Berlinandat the Justud.iebig University of GiessenGermany.
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Materials

Stimulus Film

The stimulusfilm wastakenfrom an earlierstudy by Franzenand Sporer(1994).
Thefilm showedthe theft of anexpensiveair of sunglassem an optometrist’sstore. Al-
togetherfive amateuractors (one womanand four men) participatedin the film, which
lasted6 minutesand30 secondsThetargetpersoncould be seenfor 18 secondsA close-
up showingthe target'sheadandshouldersn half-profile lastedfor about2 secondsFor
theremainingtime the targetwas filmed from a distanceof severaimeters,wherehis head
andwholetorso couldbeseenThe actualtheft took about30 secondglooking at the sun-

glassesntherack,takingapair andputting it in the pocket).

Photo Lineup

Eachlineup consistedf six frontal 6 x 9 cm photographsimultaneouslydisplayed
onthe computerscreerat acolordepthof 16.7 million colors,that is, 32 bit anda resou-
tion of 1024x 768 pixels, depictingsix maleindividualswho all fit the generaldescription
of thetargetpersonasdeterminedby apilot study(effectivesize= 4.7). The menall wore
the samesweater(differentfrom clothingin the film) andeachpicture had beentakenin
the samewindowlessroomwith the samallumination andin front of the samewall.

The photoswerearrangedn two rows of threepictureseach.For half of the par-
ticipants,thetargetphotographwas present(TP), for the other half it was replacedwith
aninnocentfoil (targetabsent,TA). Targetposition as well as distractor position were

completelybalancedo appeaiat any of the six positionsanequalnumberof times.
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Procedure

The experimentvas conductedon two differentdays.For all partsof the exper-
mentthe participantsveregiventhoroughinstructionson the computerscreerhow to re-
spondto the questionsandwhich keysto use.All instructionsandthe lineup presemation

wereprogrammedvith SuperLall.75(www.cedrus.com Participantsvereinformedthat

the experimentlealtwith witnessstatementshut the topic of personidentificationwas
not mentionedn thefirst day of the experimentEachparticipantwas tesed individually.
Participantsveretold that they would be shown a short video and then were askedto
watchthe film closelyandpay attentionto every detail. After viewing the film partid-
pantscompleteda 30-minutediller task consistingof 40 generaknowledgequestions Pa-
ticipantswerethenaskedo give adescriptionof the withesseccrime andof the culprit.
The lineup procedurewas scheduledneweeklater. Prior to lineup presentation,

participantandicatedheir pre-decisiorconfidencaegardng the accuracyof their identifi-
cationdecisionon an 11-pointscalerangingfrom 0% to 100% (with intervals markedin
10% steps:0%, 10%, ..., 100%). Subsequentlyparticipantswere askedto identify the

culprit from the lineup. Participantswvere advisel that the culprit might or might not be

presentDecisiontime was measuredautomaticallyvia SuperLabl Subsequentlypost-
decisiorconfidenceratingsconcerninghe identificationdecisionvere againassessedn an

11-pointscale Hereafter the decisim processtemswere rated on 7-point Likert scales

1After the identificationtask, choosersvere askedto makea Remember-Know-
Familiar)judgment(Tulving, 1985). However,the operationalizatiorof the variablefailed
to elicit a satisfactorynumberof Know answersthus not allowing any meaningful com-

parisonsThereforethe resultswill not bediscussed.
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rangingfrom 1 (not at all) to 7 (absolutelysg). Dependingon a participant'sresponseo
thelineup(choicevs. no choice),they receiveddifferent questionsregardingtheir decision

procesgseeTablesl and?2).

Results

An alphalevel of .05 was usedfor all inferential analyses Effect sizes, that is,
Cohen’s(1988)f, arereportedior ANOVASs for interactionsandfor testswith morethan
1 df in thenumeratord is reportedfor comparison®f two meansandphi is reportedfor
nonparametri@analyse®f 2 x 2 contingencyables.

We first presentresultsfor identificationaccuracy.Subsequentlywe look at the
relationshipsbetweenidentificationaccuracyand the postdictorsfirst for eachof them

individually, thentheir combination.

Identification Accuracy

Altogether,44.8%of the identificationdecisionswvere correct.ldentification acw-

racy differedsignificantlyfor choosergn = 70) andnonchooser¢n = 122), chi#(1, N =
192)=9.75,p = .001,phi = 0.23. Nonchoosersvereaccuratan their decisionmoreoften
(53.3%)than chooserg30.0%). Thus, not surprisingly,identificationaccuracyfor target-
absentlineupswas higher (67.7%) than for target-presentineups (21.9%),%2(1, N =

192)=40.78,p < .001,phi = 0.46.
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Decision Time

Dueto asignificantlypositively skewedresponséatencydistribution, one extreme
valuewaswinsorizedon eithersideof the distribution (Winer, 1971) andinferentialanay -
seswere conductedn log-transformeddata. Meansard standarddeviationsare reported
asbacktrassformedvalues.

A 2 x 2 ANOVA with choice (choosersvs. nonchoosersand decisionoutcome
(correctvs. incorrect)as classificationvariablesand decisiontimes as dependentvariable
revealeda significantmaineffectfor decisionoutcomeF(1, 188)= 9.25,p =.003,d = -
0.44.Accuratewitnessesnadetheir decisiorfaster(M = 16.5s) thaninaccuratewitnesses
(M = 22.7s). Neitherthe maineffectfor choice,F(1, 188) = 0.24,p = .623,d = 0.07,nor
theinteraction, F(1, 188) = 0.56,p = .455,f = .05, weresignificant. Meansand standard
deviationdor identificationaccuracyandall postdictorvariablesandtheir intercorrelations
areshownin Tables3 to 5 for choosersnonchoosersandthe total sample regectively.

The correlationbetweerdecisiontime andidentificationaccuracywas significantly
negativefor choosersy(68) = -.29, p = .017,and marginally significant for nonchoosers,
r(120) = -.18, p = .054. Therefore time boundaryanalysesvere performed for choosers

only. As previouslydoneby Dunningand Perretta(2002) and Weberet al. (2004), we

computeda seriesof ch? statisticson the 2 (accuracy:correctvs. incorrect)x 2 (time
boundary:fasteror equalvs. slower) contingencytableswith the time boundariesset at

eachintegervaluefrom1 s (i.e.,1s,2 s, 3 s, etc.). The decisiontime that producedthe

greatesthi valuewasidentifiedas the time boundarythat optimally discriminatedbe-

tweencorrectandincorrectdedsions.
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The plot of chi valueshy time boundariess presentedn Figure 1. The optimum
time boundaryfor choosersvasat 18 s, chi2(1, N = 70) = 8.96,p = .006, phi = 0.36, with

anothemeakat 20-21s, chi2(1, N = 70) = 8.96,p = .004, phi = 0.36. The proportionof
correctdecisionsmadewithin the 18 s time boundary was 52.0%. The proportion of
wrongdecisionsnadeafter 18 s was82.2%.The proportionof correctdecisionamadebe-
low the 20-21s time boundarywas48.4%. The proportionof wrong decisionsamadeafter
21swas86.6%.

Following Dunningand Perretta(2002), we additionally worked backwardfrom
long timewindowsin orderto find aboundarybeyondwhichmost(i.e., at least85%) wit-
nessesvereinaccurateWefoundthat 91.7% (11 out of 12) of the decisionswvereinacau-

ratewhentheyweremadeafter35 s hadpassed.

Confidence

A 2 x 2 ANOVA with choice (choosersvs. nonchoosersand decisionoutcome
(correctvs. incorrect)as classificationvariablesand pre-decisiorconfidenceas dependent
variablerevealeda significantmaineffectfor choice,F(1, 188) = 7.47,p = .007,d = -0.41,
but not for accuracyF(1, 188)= 0.08,p = .772,d = 0.04. Nonchoosershowedhigher
pre-decisionconfidenceratings (66.0%) than chooserg57.6%). The interactiondid not
reachsignificance,F(1, 188)= 3.54,p =.061,f = .11.

The correlationbetweenpre-decisionconfidenceand identificationaccuracywas
significantly negativefor nonchoosersg(120) = -.18, p = .047, but non-significantfor

chowsers,r(68)=.11,p = .375,andthewhole samplef(190)=-.02,p = .794.
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Table3

Means StandardDeviations.andintercorrelation®f Postdictorf IdentificationAccuracyfor ChoosergN = 70)

Pre-decision Post- Decision Automatic Eliminative
M SD

confidence decision time recognition strategy
Accuracy 30.0% 46.2 A1 .28* -.29* A7 -.06
Pre-decisiomronfidence 56.6% 21.0 41** .24* 48** .08
Post-decisiorronfidence 50.7% 24.3 -21 73** -.25*
Dec|s|ont|m@. 2155 19 '15 43**
Automaticrecognitiof? 5.7 1.1 -.33*
Eliminativedecisiorstrategp ~ 5-1 1.4

*p < .05,two-tailed.** p < .01, two-tailed.
aA|ll analysesvereconductedvith log-transformedralues The meanandstandarddeviationsof decisiortimeswerebacktransformettom log.

b Meansof itemson 7-pointLikert scalefrom Tablel.
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Table4

Means StandardDeviations andintercorrelation®f Postdictorf IdentificationAccuracyfor NonchoosergN = 122)

Pre-decision Post- Decision Memory  Comparative
M SD

confidence decision time match judgment
Accuracy 53.3% 50.1 -.18* .09 -.18 .04 -11
Pre-decisiomonfidence 65.7% 18.6 A2%* 12 A3** -12
Post-decisiortonfidence 65.1% 25.9 -.52** 5% -.33**
Decisiontime2 18.7s 2.0 - 44** A2%*
Memory matchstrategy 5.4 1.2 -19*
Comparativgudgmentstraegy? 4.0 1.5

*p < .05,two-tailed.** p < .01, two-tailed.
aA|ll analysesvereconductedvith log-transformedralues The meanandstandarddeviationsof decisiortimeswerebacktransformettom log.

b Meansof itemson 7-point Likert scaledrom Table2.
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Table5

Means Standardewviations.andIntercorrelation®f Postdictorsf IdentificationAccuracyfor the WholeSamplgN = 192)

Pre-decision = Post-decision Decision time

M SD
confidence confidence
Accuracy 44.8% 49.9 -.02 .20* -.23*
Pre-decisioronfidence 62.4% 19.9 A45** .01
Post-decisiorronfidence 59.8% 26.2 -.43%*
Decisiontime2 19.7s 2.0

*p < .05,two-tailed.** p < .01, two-tailed.

aAll analysesvereconductedvith log-transformedralues The meanandstandarddeviationsof decisiortimeswerebackransformedrom log.
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Figurel. Plot of chi? valueg(and95%Cl) by time boundaries.

A 2 x 2 ANOVA with choice(choosersss. nonchoosersanddecisionoutcome(cor-
rectvs. incorrect)as classificationvariablesand post-decisiorconfidenceas dependentvar-
ablerevealedsignificantmaineffectsfor decisionoutcome F(1, 188)= 5.83,p = .017,d =
0.35,andchoosingF(1,188)= 8.04,p = .005,d = -0.41. Accurateparticipantsmadehigher
confidenceratings(M = 64.1%)than inaccurateparticipants(M = 54.5%). Chooserswere
significantlylessconfidentabouttheir decisionM = 53.6%)thannonchooser¢M = 64.9%).
Theinteractiondid not reactsignificance F(1, 188)= 1.58,p = .210,f = .09.

As expectedthe correlatiorbetweerpost-decisiortonfidenceandidentificationaca-
racywassignificantfor chooserst(68) = .28,p = .020,but not for nonchooserg(120) = .09,
p =.329.

Analogoudo thetime boundaryanalyseperformedby DunningandPerretta(2002),
chi analysen 2 (accuracyrorrectvs. incorrect)x 2 (post-decisionconfidenceboundary:

morevs. lessor equally)contingencytableswerecomputed The plot of chi2 valuesby post-

decisionconfidenceboundariesis presentedin Figure 2. Curiously, the optimum post-
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decisionconfidenceboundaryhereis at 50%,chi?(1, N = 70) = 8.27,p = .007, phi = .34. Of
the 42 participantsvho were50% or moreconfidentabouttheir choice,18 (42.9%)werecor-
rect. Participantsndicatinglower post-decisiortonfidencewerewrongin 25 out of 28 cases
(89.3%).

Whenwe adaptedWeberet al.’s (2004) cut off point of 90% post-decisionconti-
dence3 out of the 7 chooserg42.9%)who were 90-100% confidentwere correct. Partid-

pantsindicatinglower post-decisiortonfidenceverewrongin 45 out of 63 caseg71.4%)

Chi-square

(0] ¥ T T T T $ t 1
(6] 20 40 60 80 100

Post-decision confidence

Figure 2.Plot of chi values (and 95% CI) by post-decision confidence boundaries.

Contrary to our hypotheses, the association between decision time and post-decision
confidence of choosers failed to reach significan@8) = -.21,p = .075, although the dice
tion of the correlation was as expected. For nonchoosers, the association was highly reliable,

1(120) = -.52p < .001.
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Self-Reported Decision Processes of Choosers

Following Dunningand Stern(1994) decisionprocesstemswere combinedbasedon
factoranalysesconductedseparatelyfor choosersandnonchoosers-or choosersautomatic
recognitionitemsloadedon onefactor (Cronbach’alpha= .55), eliminative decisionstrategy
itemsloadedon anotherfactor (alpha= .68). Automatic recognitionaccountedfor 41.92%of
variance(eigenvalue= 2.1), eliminative decisionstrategyfor 22.17%of variance(eigenvalue
= 1.1).Loadingsof the itemsareshownin Tablel1. The two scalesverecomputedby ave-
agingthe correspondingtemsinto onescore Unexpectedly,correlationalanalysesshowedno
significantassociationdetweeridentificationaccuracyand self-reportsof automaticrecogr-
tion, or eliminative decisionstrategy.Whenlooking at target-presentineups only, the ex-
pectedassociationwasfound for automatiaecognitiony(37)=.37,p = .021,but not elimina

tive decisionstrategyr(37) =-.18,p = .255, althoughthe correlationwasin the expectedii-

rectionl

Table 3 displaysmeansand standarddeviationsof postdictorsaswell astheir inter-
correlationsAs expectedpost-decisiortonfidencewas positively associateavith automatic
recognitionr(68)= .73, p < .001,andnegativelyassociateavith eliminative decisionstrae-
gies,r(68) = -.25,p = .035.Also as predicted,decisiontime and eiminative decisionstrategy
werepositivelyassociated(68) = .43,p < .001.Contraryto our hypothesesthe association
betweerdecisiontime andautomaticrecognitionfailed to reachsignificance,althoughthe di-

rectionof the correlatiorwasasexpeced,r(68) = -.15,p = .230.

INo separateanalysesor target-absenlineupsare possibleas choosersare always

incorrectin target-abserltneups.
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Self-Reported Decision Processes of Nonchoosers

Thefactoranalysisof nonchoosersself-reporteddecisionprocesstemsrevealedthat
the correspondingiemsloadedon two factors(seeTable2). Threeitemsloadedon memory
matchstrategy(alpha=.73),andfour itemsloadedon comparativgudgmentstrategy(alpha
= .64). Memory matchstrategyaccountedor 34.94%of variance(eigenvalue= 2.4), com-
parativejudgmentstrategyfor 22.96%of variance(eigenvalue= 1.6). Unexpecedly, correb
tionalanalysesof nonchoosersself-reporteddecisionprocesseshowedno significantas®-
ciationsof identificationaccuracywith memory match strategiesor comparativejudgment
strategiegseeTable4).2

Yet, as expected,memory match straegy was positively associatedwith post-
decisionconfidence,r(120) = .75, p < .001, and negativelyassociatedvith decisiontime,
r(120) = -.44, p < .001. Comparativejudgmentstrategiesvere negativelyassociatedwith

post-decisionconfidence,r(120) = -.33, p < .001, and positively associatedvith decision

time, r(120)= .42,p < .0013

Combination of Identification Postdictors

Dueto thelack of associationdetweenself-reporteddecisionprocessesndidentifi-
cationaccuracytheseassessmenariableswerenot combinedwith the othertwo. Thus, de-

cisiontime andpost-decisiortonfidencaemainedfor combination.Table6 showsidentifica-

2No separatanalysedor target-preserandtarget-absertneupswerecarriedout, as
nonchoosergrealways correctin target-absentandalwaysincorrectin target-presentine-
ups.

3As displayedn Table2, the lastitem loadedrelatively high on both factors, although

theloadingon memorymatchstrategywasnon-significant.
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tion accuracyfor combination®f fastvs. slow decisionsandhigh vs. low post-decisiorcon-
fidence.Higher correctclassificationrateswere obtainedwhen confidenceand decisiontime
werecombinedhanwhendecisiontime or confidencewerelookedat individually. As afore-
mentionedchoosersvho decidedwithin thefirst 18 s werecorrectin 52.0%of the casesand
choosersvho were50% or more confidentabouttheir choicewere correctin 42.9% of the
casesCombiningboth measureghat is, fast (< 18 s) andconfidentchooserg= 50%), were
correctin 64.7%of their decisionsChooseravho madeheir decisionsslower than within 18

s andwith lessconfidenceerredin 95.0%o0f the cases.

Table6

IdentificationAccuracyfor PostdictorCombinations

Decision time Total
Post-decision Fast Slow
Confidence n % correct n % correct n % correct
0- 40% 8 25.0 20 5.0 28 10.7
50-100% 17 64.7 25 28.0 42 42.9

Total 25 52.0 45 17.8 70 30.0
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Discussion

This studyinvestigatedhe usefulnes®f post-decisiorconfidence decisiontime, and
decisionprocessefor postdictingidentificationaccuracyRelativelylow accurzy rateswere
obtainedfor the total sampleand particularly for choosersAdditionally, surprisingly few
participanty36.5%)chosesomeondrom the lineupalthoughin 50% of our lineupsthe target
was present.Thus, the identificationtaskin the presentstudy provedto be a difficult one.
Onepossible thoughspeculativegexplanations that the one-weekinterval betweenwitness-
ing the eventandthe identificationtask might haveresultedin the low choosingrate, which
resultedn the low hit ratein target-presentineups. Another potential explanatiorconcerns
the stimulusfilm, which wasratherlong comparedo thoseusedin most other studies,and
the courseof actionwhich did not draw muchattentionto the culprit. Additionally, the cu-
prit was sea for arelatively short time, andthe lineup photo was shot on a different day
(whichis typical for realcriminal cases)with the targetlooking differentfrom the film with
respecto his hairstyleandnot ascleanshaven.

As expectedeyewitnessdentfication accuracywas positively associatedvith post-
decisiorconfidenceandnegativelyassociateavith decisiortime for choosersthus replicating
the findings of Sporeret al.'s(1995) meta-analysisswell as Sporer'sstudieswith decision
times(Spaer,1992,1993,1994).No suchassociationsverefoundfor nonchoosergalthough
the Choiceby Outcomeinteractionwas not significant). Neverthelessthere was a reliable
negativeassociatiorbetweenpre-decisionconfidenceand identification accuracy,jindicating
that nonchooserow in pre-decisiorconfidenceveremorelikely to be accuraten the ident-
ficationtask. Thatis, thoseparticipantsvho ratedtheir capability of recognizingthe targetas

low andthereforemadeno choice,turnedout to be more accuratgehan thosewho hadmore
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confidencdn their capability of recognizingthe targetandmadeno choice.No associatiorbe-
tweenpre-decisiorconfidenceandidentificationacaracy wasfoundfor choosers.

The time boundaryanalysegevealeda cut-off point at 18 s. Therefore,as was the
casdor Weberet al. (2004),the notion of an absolutetime boundaryat 10-12s (Dunning&
Perretta,2002) was not supportedoy our data.Speculativelythe elevatedifficulty of the
identificationtask in the presen study may haveleadto longerdecisiontimesandtherefore
causedhe relatively long optimum time boundary.At any rate,thesedataalsoquestionthe
invarianceclaim of the 10to 12 srule.

Forthefirst time, we alsoestablishedn optimum boundaryfor post-decisiorconi-

denceratings.At 50%, the optimum post-decisionconfidenceboundary was surprisingly
low. For example Weberet al. (2004) previouslyadoptedan arbitrary cut-off point of 90%
post-decisiortonfidencejndicatingthat the cut-off point for post-decisiorconfidencewould
beexpectedo bemuchhigher.

Contraryto our hypothesesself-reporteddecisionprocessesvere not associated
with identificationaccuracyor chooser®r nonchoosersk-or target-preseniineupsonly, ac-
curatechoices were associateavith automaticrecognitionwhereasnaccuratechoicesended
to be associatedvith eliminative decisionstrategies.Thesefindings arein line with other
studiesthat demonstratedhe postulatedeffectsfor target-preseniineups(Caputo& Dun-
ning, 2005,Experiment; Dunning& Stern,1994, Experimentsl to 3) althoughthe negative
associatiorbetweenidentificationaccuracyandeliminative decisionstrategiedailed to reach
significancehere.However,thereis alsoonestudythat did not find the postulatedassock
tions for target-presentineups (Breweret al., 2000). Neverthelesspthersdemonstratedhe
expectedelationshipsfor both target-presenaind target-absentineups (Dunning& Stern,
1994, Experiment4; Caputo& Dunning,2005;Knelleret al., 2001). Sofar, the researclre-

sultsremaincontradictoryandfurtherresearcls neededo shedmorelight onthisissue.



ConfidenceDecisionTime,andDecisionProcesses 83

Our finding, that automaticrecognitionis associatedvith identificationaccuracyfor
target-preseritneupsbut not for the combinationof target-presenandtarget-absenlineups
demonstratesnceagainthat not includingtarget-absenlineupsin anidentificationstudy se-
riously questionsthe generalizabilityof the obtainedfindings. If a postdictor,specifically,
self-reporteddecisionprocesseshas postdictive value for target-presentineups only, its
practicalapplicabilityis at bestlimited.

Someinterestingintercorrelationdetweenthe postdictorswere found. As hypotre-
sized,choosergespondedasif they werederiving their post-decisiorconfidencefrom their
decisionprocessandto a limited degreefrom the time they took for the decision.Choosers
who perceivedhe decisionprocessas primarily automatic,indicatedhigh post-decisiorcon-
fidence.Unexpecedly, automaticrecognitionwas not significantlyassociateavith fasterde-
cisionmaking.As predicted,thosechoosersvho describedheir decisionprocessas mainly
eliminative, indicatedlower post-decisionconfidenceand took longer for their decision.
Shorter decisiontimes tendedto be associatedwvith higher post-decisionconfidence for
choosers.

Our attemptto identify apostdictorthatis capableof postdictingidentificationaca-
racy of nonchoosersailed. Contraryto the hypothesisneitherthe menory match strategy
nor the comparativgudgmentstrategywere postdictiveof identificationaccuracy.The only
other study that examinedself-reporteddecisionprocesse®f nonchoosergKneller et al.,
2001)did not separatelyanalyzethe datafor choosersandnonchoosersThus, it seemghat
self-reporteddecisiornprocesslike post-decisiorconfidenceanddecisiontime, is not a valid
postdictorof identificationaccuracyHowever,conclusiongnust not be madeprematurely,
asthe presenstudyis oneof very few that assessedelf-reporteddecisionprocessesf non-

choosers.
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Sincethe expectedassociation®f self-reporteddecisionprocessesnd identification
accuracywerenot found, the intendedcombinationof all three postdictorswas not carried
out. Combiningonly post-decisiortonfidenceanddecisiortime (i.e., looking at fast and con-
fident participant¥ ledto 64.7%correctclassificationsyhereasconsideringdecisiontime or
post-decisiortonfidenceby themselveonly ledto 52.0%and42.9%corret classifications,
respectively Althoughthesenumbersio not seento betoo impressivethe low overall acw-
racy of choosersin our sample(30.0%) must be consideredFurthermoreapplying these
postdictorsshowedastrongcapability in markinginaccurat identificationdecisionsFor ex-
ample,how likely wasit, that a slow and not so confidentwitness was correct?Choosers
who decidedslowly andwith little confidence,that is, outsidethe establishedoundaries,
erredin 95.0%o0f the cases.

In spiteof the lackof anassociatiorbetweendecisionprocessandidentificationaca-
racy for nonchoosersall hypotheseswith regardto the associationsdbetweenpostdictors
weresupportedby the data. Those nonchooserswho employedprimarily memory match
strategiesshowedhigh post-decisiorconfidenceandwerefast decisionmakers.On the con-
trary, comparativgudgmentstrategiesvereassociateavith low post-decisiorconfidenceand
slowerdecisiontimes In addition,nonchoosersisorespondedasif they strondy relied on
degsiontime whenmakingtheir post-decisiortonfidenceratings.

It is notablethat the associationsvithin the individual postdictorswerenot only ob-
tainedfor choosersut alsofor nonchoosersTheseresultsspeakin favor of the ideathat all
witnesseschoosersand nonchoosersgerive their confidenceand decisionprocessreports
from eachotherandfrom their decisiontime. This highlightsthat it is importantto bring the
differentresearclareasandprocessesogether.ln combinationthey may be more usefulin

assessingyewitnessdentificationdecisions.



ConfidenceDecisionTime,andDecisionProcesses 85

Yet, postdictorsfailed to be associatedvith identificationaccuracyfor nonchoosers.
As Sporeret al. (1995)pointedout, the heterogeneityvithin the group of nonchoosersnight
beresponsibldor thelack of associationTheremay be differenttypesof nonchoosersvho
rejectalineup for differentreasonge.g.,becauseheir memoryis poor, or because¢hey are
very cautiousnat to indict somebodyerroneously)Dividing nonchoosersnto morehomoge-

neoussubgroupsnightbeoneway to addresghis issue.
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Fast and Confident: Postdicting Eyewitness lderatific

tion Accuracy in a Field Study

Theimportanceof eyewitnessdentificationsfor investigatingand prosecutingcrimes
is undoubted.However, casesof miscarriageof justice in which eyewitnessdentificatons
playedakey role (Scheck,Neufeld,& Dwyer, 2000; Wells, Small, Penrod,Malpass,Fulero,
& Brimacombe,1998) call for procedureshat allow the assessmentf identification dec-
sions.Thefocusof the presenstudythereforas on assessmemnariables which may be used
to retroactivelyassesndividual withessestecisiormakingaccuracy.The most widely used
assessmentariablesarepost-decisiortonfidencee.g.,Sporer,Penrod Read & Cutler, 1995)
anddecisiortime (e.g.,Sporer,1992a,1993,1994; Weber,Brewer,Wells, Semmler,& Keast,
2004).Other methodswhich further exploredifferenttypesof decisionprocesse¢Dunning
& Stern,1994)havealsobeenexplorediately (Brewer,PalmerMcKinnon, & Weber,2005;
Caputo & Dunning, 2005; Kneller, Memon, & Stevenage2001; Sauerland& Sporer,in
press).

It is thefirst aim of the presentresearchio examinethe combinedutility of threeas-
sessmenvariablesfor postdictingidentificationaccuracyin a field study. Specifically, we
study the relatiorship betweenresponsdime and identificationaccuracy focusingon the
time boundarythat bestdiscriminatesorrectfrom incorrectdecisionsWe also analyzethe
confidence-accuradfCA) relationshipvia correlationandcalibrationmeasuresAdditionally,
we examinethe relationshipbetweenconfidenceandidentificationaccuracyanalogoudo the
time boundaryanalysis,focusingon the confidenceboundarythat bestdiscriminatesarrect
from incorrectdecisionsFinally, the usefulnes®f a judgmentof the stateof awarenesand

the existenceof recollective experienceis exploredvia Remember-Know-FamiliaRKF)
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judgments(e.g., Tulving, 1985; Conway, Gardiner, Perfect, Anderson, & Cohen, 1997,
Gardiner,Ramponi, & Richardson-Klavehn2002). Post-decisionconfidence and decision
time eachby themselvediavebeenresearche@xtensivelyin the past, but haveonly rarely
beencombined(Brewer& Wells,2006;Sauerland Sporer,in press;Sporer,1992a;Weberet

al.,2004).Thereis now some,albeitunpublishedresearchieportingRKF datafor identifica

tions (Brewer,Palmeret al. 2005; Davids, 2006; Penrod,2006), but combinationswvith other
postdictorsarethe exception(Davids, 2006). We expectedcombinationsof postdictorsto

leadto morecorrectclassificatims thaneachpostdictorby itself.

Until now, no assessmentariablethat is capableof makingvalid postdictionsabout
decisionsnadeby nonchooserfiasbeenidentified. A postdictorfor nonchooserstentifica-
tion accuracycouldbea valuableinstrumentto exoneraténnocentsuspectsThe secondaim
of the studywasthereforeto testthe usefulnes®f nonchoosersself-reportsabouttheir de-
cisionprocesseasa postdictorof lineuprejectionaccuracy.

Furthermorethe presentstudy addressesne shortoming that affectsmost identifi-
cationstudies.Althoughthe needfor a sufficient participantsamplesizesseemsbviousto
most,the needto samplestimuli appeardo be far lessstraightforward(Wells & Windschitl,
1999). Whereasomestudieshaverepotted resultsfor two targets(Brewer,Caon,Todd, &
Weber,2006, Experiment2; Brewer& Wells,2006;D. S.Lindsay,Read,& Sharma,1998),
very few studieshaveusedmore(Brigham,1990).Studieghat did usetwo targetsfound that
the results differed with regardto identificationaccuracy,choosingratesin target-present
(TP) andtarget-absen{TA) lineups (Brewer, Caonet al., 2006, Experiment2; Brewer &
Wells, 2006), optimum time boundariegBrewer,Caonet al., 2006, Experiment2), the CA
correlationgD. S.Lindsayet al., 1998), andthe CA calibrations(Brewer & Wells, 2006).
Theseresultsshow, that generalconclusiongasedon onetargetcould be misleading. There-

fore,weincludedtentargetsn the presentstudy.
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Eventhougha wealth of researclon identification accuracyexistsusing laboratory
stagedeventsor filmed scenariospnly a small numberof field experimentshavebeencon-
ductedto date(e.g.,Brigham,vanVerst,& Bothwell, 1986;Krafka & Penrod,1985;Yarmey,
2004).Neverthelessfield experimentdhiavesomepotential to provide a more differentated
understandingf processesinderlyingeyewitnessdentification (Cutler & Penrod, 1995),
comparedo laboratoryresearchin orderto enhancehe ecologicalvalidity andgeneralizab
ity of postdictionresearchdatawerecollectedin anaturalsetting,in the pedestriarzone of a

smalluniversity town.

Decision Time-Accuracy Relationship

The negative relationshipsbetweenresponsetime and identification accuracyfor
chooserqpeoplewho makea positive identification)but not for nonchoosergpeoplewho
rejectthe lineup) are well establishedDunning& Stern,1994; Dunning& Perretta,2002;
Knelleret al., 2001; Sauerland®& Sporer,in press;S. M. Smith R. C. L. Lindsay, & Pryke
2000;Sporer,1992a,1993,1994; Weberet al., 2004; Weber& Brewer,2006). Recently,re-
searcherbavetried to establisha decisiontime boundarywithin which correctdecisionsare
highly likely, andthereforeincorrectdecisionsighly unlikely. Whensplitting the time to de-
cisioninto threegroups(1-15s, 16-30s, > 30 s), S. M. Smithet al. (2000) found that eye-
witnessesnakingtheir choicewithin thefirst 15 s werecorrectin 70% of the caseswhereas
accuracyatesin the other intervalsdroppedto 43% and 18%, respectively.Dunningand
Perretta(2002) postlatedthat witnessesnaking a positive identificationwithin 10to 12 s
werehighly likely to be correctandthat thesetime boundariesvereinvariantacrossexper-
mentalconditions.The authorsbasedheir conclusionon four studies,all of which showed

that the bestdiscriminationbetweercorrectandincorrectchoosersvasroughlyat 10to 12 s
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andtermedthis cut-off point optimum time boundary Witnessesvho madetheir identifica-

tion within 10 s werelargelyaccuratewith anaverageaccuracyateacrosghe four studiesof
87%.Slowerchoserswereaccuraten about50% of the casesResponsémesof correctand
incorrectnonchooserslid not differ. In anattemptto explaintheir results,the authorsargued
that correctidentificationstendedto be madevia an automaticcognitive processvhereasn-
correctidenification decisionsvere madevia a processof elimination (seealso Dunning &
Stern,1994).In contrasto deliberatedecisionswhich areknown to be consciousand effort-
ful, automaticdecisionsaredescribedasfast andunconsciousTherefore,Dunning and Pa-
retta (2002) claimedthat automaticprocesseshould not be influencedby externalcircum-
stancesthatis, changesn the contextof the identificationprocedure. The invariability of the
optimum time boundaryfound in their experimentsvas thereforetaken as evidencefor the
automaticityof accuratgositive identifications.

Contraryto the findings of Dunningand Perretta(2002), Weberet al. (2004) found
optimum time boundariesrarying between5 s to 29 s acrossfour studiesusing six targets.
Only for two of the six samplesdid the identified optimum time boundariesnclude the 10-
12 swindow postulatedoy Dunningand Perretta(2002). Furthermore the accuacy rates
were considerablyiower (67%). Whenconfidencewas takeninto accountin additionto re-
sponsdime, muchhigherclassificatiorrateswereobtainedwithin the 10 s window (88%) for
ratherconfidentwitnesse$90% or 100%confident)thanfor lessconfidentones(0% to 80%
confident;54%). Thesedatasuggesthat responsédatencieshouldnot be consideredn isola
tion but jointly with otherassessmemariablesjn particular,confidence.

Also contraryto Dunning and Perretta’sconclusions,Brewer, Caon et al. (2006)
foundthat manipulationsf retentioninterval(0 vs. 15vs. 30 minutes)andlineup size (4 vs.
8 vs. 12 persons)oth influencedresponsdimes andtime boundariesShortretentioninter-

valsandsmallerlineupsizeleadto fasterdecisons andearlieroptimum time boundarieghan
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longerretentionintervalsandlargernominal lineup size. None of the identifiedtime boundx
rieswerewithin the 10-12 s interval postulatedby Dunningand Perretta(2002). Thus, it
seemghat the claim of aninvarianttime boundary(Dunning& Perretta,2002) cannotbe up-
held.However the critical resultswere exclusivelyobtainedby usingonestimulusfilm from
Weberet al. (2004).n the presentstudy, we aimedat analyzingempirical time boundaries
usingadifferentresearclparadigmafield experimentWhereasve cannotrule out the poss-
bility that the optimum time boundaryhereis at 10-12 s, we did not expectthis. Furthe-
more,we expectedo replicatethe negativecorrelationbetweendecisiontimes andidentifica-
tion accuracyor chooser$ut not nonchoosers.

Eventhoughthe measuremeruaf decisiontimesis highly desirable,practitionersare
often confrontedwith the lack of suchmeasuresAs a possibleresortin casesvherethe ac-
tual decisiortimesarenot available,we askedour participantsto give an estimationof their
decisiortime. First resultson this wereobtainedby Davids (2006),who combinedestimated
decisiortimeswith "easines®f identification"and"willingnessto swearan oath on the tes-
timony made"in a factor analysis.The factor was negativelycorrelatedvith measurediec-
sion times andpositively correlatedwith identificationaccuracyfor two targets.In orderto
testthe usefulnes®f estimatediecisiortimes asa substituteof measuredlecisiontimes, we
reranall analysesthat were carried out for measuredlecisiontimes for estimateddecision
times.We expecteda positive correlationbetweenthe two measureskFurthermore we ex-

pectedboth measureto elicit similar resultpattenswith regardto their postdictivevalue.

Confidence-Accuracy Relationship

Meta-analyseseportedsmall to medium point-biserial carrelations betweenpost-

decisionconfidenceandaccuracyof r = .25, (Bothwell, Deffenbacher& Brigham,1987)andr
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= .28 (Sporeretal.,1995).Importantly, Sporeret al.'s(1995) separateanalysedor choosers
andnonchoosergevealedhat the CA relationshipwas considerablyhigherfor choosergr =
.37)thanfor nonchooser§ = .12).

However,assessinghe CA relationshp via point-biserialcorrelationshasbeencriti-
cizedin recentresearct{Brewer,2006; Brewer & Wells, 2006; Juslin, Olsson, & Winman,
1996; Weber& Brewer, 2006) as relianceon point-biserial correlationscan result in dis-
countingof informativeCA relatons (Brewer,2006),for exampledueto a lack of variationin
confidenceor accuracyMoreover,the correlationcoefficientdoesnot give guidanceon how
to interpretasingleconfidencerating.Consequentlysomeresearchernsavechosena different
approachto determinethe CA relationship,namelyby computingthe calibration between
confidenceandaccuracyWhereasat first therewere primarily facerecognitionstudiesusing
calibrationmeasuregCutler & Penrod,1989; Olsson, Juslin, & Winman, 1998; Weber &
Brewer,2003,2004,2006)the body of researchusing eyewitnessdentificationparadigmss
now growing (e.g.,Brewer,Keast & Rishworth 2002;Brewer& Wells,2006; Juslin et al.,
1996;0Isson& Juslin,1999).In line with resultson CA correlationsthe generalresult pat-
tern showsa better calibration for choosersthan for nonchooser¢Brewer & Wells, 2006;
Brewer,Keastetal.,2002;Weber& Brewer,2003,2006).

The presentfield experimentexaminedthe CA relation, using both correlationand
calibrationfor theidentificationtask.We expectedhe CA relationto be strongerfor choosers
thanfor nonchooserd-or the combinatiorwith decisiontimesandRemember-Know-familiar
judgmentswe soughtto establishan empirical confidenceboundarythat best discriminates

betweercorrectandfalsechoicesanalogougo DunningandPerretta’§2002)time boundary.
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Remember-Know(-Familiar) Judgments

Thethird assessmentariableincludedin the presentstudy was a judgmentof recd-
lectiveexperiencethat is, Tulving's (1985) Remember-KnowRK) distinction proposedin
the contextof dual-processheoriesof recognitionmemory.The RK paradigmhasbeenused
primarily in the cognitive literature on word recognition(e.g., Conway & Dewhurst,1995;
Gardiner,1988; Gardiner & Java,1990,1991; Perfect,Mayes, Downes, & Van Eijk, 1996;
Rajaramé& Geraci,2000). Typically, at study participantswereexposedo a list of words.
At test, participantsindicatedwhethera particularword had been presentedbefore (i.e.,
"old") or not (i.e.,"new"). After positive ("old") responsegarticipantsnadea Remembeor
Know judgmentRememberingvasdefinedas“the ability to becomeconsciouslyawareagain
of someaspectof what happenedr what was experiencedat the time the word was pre-
sented”(Gardiner1988,p. 311)wherea&Knowingwasdefinedas “recognitionthat the word
wasin the bookletbut the inability to collectconsciouslyanythingaboutits actualoccurrence
or what happenear what wasexperiencedt the time of its occurrence”(Gardiner,1988, p.
311).Later,thesetwo categoriesveresupplementedith a Guessoption (RKG), the reason
beingthat the two judgmentscould not be consideredtatisticallyindependenbecausear-
ticipantshadto makeaKnow judgmentwhenthey failed to give a Remembejudgment(Ra
jaram,1996).In the RKG paradigm participantswereaskedto give a Guessresponsavhen
theyhavesomeotherreasorthanRememberingr Knowingto believe,or suspectthat a test
item was encounteredn the study list. Somestudiesadditionally useda Familiar option,
whichliesbetweerkKnow andGuessresponse¢e.g.,Conwayet al., 1997;Wright & Sladden,
2003).Conwayet al. (1997) explainedthe Familiar option asfollows: “It may be however,

that you did not rememberaspecificinstancenor do you know the answer.Neverthelesshe
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alternativeyou haveselectednay seemor feel morefamiliar than any of the other alterre-
tives.” (p. 398).

Tulving (1985)postulatedRememberesponseo be associatedvith autonoett con-
sciousnesandepisodicmemory,thatis, recollectivememories.In contrastKnow responses
weresupposedo involvenoeticconsciousnesandsemantieanemory,that is, nonrecollective
memoriesA wealthof studieshasledto the conclusiorthat therearesomeexperimentaima-
nipulationsthat influenceRememberesponsewherea®thersonly haveanimpacton Know
responsefGardiner2001).

SinceTulving'soriginal proposal pthermodelshavebeendevelopedn an effort to ac-
countfor RK data.Dual-proesstheoriesof recognitionmemoryassumeaecollectionto be an
all-or-noneretrievalprocesghigh-thresholdgrocess;e.g., Yonelinas,1994). Specifically, rec-
ollectionis definedas a thresholdprocesswhich is accompaniedy retrieval of qualitative
informationabouta studiedevent(Yonelinas,2001).In contrastto dual-procesgheoriesof
recognitionmemory,one-dimensionaignaldetectionrmodels(Donaldson,1996; Hirshman&
Master,1997) proposethat RK judgmentsare simply equivalentto confidencestatements
(Donaldson1996;Dunn,2004). Neverthelessmany studiesshowedthat the patternsof re-
sultsweredifferentfor RK versusconfidencestatementge.g., Gardiner& Java,1990; Méan-
tyld, 1997;Parkin& Walter,1992; Rajaram,1993; but seePerfectet al., 1996, for anexce-
tion, andDunn, 2004,for adiscussion).

Finally, Rotello,Macmillan,andReedef2004) proposeda two-dimensionamodelof
RK judgmentsTheycombinedTulving’'s ideathat Rememberingand Knowing reflectedtwo
distinct forms of menory (global familiarity andspecificrecollection)with the signal detec-
tion approachThis approachlifferentiatedetweeraccuracyandresponsdiasandaccounts
for the confidencdevel with whichresponsearemade Accordingto the model,stimuli vary

in global memorystrength(familiarity) andin the strengthof their morespecificfeaturesor



PostdictingeyewitnesddentificationAccuracy 97
characteristics'Old" itemsaremorefamiliar (i.e.,showstrongemglobal memorystrength)and
activate more contextualand semanticinformation (i.e., showing more specific memory
strength)than"new" items. Whendecidingwhetheranitem is "new" or "old", both memory
strengthsare summed.Remember-Knowudgmentsdivide "old" responsesnto those for
which specific memory strengthis relatively strong (Rememberresponsesphnd those for
which specificmemorystrengthis relativelyweak(Know responses)n comparisorto global
memory strength.Accordingly, Rememberand Know judgmentsare both basedon an as-
sessmenbf global andspecificmemorystrength.The authors concludedthat Remembere-
sponsesieitherwere simply high confidenceold decisionsnor did they result from a high-
thresholdprocessasassumedby the dual-processnodel.Accordingto Rotello et al. (2004),
those peoplewho makea Rememberjudgmentperceive greater specific memory strength
comparedo global memorystrength.The oppositeis assumedor Know responsesTrans-
latedto eyewitnessdentification,choosersvho give aRememberesponseafter makingtheir
identification decisionshould accorihgly be more accuratethan those giving Know re-
sponses.

Another way of looking at the decisionprocesseoncernshe distinction between
automaticanddeliberatedecisionprocessegproposedby Dunningand Stern(1994). They
hypothesizedvitnessegeportirg automaticdecisionprocessegi.e., “just knowing”) to be
morelikely to makeacorrectdecisiorthanthosemakingadeliberatedecision.Comparingthis
approachio the Remember-Knovparadigm,we would expectKnow answersto be assot
atedwith automaticprocessesnd higher accuracythan the more deliberateRememberan-
swers.DunningandStern'saccounthasgainedsupportin somestudies(Caputo& Dunning,
2005;Dunning& Stern,1994;Knelleret al., 2001), but in anotherstudy self-reporteddeg-
sionprocessewereunableto distinguishbetweenaccurateandinaccuratedegsions (Brewer,

Gordon,& Bond,2000).
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With regardto Remember-Knoyudgmentsin the contextof identificationaccuracy,
peoplehavehypothesize@boutthe superiorityof oneor the other, but until now, not a sin-
gle studyhasbeenpublished.The resultsof the few unpublishedstudieson the topic show
mixed results:Supportingthe assumptionsnadein the Remember-Knowiterature, Brewer,
Palmeret al. (2005) found significantly higher accuracyfor Rememberthan for Know an-
swers.On the contrary,supportingDunningand Stern's(1994) notion, Davids (2006) who
usedRememberkKnow, andFamiliaroptions,founda tendencyof Know, not Remembeian-
swersto beassociateavith identificationacaracy.

To summarizerival hypothesegxistaboutthe superiorityof Rememberand Know
judgmentsfor postdicting identificationaccuracyand the data are inconclusive.Only few
studiesexistontheissueto dateandin the presenstudy we soughtto provide moredataon
theserival hypothesesSpecifically, we usedRemember,Know, and Familiar options. A
Guessoptionwasnot included,becauseve hold the view that this option would undermine
the ecologicalvalidity in the contextof personidentifications.Courts certainly would have
reservationgo prosecutea personon the basisof a withesswho justified his or her lineup
decisionon nothingmorethan a good“guess”.Both, Remembeland Know respondersvere
expectedo show better identification performane than participantsgiving a Familiar re-

sponse.

Nonchoosers’ Decision Processes

Previousresearchasconsistentlyshownthat association®f identificationaccuracy
with post-decisiortonfidencee.g.,Sporeret al., 1995; Weber& Brewer,2003)anddecison
time (e.g.,Dunning& Stern,1994;Sporer,1992a,1993;Weberet al., 2004, Weber& Brewer,

2006)arestatisticallyreliablefor positiveidentificationdecisionsput not for negativeideni-
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fication decisionsin anattemptto explainthis observationSporeret al. (1995) arguedthat
the groupof nonchoosersiastoo heterogeneousSpecifically, they proposedhat rejectinga
lineupcanindicate first, that the withesswasabsolutelysurethat the targetwas absent sec-
ondthat the witnessbelievedthat onepersonin thelineupwasthe targetbut that he/shewas
not confidentenoughto choosethis person.Thirdly, the withessmay havehadno memory
for the event.In the presentstudy, we askednonchooserdo indicateone of threereasons
why theyrejectel thelineup aftertheir decision.The optionsincludedthat (a) the targethad
not beenamongthem ("absent”),(b) they thoughtthe targethadbeenamongthem, but that
he/shéhadnot beenconfidentenoughto choosehim/her ("low confidence”),or (c) he/$ie did
not know whetherthe targethadbeenamongthemor not ("no memory”). In doing so, we
hopedto createhreesubgroupf nonchoosersho differ in their accuracy Specifically, we
expectegarticipantsn the"absent"groupto show higheridentificaion accuracythanthose
in the two othergroups.The "low confidence"groupwas expectedo be lessaccuratehan
the"no memory"groupfor thefollowing reasonsThe "no memory"groupshouldbe accurate
in their decisionsn about50% of the casegthe baserate for targetabsence/presencd)ower
accuracythanchancewvasexpectedor participantsvho reportecthat they believedthe target
may havebeenpresenbut that they hadnot beenconfidentenoughto makea choice.Analo-
gous,we expectecconfidenceto be highestanddecisiontimesto be shortestfor the absent
group,followedby the"no memory"and"low confidence"groups.Tablel givesa summary

of all our hypotheses.
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Table 1

Summary of Hypotheses

Variable Hypothesis
Decision times Negative correlation with identification accuracy for choosers but not nonchoosers
Estimated decision times Result patterns paralleling those for measured decision times

Positive correlation with measured decision times

Confidence Positive correlation with identification accuracy for choosers but not nonchoosers
Better calibration for choosers than nonchoosers

Remember-Know-Familiar judgments Rival hypotheses: Rotello et al. (2005): higher accuracy for Remember than Know
answers; Dunning and Stern (1994): higher accuracy for automatic (Know) than
deliberate (Remember) answers

Combination of postdictors Higher correct classification rates for the combination of all three postdictors than for
each postdictor by itself

Nonchoosers' decision processes Accuracy, confidence, and decision times (reversed) in descending order: "absent" group,

"no memory" group, "low confidence" group
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Method

Participants

Nine-hundred-and-forty-foupersong479 female,465 male) were approachedn the
pedestriarzonein asmalluniversity town in Germany Of these, 720 (360 male, 360 female;
agel5to 84, Mdn = 33.5years)agreedto take part in our study. Most participantswere
studentswith variousmajors(27.2%). Note that this is representativdor this city, with
75,000inhabitantsand 23,000students Other participantsworked in academic(16.5%) or
other occupations(36.2%), were high school pupils (8.5%), retired (6.8%), housewives/-

husbandg4.2%)or unemployed(0.6%).

Manipulated Variables

In a10x 2 designtargetperson(targetsl throughl10) andtargetpresencepresentvs.
absent)wereindependenvtariableswith anequalnumberof casesn eachcell. Identification
accuracywasthe dependentwariable,with pre- andpost-decisiorconfidence decisiontime,
andestimatediecisiontime aspostdictorvariablesIn addition,a judgmentof recollectiveex-
periencdor choosersandajudgmentof decisionprocesdor nonchoosersvas collected.For
choosersit wasrandomlymanipulatedvhethertherewere RememberlandKnow optionsor

RememberkKnow, andFamiliaroptionsfor the judgmentof recollectiveexperience.

Photo Lineup

Eachlineup consistedf six frontal 9 x 13 cm photographsnountedona 30 x 33.5cm
displayboarddepictingsix individualsthat werearrangedn two rows of threepictureseach

andnumberedL to 6. Eachlineup memberwore differentlong sleeveclothing. Jewelry, eye-



PostdictingeyewitnessldentificationAccuracy 102
glassesandhair accessorieweretakenoff andhair wasworn loose. During their encounter
with the participant,targetpersonswore different clothing from what they werewearingon
theirlineuppicture.All lineuppicturesweretakenoutdoorsn front of the samewall.

Targetpersonsvereeightfemaleandtwo male psychologymajorstudentqage20 to
37,Mdn = 20 years)who receivedcoursecreditfor datacollection.

For half of the participantsthe targetphotograptwas present(TP) in the lineup, for
the other half it was substitutedby a replacemen{TA). For practicalreasonsjn this field
study,thetargetaswell asthe replacemenalways appearedn position 3. All foils, includ-
ing thereplacementjt the generadescription®f eachof thetargetpersonsas determinedy
apilot studywith N = 55 mockwitnesseqeffectivesizes,determinedas Tredoux’sEs were

betweerb.14and6.76; Tredoux,1998,1999).

Procedure

Ten personswereinvolvedin the presentstudy both as stimulus persons(targets)
andasinterviewersalternatingtheir roles.Datacollectiontook placein atown differentfrom
theirhomeuniversity. Datawerecollectedin pairs of two personspneservingastarget,one
asthe interviewer.After dataof eight participantswere collected,the roles were changed.
Everyinterviewercollecteddataof 8 participantsvith eachof the othertargets.Interviewers
underwenthreetraining sessionsn whichtheinteractionwith the participantsasboth target
andinterviewer time takingaswell ascontolling interactiontime waspracticed.

Specifically,the targetaskeda passer-byor directionsto a certainlocationin the pe-
destrianzoneof auniversitytown. The conversationwas scheduledo last betweenl5 s and
60 s. Hereafterthe targetwalkedinto the showndirection.To ensurethat the targetwas no
longer seenby the passer-byafter the interaction,targetsonly approachedoeople whose

walking directionwasoppositeof the location askedor.
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The otherpersontheinterviewerwatchedhe situation from a distanceandrecorded
theinteractiontime with astopwatchThirty secondsftertheinteractionbetweentargetand
participantwasterminatedhe interviewerapproachedhe participantandexplainedthat the
true natureof the precedingnteractionwasastudy on facerecognition.If consentto partid-
patewas given, passers-byvere handeda questionnaireAfter indicating their pre-decision
confidenceon an 11-point scalerangingfrom 0% to 100% (with intervals markedin 10%
steps0%, 10% ..., 100%), participantswere handedhe display boardwith the lineup. To
ensurethe blindnessof the interviewer,target-presenand-absentlineups were placedinto
differently coloredenvelopeswith interviewersbeingunawareof their contents.The exper-
mentaldesignsheetinformedinterviewerswvhich envelopdo usefor which participant.Thus,
theinterviewerpulledthe displayboardout of the envelopeandhandedt to the participant
withoutlooking at it. This procedureensuredhat the intervieverscouldonly seethe display
boardfrom the back,but not the pictures thatis, whetherthe targetwaspresenbr not.

Ontheanswersheet,participantswere advisedthat they would be askedto identify
the persorwho hadaskedhemfor directions.Theinstructionsclearly statedthat the person
mightor might not be presentn the lineup. Identificationdecisiontime was measuredindo-
trusively via stopwatchesvhich the interviewersheldin their handsbut werecoveredby a
shoppingbag.

After the identification task, chooseravereaskedto makea RK or RKF judgment.
The RKF judgmentinstructionsfollowed thoseprovidedby Conwayet al. (1997) but were
adaptedor the identificationprocedure:

Duringtheidentification

A ... | hadthe person his/hermannerof speakingthe situation, or what | was

thinking whenhe/sheaskedmefor directionsbeforemy mentaleye

B ... | just knewthat it wasthe faceof the personwho askedmefor directions.
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C ... thefacejust felt somewhatamiliar, sothat| chosit.

In the RK condition, the third responsewas omitted. Hereafter,choosersndicated
their post-decisiortonfidenceon an11-pointscalerangingfrom 0% to 100%.

Thefollowing procedurevasadoptedor nonchoosersmmediatelyafter the identifi-
cation,nonchooserwverefirst askedor their post-decisiorconfidencerating (0%-100%)and
then madea judgmentabouttheir decisionprocess.To gainfurther insightinto the decision
processesf nonchoosertheyweregiventhe following question:

Youdid not makea choice.Whichof the following staementsappliesbestto you?

A The persornwasnot amongthem.

B | think the personwas amongthem, but | was not confidentenoughto choose
him/her.
C | did not know whetherthe persorwasamongthemor not.

Finally, participantsvereaskedhow long they thoughtthey had seenthe targetper-
son,andhow long they estimatedit had takenthem to makea decision.Estimationswere
madein s with nointervalsallowed.

After participantdhadcompletedall items,theywerethankedandhandeda cardwith
theresearchersvebaddressvherethe resultsof the studywould be availableafter approx-

matelythreemonths.

Results

An alphalevel of alpha= .05 wasusedfor all inferentialanalysesCohen’s(1988)d
andf, arerepoited as measure®f effectsize for ANOVAs, andCramer’sV andphi arere-

portedfor nonparametrianalyse®of 3 x 2 and2 x 2 contingencytables respectively.
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Identificationaccuracyariedacrosgargetsfrom 41.7%to 70.8% (M = 56.9%,SD =
49.5).0f the 720 participants410(56.9%) madea correctidentificationdecision.Noncho®-
ers(n = 284 weremoreaccuraten their decisiony70.1%)than choosergn =436, 48.4%),
ch?(1,N = 720)= 32.96,p < .001, phi = 0.21. Accuracydid not differ for TA (55.3%)and
TP (58.6%)lineups,chi?(1, N = 720)= .816,p = .408,phi = .03L.

In thefollowing, we first look at the relationshipsbetweenidentificationaccuracyand
the eachpostdictorindividually. For eachpostdictor,a 2 x 2 x 10 ANOVA with choice
(chooserws. nonchoosers)yecisionoutcome(correctvs. incorrect) andtarget(targetl vs. ...
vs.targetl0) asindependentariableswas computedandthe resultsarereportedin the fol-
lowing section.Subsequentlythe postdictorsarecombined.Descriptive staistics of decision
time measureanddecisiorconfidencemeasureaswell astheir intercorrelationganbe found

in Table2.

Postdicting Identification Accuracy from Assessment Variables

Pre-Decision Confidence

For pre-decisionconfidencethere only was a main effect of decision outcome,
E(1, 680)= 16.91,p < .001,d = 0.32. Paticipants making a correctidentificationdecision
showedhigher pre-decisiorconfidenceratings(M = 64.4%,95% CIl = 62.2 — 66.6%) than
participants m&ing an incorrect identification decision (M = 56.9%, 95%

Cl = 54.3 — 59.5%).

1Resultsfor the individual targetsregardingidentificationaccuracyand choosingrates,

aswell asdiagnosticitycanbe obtainedrom the Appendix.
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Table 2

10€

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Identification Accuracy, Postdictors of Identification Accuracy, Estimated

Viewtime, and Estimated Decision Time for Choosers (n = 436)

M SD 95%ClI Pre- Post- Decision  Viewing Estimated Estimated
decision decision time time viewing decision

confidence confidence time time
Identification accuracy 48.4%  50.0 43.7-53.1% 16** 39** -.30** .08 10* -.21%*
Pre-decision confidence 60.6%  23.6 58.4-62.8% A46** - 13** -.01 -.04 -.16**
Post-decisiorconfidence 60.6%  27.1 58.1-63.1% -.33** -.01 .05 -.31**
Decision time 9.4s 25 8.6-10.2s -.04 -.04 49**
Viewing time 285s 108 27.5-295s 27T .05
Estimated viewing time 19.4 s 2.3 17.9-21.0s .35%*
Estimated decision time 9.3's 3.0 8.4-103s

*p < .05, two-tailed. *p < .01, two-tailed.

The mean and standard deviations were backtransformed from the logarithmic values used for the inferential analyses.
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Decision Time

Dueto significantpositive skewnessandkurtosisin the responsdatencydistribution,
oneextremevaluewas winsorized(Winer, 1971) andinferentialanalysesvere conductedn
log-transformedlata(i.e.,log basel0).

Thereweresignificantmaineffectsof decisionoutcome F(1, 680)= 21.37,p < .001,
d=-0.35,andchoice,F(1, 680)= 8.88,p = .003,d = -0.23.Specifically, accuratearticipants
decidedfaster(M = 8.6s,95% Cl = 7.9 - 9.5 s) than inaccurateones(M = 12.1s, 95%
Cl=11.1- 13.3s),andchooserslecidedfaster(M = 9.4s,95% Cl = 8.6 - 10.2s) than non-
chooserdM = 11.0s, 95% CI = 10.0- 12.2s). The maineffectsweremodified by the ex-
pectedinteractionbetweerDecisionOutcomeandChoice F(1, 680)= 6.26,p = .013,f = .10.
There was a simple main effect of decisionoutcomewithin choosers,F(1,680) = 43.90,
p <.001,d =-0.49, but not within nonchoosersg(1, 680) = 0.53, p = .465,d = -0.06.
Within choosersaccuratelecisionsveremadefaster(M = 7.3 s, 95% Cl = 6.3 - 7.9 s) than
inaccuratones(M = 12.4s, 95%CI = 10.9- 13.8s). Within nonchogers,therewas no dif-
ferencebetweenaccurat€dM = 11.0s, 95% Cl = 9.5- 12.1s) andinacarate (M = 12.8 s,
95% CIl = 9.7 - 14.15s) decisionswith regardto decisiortime.

Furthermorethe interactionbetweenDecision Outcomeand Targetwas significant,
E(9, 680)= 2.30,p = .015,f = .17. Note, however that the predictedChoiceby Accuracy
interactionwas not qualified by an interactionwith Target, F(9, 680) = 0.49, p = .884,

f=.08.

Post-Decision Confidence

Therewasasignificantmaineffectfor decisioroutcome F(1, 680) = 37.50,p < .001,
d=0.47.Accurateparticipantsveremoreconfident(M = 67.8%,95% CI| = 65.3%- 70.3%)

thaninaccurateones(M = 52.7%,95% CI = 49.8%- 55.5%). The maineffectwas modified
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by the expectedinteraction betweenDecision Outcomeand Choice, F(1, 680) = 11.83,
p =.001,f = .15. There was a significant simple main effect of accuracywithin choosers,
E(1, 680) = 66.70,p < .001, d = 0.63, but not within nonchoosersf(1, 680) = 2.74,
p =.098, d =.13. Specifically, within choosers,accurateidentifiers were more confident
(M =70.%6, 95% CI = 67.1—- 74.3%)thaninaccurateones(M = 50.1%, 95% CI = 46.7-
53.5%).Within nonchoosersgccurat€§M = 63.7%%6, 95% CI = 60.2- 67.3%)andinaccurate
identifiers(M = 58.0%, 95% CI = 52.1— 63.8%)did not differ significantly with regardto

post-decisiortonfidence.

Estimated Decision Time

Due to significantpositive skewnessandkurtosisin the estimatel decisiontime dis-
tribution, three extremevalueson both sidesof the distribution were winsorized (Winer,
1971)andinferentialanalysesvereconductedn log-transformediata.

Estimateddecisiortime andthe measuretimes were positively associatedor cho-
ers,r(434)=.49,p <.001,andnonchooserg(282)= .46,p < .001. The estimatedand mea-
uredmeangid not differ significantlyfrom one anotherfor chooser{Ms = 9.3s and9.4 s),
t(435)=-.164,p = .870,d = -0.02,0r nonchoosergMs = 10.3s and11.0s), t(283) = -1.16,
p =.246,d = -0.11.Figure 1 displaysthe meansof correctandincorrectchoosersandnon-
choosersvith regardto actualandestimatediecisiontime.

Therewas a significantmaineffect of decisionoutcome F(1, 680)= 5.50,p = .019,
d= -0.18. Correctdecisionswere estimatedto have beenmadefaster (M = 9.0 s, 95%
Cl =7.8—9.7s) thanincorrectones(M = 11.15s, 95% CI = 10.0— 12.6's). This maineffect
was modfied by an interactionbetweenDecisionOutcomeand Choice,F(1, 680) = 5.42,
p =.020,f = .09. Therewasasignificantsimplemaineffectof accuracywithin choosersCor-

rectchoosergstimatedheir decisiortime asshorter(M = 7.7 s, 95% CI = 6.6 — 8.9 s) than
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did incorrectchooserdM = 11.7s,95% Cl = 10.1-13.55s), F(1, 680) = 15.94,p < .001,
d =-0.31.No suchdifferencewasfoundbetweercorrect(M = 10.6s,95% Cl =9.1—-12.35)
andincorrectnonchooseréM = 10.6s, 95% Cl = 8.3-13.55s), E(1, 680) = 0.00,p = .992,

d=10.00.

O Incorrect Decisions
15 - W Correct Decisions

Seconds

Nonchooser Chooser Nonchooser Chooser

Decision Time Estimated Decision Time

Figure 1.Means (and CIs) of actual vs. estimated decision time as a function of choice

and decision outcome.
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Calibration of Confidence Measures

For confidencemeasuresn additionto ANOVASs, calibrationalanalyseswverecarried

out in orderto establisithe pogdictive valueof thesemeasures.

Pre-Decision Confidence

The pre-decisionconfidence-accuracgorrelationdid not differ between choosers,
r(434)=.16,p = .001,andnonchooserg(282) = .16,p = .006,z = 0.11. Therefore calibra
tion analysesith regardto pre-decisiorconfidencewere carriedout for the whole group of
participantsFollowing BrewerandWells(2006) the 11 confidencecategoriesvere collapsed
into five categoriegi.e.,100% and90%, 80% and 70%, 60% and 50%, 40% and 30%, 20%,
10%and0%) to providemorestableestimateof proportioncorrectfor eachconfidencecae-
gory. To createthe CA calibration curve,the proportion correctfor eachof the collapsed
categoriesvas plotted againsthe weightedmeanconfidencefor that category Figure 2 dis-
playsthe CA calibrationcurve,which showsonly very little slope, indicating poor calibra-
tion. Theoverallcalibraion was C = .024 The curvedisplaysstrongunderconfidencen the
first two categorieg0 - 20%and30 - 40%),goodcalibrationin the third category(50 - 60%),
andstrongoverconfidencen thelasttwo categorieq70 - 80% and90 - 100%),leadingto an
overallO/U of .042 The resolutionstatisticshowedonly little capability to discriminatebe-

tweencorrectandincorrectidentificationdecision§NRI = .041). The NRI statisticis directly
comparabléo ete? (seeBaranski& Petrusic,1994;Yaniv, Yates,& J.E. K. Smith 1991).As

(—:-t_a2 is directly relatedto Cohen'd, cutoffs for small, moderateandlarge NRI valuescanbe
derivedfrom the.10,.25,and.40 cutoffs for f, specifically,the valuesare.010,.059,and.138

(seeBrewer& Wells,2006).
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Figure 2.Pre-decision confidence-identification accuracy calibration curves foschoo

ers and nonchoosers combined.

Post-Decision Confidence

As expectedthe CA correlationwas highly significant for choosersy(434) = .39,
p <.001,but non-significanfor nonchooserg(282)=.09,p = .137.

Figure3 displaysthe CA calibrationcurvefor choogrsandnonchoosersThe calibra-
tion curvefor choosergyenerallyfollows the slope of the identity line. Choosersshowedan
overallcalibrationof C = .026 The curvedisplayssomeunderconfidencen the first category
(0 - 20%), fairly goodcalibrationin the secondcategory(30 - 40%), and strong overconi-
dencan thelastthreecategoriest the higherendof the scale(50 - 100% confident),leading
to anoverallO/U of .122 The resolutionstatisticshowedhigh capability to discriminatebe-

tweencorrectandincorrectidentificationdecisiongor choosershNRI = 0.174
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Figure 3.Chooser’s (top panel) and nonchooser’s (lower panel) post-decision conf

dence-identification accuracy calibration curves.

For nonchooserghe calibrationline almostparallelsthe x axis, C = .059. Nonchoe-
erswerehighly underconfidenin thefirst threecategoriesfairly well calibratedin the fourth
categoryandoverconfidentn thefifth confidencecategoryjeadingto anoverallO/U of -.077.

The resolutionindex indicateslow capability to discriminatebetweencorrectand incorrect

nonchooserd\RI = .030.
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RKF Judgment

The usefulnesof the RK(F) judgmentfor postdicting identification accuracywas
testedvia two separatehree-wayfrequencyanalysedor the RK andthe RKF conditionto
developahierarchicalog-linearmodelof RK(F) judgment,decisionoutcome,andtarget. For
the RKF condition,stepwisesekctionby simple deletionof effects produceda modelthat
includedthe two-way associatiorbetweenRKF judgmentand DecisionOutcomeaswell as

the two-way associatioetweenDecisionOutcomeand Target,chi2(36, N = 204) = 37.52,

p = .399. Post-hoc ﬂz-analyses revealed that identification accuracyfor Remember
(M =47.1%,95% CI = 35.2 - 59.1%) and Know answers(M = 59.86, 95% CI = 48.4-
70.6%)did not differ significantly,chi?2(1, N = 149) = 2.28,p = .089,phi = -.12, whereas
therewas a significantdifferencein accuracyof Know and Familiar answers(M = 34.9%,
95%Cl = 21.6- 47.5%),chi?(1, N = 134)= 8.08,p = .004,phi = .26.

For the RK condition, stepwiseselectionby simple deletionof effects produceda
modelthat included the two-way assocition betweenRK judgmentand Target, chi2(20,
N =232)= 21.74,p = .356, indicating that the distribution of Rememberand Know judg

mentsdifferedasafunctionof target(but not accuracyR: 42.4%accurateK: 54.4%).

Combination of Postdictors

The previous analysesshowedthat there were associationdetweendecisiontimes
andconfidencemeasurewith identificationaccuracyfor choosersHowever,in a given case,
it is not clearhow fast, or how confidentis “enough”in orderto evaluatethe identification
evidenceas accurateTherefore decisiontime boundariegDunning & Perretta,2002) were
computedbasednthe 2 (accuracycorrectvs. incorrect)x 2 (time boundary:fasteror equal

vs. slower)contingencytableswith the time boundaryset at eachintegervalue(i.e.,1 s, 2 s,
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etc.). The decisiontime that producedthe greatestchi2 value was identified as the time
boundarythat optimally discriminatedbetweencorrectandincorrectchoosersAn analogous
analysiswas carriedout for post-decisionconfidencebasedon the 2 (accuracy:correctvs.
incorrect)x 2 (post-decisiorconfidenceboundary:moreor equalvs. less confident) contin-
gencytables.Basedon the resultsof the boundaryanalysis,accuracywithin andoutsidethe
optimum boundarywere computed for eachtarget. We then computedthe meanaccuracy
ratesacrosgargetsln asecondstep,we determinechow many choosersnadeaccurateded-
sions,providedtheyrespondedvithin both optimumboundariespnly in oneor the other, or

outsideboth optimumboundaries.

Boundary Analyses

DecisionTime. As expectedthe decisiontime-accurac¥LA) relationwas significant

for chooserst(434)=-.30,p < .001,but not for nonchoosers;(282) = -.05,p = .451.Thus,
time boundaryanalyseswvere performedonly on chooserstlata. The plot of chi valuesby

time boundariess presentedn Figure4. The optimumtime boundaryherewasat 6 s, chi?(1,
N =436)=50.19,p < .001,phi = -.34. The meanproportionof correctdecisionsnadebefore

the optimumtime boundarywas68.8%and36.4%atfterthe optimumtime boundary.

Post-DecisionConfidence. The plot of chi valuesby post-decisionconfidence

boundariess presentedn Figure5. The meanproportion of correctdecisionsmadewithin
the optimum post-decisiorconfidenceboundarywas 77.5% and 38.3% outsidethe optimum
post-decisiorboundary.

EstimatedDecisionTime. The estimateddecisiontime-accuracyelationshipwas sig-

nificantfor choosersg(434)=-.21,p < .001,but not for nonchooserg(282)= .01,p = .931.
The plot of chi valueby estimatedtime boundariess presentedn Figure 6. The optimum

estimatedime boundaryherewasat 3 s, chi?(1, N = 436)= 17.52,p < .001, phi = -.20. The
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meanproportionof correctdecisionsnadebeforethe optimum estimaed time boundarywas

66.1%and43.7%afterthe optimumestimatedime boundary.

Chi-square

Decision time

Figure 4.Plot of chi values (and 95% CI) by decision time boundary.
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Figure 5.Plot of chi values (and 95% CI) by post-decision confidence boundary.
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Figure 6.Plot of chi values (and 95% ClI) by estimated decision time boundary.

Combining Postdictors According to Boundary Results

In the nextstep,postdictorswere combinedaccordingto the boundaryanalysesre-
sults. For the RKF condition,R andK vs. F judgmentswere also included. Rememberand
Know judgmentsnvere combinedastherewas no significantdifferencein identificationaca-
racy for thesetwo groups.Table3 showsidentificationaccuracyor postdictorcombinations.
The columnslabeled% correct containwhat proportion of participantswas correctin this
condition. For example,of the non-confidentfast choosers56.8% of the 88 participants
madea correctdecision.The columnslabeledM containthe unweightedmeanfor this cell
acrossall 10targets.This wasslightly less(55.4%)for the example.

Choosersvho decidedwithin the first 6 s andgavea post-decisiorconfidencerating
of 90%or 100%wereon averaggcomputedacrosgdargets)correctin 97.2%of the casesFor
choosersvho werelessthan90% confidentandslowerthan 6 s, accuracywas 31.8%on av-

erage.
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Table 3

Identification Accuracy of Choosers for Combinations of Postdictors as a Function of RK(F) Condition

Decision time

Total
Condition Fast €6 s) Slow (> 6 )
RK and RKF conditions n % correct M* n % correct M* n % correct M*
together
Post-decision confidence
0- 80% 88 56.8 55.4 245 31.8 31.8 333 38.4 38.3
95% ClI 46.4-67.2 26.0-37.6 33.2-43.6
90-100% 57 96.5 97.2 46 60.9 60.4 103 80.6 77.5
95% CI 91.4-100 46.7-75.1 72.9-88.3
Total 145 72.4 68.8 291 36.4 36.4 436 48.4 57.0

95% CI 65.1-79.7 30.9-41.9 43.7-53.1
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Table 3 (continued)

11€

Decision time

Total
Fast €6 s) Slow (> 6 s)
RKF condition only n % correct M* n % correct M* n % correct M*
Low post-decision confidenc@-80%)
Remember/Know 25 48.0 52.5 70 32.9 32.2 95 36.8 35.6
95% ClI 28.0-68.0 21.8-44.0 27.1-46.5
Familiar 9 44 .4 47.6 44 31.8 27.5 53 34.0 35.7
95% CI 10.0-78.8 17.9-45.7 21.1-46.9
Total 34 47.1 47.4 114 325 31.6 148 35.8 36.2
95% CI 29.4-64.7 23.741.1 28.0-43.6
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Decision time

Total
Fast €6 s) Slow (> 6 s)
RKF condition only n % correct M* n % correct M* n % correct M*
High post-decision confidence (90-100%)
Remember/Know 31 96.8 97.8 23 65.2 67.5 54 83.3 78.1
95% ClI 90.5-100 45.3-85.1 73.3-93.3
Familiar 1 100 100 1 0.0 0 2 50.0 50.0
95% ClI 100-100 0-0 0-100
Total 32 96.9 97.8 24 62.5 65.8 56 82.1 77.3
95% ClI 90.5-100 41.6-83.3 71.8-92.5
High and low confidence 66 71.2 71.8 138 37.7 37.5 204 48.5 48.1
95% Cl 60.2-82.2 29.6-45.8 41.6-55.4

* Mean accuracy calculated separately as the unweighted mean for this cell across all 10 targets (see text).
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Replacingdecisiortime with estimatedlecisiontime, that is, looking at those partid-
pantswho estimatedheir decisionas 3 s or fasterandwho werealso90% or 100% confi-
dent, producedan accuracyate of 96.7%.For choosersvho werelessthan 90% confident
andestimatedheir decisiortime asslowerthan3 s, accuracyvas37.6%on aveage.

Includingthe RKF judgmentin the RKF condition(N = 204) led to the following re-
sults: Thoseparticipantsvho madea Remembepr Know judgmentwere on averageaccuate
in 52.7%of theidentificationsLooking only at decisiortime in this group (within the first 6
s) ledto 71.8%correctidentifications,andusingonly post-decisiorconfidenceas a postdc-
tor (90 or 100%)to 77.3%.Combiningthe three postdictorsresultedin 97.8% correctident-
fications.However,combiningonly decisiontime andpost-decisiorconfidencealsoresulted
in 97.8%carrectdecisionsthus RKF judgmentsdid not improve postdictions.For the other
two combnations (post-decisionconfidenceand RKF judgments decisiontime and RKF
judgmentspccuracyateswereat 78.1% and74.7%,respectively.

Combiningestimatediecisiortimes with post-decisiortonfidenceand RKF judgment
producedanaccuracyateof 96.9%for thoseparticipantswho estimatedheir decisiontime
as3 s or faster,were90% or 100%confidentandgavea Remembenr Know judgment.

For the formeranalysest might be objectedthat post-hoccriterionsettingdoesnot
help to postdictthe resultsin future samples.Therefore we split our sampleinto two ran-
domsubsamplesvherby 50% of the choosersof eachtargetwererandomly assigedto one
of two groups.We performedall analysesgainfor onesubsamplendthenpostdictedideni-
fication acawrracy for the secondsubsampleThe optimum time boundaryfor the subsample
wasat 6 s, chi?(1, N = 218) = 25.68,p < .001, phi = -.34. The proportionof corre¢ ded-
sionsmadebeforethe optimum time boundarywas71.6%and35.4% after the optimum time
boundary.The optimum post-decisiorconfidenceboundaryfor the subsamplevas at 70%,
ch?(1, N = 218)= 27.67,p < .001, phi = .36. The proportion of correctdecisionsmade
within the optimum post-decisionconfidenceboundarywas 68.9% and 28.7% outside the
optimumpost-decisiorconfidenceboundary.The optimum estimatedime boundarywas at

4's,ch?(1,N = 218)=9.06,p = .003, phi = -.20. The proportionof correctdecisionsmade
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beforethe optimum estimatedtime boundarywas 67.4%and42.4%after the optimum esi-
matedtime bourdary.

Hierarchicallog-linear model of RK(F) judgment,decisionoutcome,and targetpro-
duceda modelthat only includeddecisionoutcomefor the RK, chi?(38, N = 118) = 42.86,
p =.270,andthe RKF conditions,chi?(58, N = 100) = 70.42,p = .127. Therefore RK(F)
judgmentswverenot includedfor the combinationof pogdictors.

Choosersvho decidedwithin the first 6 s andgavea post-decisiorconfidencerating
between’0and100%wereon averageacrosdargetscorrectin 82.9%of the casesChoosers
who werelessconfidentandslowerwere on average?23.2%accurateReplacingdedsion time
with estimateddedsion time producedan accuracyrate of 81.0%. Chooserswho estimated
their decisiomasslowerandwho werelessconfidentwereon averageaccuraten 36.2%of the
cases.Thus, with regardto combining (estimated)decisiontimes and post-decisionconi-
dencewe found comparableesults when the optimum boundariesvere estimatedfor one
subsampleand then usedto postdict identification accuracyof another subsample.RKF
judgmenthadno postdictivevalue.

To summarizewe successfullypostdictedidentificationaccuracyof chooserdy us-
ing post-decisiortonfidenceanddedgsiontime aspostdictorsThe RKF judgmentdid not im-
prove pogdiction beyond decisiontime and post-decisionconfidence.Estimated decision
timesalsoservedasausefulpostdictor Note, howerverthat postdictionwas successfubnly

for asmallnumberof participantan the sample: fastandconfidentchoosers.

Nonchoosers’ Decision Processes

Most of the resultsreportedso far referredto choosers’decisionsonly. In the fol-
lowing, we reportresultswith regardto nonchooserstecisionprocessesDescriptive statis-
tics of decisiontime, decisionconfidencemeasuresand decisionprocessmeasure®f non-
choosersaswell astheir intercorrelationcanbe found in Table4. Of the 284 nonchoosers,
204 simply stated'The personwasnot amongthem” (absengroup),39 respondedThe tar-

getwas amongthem, but | was not confidentenough®("low confidence"group),and41 se-
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lectedthe option“l did not know whetherthe persorwasamongthemor not* ("no memory"

group).However, the three groupsdid not differ with regardto decisionoutcome, chi2(2,
N = 284)=2.13,p = .345,Cramer's/ = .09, althoughthe "absent"group showeda tendency
to greateraccuracy(72.5%)thanthe othertwo groups(64.1%vs. 63.4%).

Three3 x 2 ANOVAs with the decisionprocessgroups ("absent"vs. "low conf-
dence'vs. "no memory")anddecisionoutcome(correctvs. incorrect)as independentvaii-
ablesandpre-decisiorconfidence decisiontimes, and post-decisiorconfidenceas dependent
variableswerecomputed.Therewere maineffectsof decisionprocesson pre-decisionconf-
denceF(2,278)= 19.80,p <.001,f = .38,decisiortimes,F(2, 278)= 6.82,p = .001,f = .22,
andpost-decisiorconfidence £(2, 278) = 36.08,p < .001,f = .51. Posthoct-testsshowed
that the "absent"group decidedfaster(M = 9.7 s), with higher pre-decisiondecisionconf-
dence(M = 66.8%),andhigherpost-decisiorconfidence(M = 69.9%) than both the "low
confidence"(Ms = 14.0s, 56.4%,45.6%)and"no memory" groups(Ms = 16.3 s, 43.4%,
40.7%),all [t|s= 2.56,|d|s= 0.42.The "low confidence"and"no memory"groupsonly dif-
feredwith regardto their pre-decisionconfidenceratings(M = 56.4% vs. 43.4%, respe-
tively), t1(78)=2.63,p =.010,d = 0.31. The maineffectof decisionoutcomewas significart
for pre-decisionconfidenceonly, E(1, 278) = 6.02,p = .015,d = .29. Specifically, pre-
decisionconfidenceratingswere higher for accurate(58.5%) than inaccurate(49.9%) non-
choosersThe decisionprocessby decisionoutcomeinteractionwas non-signifcant for all
threevariables Therewereno association®f identificationaccuracywith post-decisiorcon-

fidenceor decisiontimes,all [r|s< .21,ps > .183.
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Table 4

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of Postdictors of Identification Accuracy for Nonchoosers as a Function of Reasons

Given for Not Choosing

M SD 95% CI 2 3 4 5 6 7

“Target wasnot among thefn(n = 204)

1 Accuracy 72.5% 44.7 66.4-78-6% A1 .02 -.05 -.09 .03 .05
2 Pre-decision confidence 66.8% 21.4  63.9-69.7% .38** -.06 .03 .03 -.10
3 Post-decision confidenc  69.9% 23.7  66.6-73.2% -.18* -.05 A2 -.08
4 Decision time 9.7s 2.3 8.7-109 s -.02 21%* A45%*
5 Viewing time 279s 10.4  26.4-29.3s 247 .03
6 Estimated viewing time  20.0 s 26 17.6-22.7s A48**

7 Estimated decision time 90s 3.0 7.7-10.5s
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Table 4 (continued)
M SD 95% ClI 2 3 4 5 6 7
“Low confidence” o = 39)
1 Accuracy 64.1% 48.6 48.8-79.4% 24 A2 -17 13 -.00 .05
2 Pre-decision confidence  56.4% 22.9 49.2-63.6% .39* -.09 .06 .04 -.14
3 Post-decision confidence 45.6% 21.7 38.8-52.4% -.22 13 -.03 -.24
4 Decision time 140s 2.4 10.7-18.4 s .18 .03 A46**
5 Viewing time 27.0s 99 23.8-30.2s S1** .50**
6 Estimated viewing time 195s 24  14.7-25.7s 52%*
7 Estimated decision time  14.2 s 26 104-193s
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Table 4 (continued)
M SD 95% ClI 2 3 4 5 6 7
“No memory” (1= 41)
1 Accuracy 63.4% 48.8 48.5-78.3% 22 19 21 21 -.02 -.15
2 Pre-decision confidence  43.4% 21.3 36.8-49.8% 21 14 .08 .25 A2
3 Post-decision confidence 40.7% 22.4 33.8-47.6% A7 .32 .30 -.25
4 Decision time 16.3 s 2.1 13.1-20.3 s .33* 15 .36*
5 Viewing time 30.2s 10.9 26.7-33.6 s A41** -.04
6 Estimated viewing time 20.0s 2.7 14.7-27.2 s 10
7 Estimated decision time  14.5s 29 104-20.3s

*p<.05; ** p<.01.
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Discussion

In the presentstudy three major researchguestionswere addressedFirst, we are
lyzed the postdictivevalue of the combinationof three assessmentariablesfor choosers.
Secondthe usefulnesof estimateddecisiontimesasa postdictorof identification accuracy
wasexaminedThird, we testedthe utility of self-reporteddecisiorprocessof nonchooseras
assessmentariable. The issuesof stimulus sampling,generalizabilityas well as ecological
validity wereaddressedly carryingout alargescaldfield studywith 720 participantsandten
targets.

Previousresearcho testthe usefulnesof assessmentariableshasusually lookedat
post-decisiorconfidence decisiontimesor decisionprocesse®nly in isolation.In contrast,
we soughtto test their postdictivevaluerelativeto eachotheraswell asin combination\We
emphasizehat the postdictivevaluesof theseassessmentariablesis limited to their mea-
urementn theimmediatecontextof theidentification(Sporer,1993),that is, uncaxtaminated
by postidentificatiorfeedbackor otherfactorsdistortingtheir postdictivevalue.

A numberof findings from the literaturewere replicatedin the presentfield expet-
ment:As in other studies,significant positive CA andnegativeLA associatias were found
only for choosersbut not for nonchoosergDunning& Stern,1994; Dunning & Perretta,
2002;S. M. Smithet al., 2000; Sporer,1993,1994; Sporeret al., 1995; Weberet al., 2004;
Weber& Brewer,2006), resultingin the expectednteractionbeween Choiceand Decision
Outcome(Sporer,1994).For choosersthe observegoint-biserialcorrelationsare considered
largefor confidencer = .39) andmediumto largefor decisiortimes(r = -.30; Cohen,1988, p.

81). Calibrationalanalysegeplicatedthe finding that thereis high capability to discriminate
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accuratdérom incorrectchoosersut not nonchoosersia post-decisiorconfidence(Brewer &
Wells,2006;Brewer,Keastet al.,2002;Weber& Brewer,2003,2004,2006).

Weknow of no study wherepre-decisionconfidencewas calibrated.Here, calibration
measure®f pre-decisionconfidenceshowedonly little capability to discriminate accurate
from inaccuratewitnesses.This is consistentwith many correlationalstudies on the pre-
decisionconfidenceaccuracyrelation(e.g.,Cutler& Penrod,1988; Cutler, Penrod,O’'Rourke,
& Martens,1986;Cutler,Penrod & Martens,1987;Gwyer& Clifford, 1997;Sporer,1992a).
Neverthelessdespitelow calibrationwe did find a significant positive correlationbetween
pre-decisiorconfidenceandidentificationaccuracynot only for choosersbut also for non-
choosersand hencefor the whole sample. This is consistentwith the results of Sporer
(1993).Overawide rangeof abilities andknowledge broadagreemenbetweenself-assessed
andobjectiveknowledgehasbeenfound (Ackerman Beier,& Bowen,2002; Perfect,2004).
However,when confrontedwith alineup, withessesnormally have had no experiencewith
this task andthey do not know what the identificationtask will be like (seePerfect,2004;
Perfect& Hollins, 1996).This may beonereasonfor the lack of reliability of the association
betweenpre-decisiorconfidenceandidentification accuracy.Specifically, withessesusually
arenot told the numberof lineup membersthe perspectivefrom which the pictureswere
taken(frontal, 3/4 poseor profile), or how similar thefoils will beto the suspecie.g.,Cutler
& Penrod,1988; Cutler Penrod,& Martens,1987; Cutler, Penrod,O'Rourke,& Martens,
1986;Gwyer & Clifford, 1997;Sporer,1992a,1993). Consideringthesecircumstancest is
not surprisingthat pre-decisiorconfidenceratingsoftenlackanassociatiorwith identification
accuracyln the presenstudy, we informedwitnesseghat they would be askedto makean
identificationfrom alineup consistingof six portrait(frontal) pictures.Of course the number
of lineupmembershouldnot be disclosedvhenthe sequentialineup methodis used(R. C.

L. Lindsay& Wells,1985;Sporer,1993).Neverthelesanformationabout the angleand qud-
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ity of the picturescouldhelp withessedo makebetter calibratedestimatesof pre-decision
confidence.

We successfullycombinedpost-decisionconfidenceand decisiontime via boundary
analysesvhichresultedn correctclassificabns of 97.2%of the fast and confidentchoosers.
To overcomehe argumenbf post-hoccriterionsetting,we split our sampleof choosersnto
two halvesand postdictedaccuracyof the first subsampleby using the boundariesestd-
lishedin the secondsubsanple. The obtainedresultswere comparabléo thoseobservedor
the whole samplewith somewhatlower but yet high correctclassificationrates. Although
therewas an associatiorbetweenRK(F) judgmentand identificationaccuracyin the RKF
condition,the RKF judgmentdid not further improve classificationrates. Furthermore,no
postdictivevalueof RKF judgmentsvas found whenwe tried to postdictaccuracyfrom the
resultsobtainedfrom subsamplel to subsample. Althoughwe obtaineda high numberof
correctly classifiedchooserswithin the establishedboundariesjt should be clear that our
postdictionrate holdsonly for a small subgroupof participantsyiz. n = 57 fast and confi-
dentchoosersgiven therewere436 choosersn our total sampleof 720. Replacingdecision
timeswith estimateddecisiontimes led to comparablaesults, with a correctclassification
rate of 96.7%,which, however,appliedto anevensmallernumberof participants(n = 24).
Admittedly, therewas alsoa numberof choosersoutsideoneor both boundarieghat were
acarate.

Boundaryanalysedor decisiontimes and post-decisiorconfidencerevealedoptimum
boundarie®f 6 sand90%. This is inconsistentto the 10 — 12 s rule establishedy Dunning
andPerretta(2002). Sauerlandand Sporer(in press)found optimum boundarie®f 18 s and
50% confidenceOnedifferencebetweenthe presentandthe Sauerlandand Sporer(in press)
study was the retentioninterval betweenwitnessingthe eventand the identification task.

Sauerlandand Spore useda 1-weekretentioninterval, whereadn the presentstudy it was
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only 30s. FurthermoreSauerland&ind Sporer(in press)usedlaboratorymethodologywith a
filmed event.Likewise,Brewer,Caonet al. (2006) found shorter optimum time boundaries
for participantsvho weretestedmmediately(13 s) than for thosewho weretestedafter 15
min (36s) or 20 min (35 s). Weberet al. (2004) found optimum time boundarieghat varied
widely betweerb s and28 - 29 s acrosdour laboratorystudieswith retention intervalsof 15
- 20min betweerafilmed eventandtesting.With the growingnumberof studieson the topic,
ameta-analysisouldshedlight on thosevariablesthat haveanimpact on the optimum time
andconfidenceboundariesAs of now, the optimum boundariesseemto vary from studyto
study, thus makingit difficult to deriverecommendation$or practice.Furthermore,in real
casesgecisiontimesandconfidencemay vary numberwisdrom thosethat we obtainin labo-
ratoryor field studies,for exampledueto the awarenessf the severeconsequencesf false
identificationsandfalserejectionsit would be interestingto collectdecisiontimesandconti-
denceaatingsin realcasesotheycanbecomparedo the descriptivedataobtainedin labo-
tory/field studies.Undoubtedlyjt would be a greatcontributionto the field of identification
if datawerecollectedevenwhereDNA samplesexist, so that identificationaccuracycould
actuallybeassesseth realcases.

Therewasatendencyof Know judgmentdo be associateavith moreaccuratedent-
fications than Remembejudgmentsin both the RK and the RKF condition (cf., Davids,
2006),thus supportinggthe assumptionsnadeby DunningandStern(1994).0n the contrary,
we foundno supportfor Rotelloet al.s (2004) argumentsHowever,only in the RKF cond-
tion did a significantassociatiorof RKF judgmentand identification accuracyemerge:Wit-
nessesvho madea Familiarjudgmentweresignificantlylessoften accuraten their identifica
tion decisiorthanthosewho madea Know judgment.Whenlooking at the distribution of cor-
rectandincorrectdecisionsn the RKF andthe RK conditions,it seemsthat many partid-

pantswho would havemadea Know judgmentin the RK conditiontendedo makea Familiar
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judgmentin the RKF condition,resultingin higher accuracyrates of Know judgmentsthan
Familiarjudgmentdn the RKF condition.Remembejudgmentsalsotendedto be moreacw-
rate in the RKF thanin the RK condition. According to theseresultsit is not so crucial
whethera withessRemember®r Knows that a personis that target,but whethers/heonly
thoughtthe facewas familiar. Practitionersshould be very cautiouswith identificationeu-
denceagivenon the groundghat the facesimply lookedmorefamiliar than the other ones(see
Behrmar& Richards,2005).

In practice,measuredecisiontimes may not always be available.Therefore the sec-
ondaimof the studywasto analyzethe utility of estimateddecisiontimesasa postdictorof
identificationaccuracyAn esimationof the time takenfor the identificationmay thenbe an
alternativg(albeitcrude)way of gaininginformationaboutthe withess'sdecisionprocess.The
fact that estimatedand measurediecisiontimes were highly positively associatedor the
wholesampldegitimatesour procedureAltogether the patternof resultsfor estimateddec-
siontimes paralleledthe onefor measuredecisiontimes, eventhoughthe effectsizes were
somewhasmaller.Specifically,the associatiorbetweerestimatediecisiontimesandidentifi-
cationaccuracywas significantfor chooserdut not nonchoosersesultingin the Choiceby
DecisionOutcomeinteraction.Althoughwe know of no studythat testedthe usefulnessof
estimateddecisiontimes after longertime intervals,we are awarethat the associationwith
identificationaccuracymay be distorted due to feedback(cf., Semmler,Brewer, & Wells,
2004;Wells& Bradfield,1998;Wells,Olson,& Charman2003).Wells andcolleagueqWells
& Bradfield,1998,Experimentl; Wells, Olson et al., 2003) found that participantsreceiving
confirmingfeedbaclestimatedheir decisiontime as being significantlylongerthan thosenot
receivingfeedbackNo sucheffectwasfoundfor disconfirmingfeedbackThus, decisiontimes

estimatedetroactivelyby awitnessat alaterinterrogatioror in the courtroommay not have
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any probativevalue.The effectof retentionintervalandfeedbackon the decisiontime estine-
tion with andwithout feedbackshouldbetestedmorethoroughlyin future studies

The third aim of the presentstudywasto identify a postdictorfor nonchooserslt
was expectedthat those nonchoosersvho indicatedthat they rejectedthe lineup because
"The targetwasabsent"would be moreaccuratehan thosewho simply indicatedtha “The
targetwaspresentput | wasnot confidentenough“or who “did not know whetherthe per-
sonwaspresent“.Therewasonly anon-significantrendin this direction(Cramer'sv = .09).
However,asexpectedthe "absent'groupmadeheir decisiongaster andwith higherpre- and
post-decisiortonfidenceThe only differencethat emergedetweerthe "low confidence"and
the "no memory" group was for pre-decisionconfidence.Contraryto the hypothesisthe
"low confidence'groupshowedhigherpre-decisiorconfidencghanthe "no memory"group.

An explanatiorfor the lack of associatiorbetweenthe postdictorsand identification
accuracyotherthan the heterogeneityf nonchoosersnay be that choosers’and nonchog-
ers’identificationdecisiorpossesseagsynmetric features(Weber& Brewer,2004). Whereas
chooserstdecisionsrelikely to bebasedn amatchbetweertheirmemoryfor the targetand
oneof severafacesshownin alineup (Sporer,1993),nonchooserstiecisionsarebasedon a
failure to matchtheir memoryto any of the facesin the lineup. Weberand Brewer (2006) ar-
guedthat confidenceratingsof nonchoosersrenot basedon confidencefor the most likely
match(face) becaus¢henonewould expectthe CA relationshipof nonchooserso be similar
to the oneobservedor chooserswhich is not the caseInstead,the authorssuggestedhat
confidenceof nonchooserseflectedhe averagamatchbetweenrall lineup facesandthe target.
This hypothesisouldbetestedby eitheraskingnonchoosergabouttheir confidencewith re-
gardto eachlineup member(asdoneby Sporer,1993,with sequentialineups),or by using
one-persorlineups(i.e., showups) Following Weberand Brewer's(2006) reasoningthe as-

sociationsbetweenpostdictorsand identificationaccuacy should be observedwhen coni-
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denceanddecisiontime measureapply to only one lineup member.Unfortunately, many
studieswith showupseitherdo not reportthe CA correlatiomat all, or if theydo, they do not

differentiatebetweenchoosersand nonctoosers(e.g., Beal, Schmitt, & Dekle, 1995; Gon-

zales Ellsworth,& Pembrokel1993;R. C. L. Lindsay,Pozzulo,Craig, Lee,& Corbers,1997;
Yarmey,Yarmey,& Yarmey,1996).Dysart,R. C. L. Lindsay, and Dupuis (2006) found a
significantCA correlationfor both chooserqr = .32) andnonchoosergr = .19), supporting
WeberandBrewer's(2006) hypothesisDysart, R. C. L. Lindsay, MacDonald,and Wicke
(2002) reportedneithera significant CA associatiorfor choosersor for nonchoosersvhen
askingbar patrons(many of which wereintoxicatedwith alcohol) to makean identification
from ashowup.

Somecaveatsieedo bediscussedkFirst, althoughecologicalvalidity wasenhancedy
usinganaturalsetting,therewas no crime scenaridn the presentstudy. Thus, it is unlikely
that participantsexperiencedhe samearousalevel aswitnessesf a realcrime would. How-
ever,it is equallyunlikely that participantdan studieswith filmed crimesdo. The well known
inverted-U relationshipbetweenarousaland memory sugyeststhat identification accuracy
shouldbehigherfor eventsthat haveamediumarousalevel, but shouldbelower in extremely
arousingsituations,aswitnessingseriouscrimesmay be. Quite on the contrary, recentre-
searchdemonstratedhat arousalwith regardto life eventshasanimpacton a feeling of re-
memberingthe vividnessof the memory(Sharot,Delgado,& Phelps,2004), and perceived
accuracy(Talarico& Rubin,2003)whereasvas actualaccuracyunaffected.Yet again,others
(Kensinger& Schacte, 2006)foundthat negativearousahffectednot only vividness,but also
accuracyThedatabaseontheissueseemgo beinconclusiveat this time andfurther studies
areneededo find out aboutthe effectthat arousalhason identificationaccuracyas well as

on confidenceandRKF judgments.
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A secondcaveain the presenstudyis the short (30 s) intervalbetweerthe eventand
theidentificationtask.In realcasestherearenormally days,if not monthsbetweenwitness-
ing the eventandtheidentification(Behrman& Richards2005).It is likely, that the memory
for thetargetwould havedecreasedfteralongerretentioninterval. However,leavinga longer
interval would havemadeit extremelydifficult to track the participantsand would most
likely haveled to a large numberof drop outs. Nonethelessthe main body of laboratory
studiesin the identificationfield usestime intervalsof 30 min or less.We believethat there
shouldbe at leastaninterval of oneday betweeneventandidentificationwhenthereareno

severeractical reasonghat speakagainsthis.

To summarizewe successfull}combineddecisiortimes and post-decisiorconfidence
andfound that fast and confidentchoosersarehighly accurateAdditionally, estimateddeg-
siontimesalso qualifiedaspostdictorof identificationaccuracyTheissueof how to proceed
with slowerandlessconfidentchoosershowever,remainsunsolved.For future studies,we
emphasizedhe contributivevaluethat realcasesould have.Our attemptto idenify a pod-
dictor of nonchoosergerformancéailed. Studieshat look at nonchoosershowupdecisions
couldhelpusfind out moreaboutnonchooserslecisionprocessesin conclusionwe areop-
timistic that further researcton systemand assessmentariebles along the lines presented
hereshouldincreasethe probative value of eyewitnessdentificationevidence,and reduce

miscariagesof justice.
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Appendix

Table Al

Identification Accuracy (in %) and Choosing Rates (in %) as a Function of the Target Person and Target Presence

Identification accuracy (%)

TA and TP 43.1 70.8 65.3 45.8 62.5 58.3 417 50.0 61.1 70.8  56.9
(31) (51) 47) (33) (45) (42) (30) (36) (44) (51) (410)

TP only 41.7  80.6 75.0 38.9 63.9 72.2 333 417 66.7 72.2  58.6
(15) (29) (27) (14) (23) (26) (12) (15) (24) (36) (211)

TA only 44.4 61.1 556 52.8 61.1 444 50.0 58.3 55.6 69.4 553

(16) (22) (200 (19) (22) (16) (18) (21) (20) (25) (199)
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Table Al (continued)

Choosing rate (%)

TA and TP 625 611 639 611 583 69.4 528 528 639 597 606
45) (44) (46) (44) (42) (50) (38) (38) (46)  (43) (436)

TP only 694 833 833 750 778 833 556 639 833 889 764
25) (30) (30) (27) (28) (30) (20) (23) (30) (32) (275)

TA only 556 389 444 472 389 556 500 417 444 306 447
(200 (14) (16) (17) (14) (200 (18) (15) (16) (11) (161)

Note. Figures enclosed in parentheses represent absolute frequencies. TA = target-absent. TP = target-present.
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Table A2

CA Correlations, Decision Time-Accuracy Correlations, Post-Decision Confidence Boundary (in %), and Time Boundary (in s) as a

Function of the Target Person (Choosers only)

Mean post-decision 57.1 63.4  60.9 54.8 62.6 64.4  56.8 52.1 63.0 68.8 60.6

confidence (%)

Mean decision time (5) 10.1 9.1 8.6 13.7 9.2 7.9 9.0 11.1 10.2 6.8 9.4
CA relation () A3 57 38**  .20° .39* 19 A7 .02 S56** 43 [ 39**
LA relation () -.25 -40**  -27 -.14 -40**  -13 -.25 .01 -A4A5% A3 - 30%*
Post-decision 80 60 70 100 90 20 90 ng 70 90 90

confidence boundary (%)

Time boundary (in s) 4 6 5 ng 6 5-6 5 ng 14-16 10-12 6

'The means of decision times were backtransformed from the logarithmic values used for the inferential Atlasélsere was no
significant association between the postdictor and identification accuracy, no boundary was computed.

*p < .05, two-tailed. *p < .01, two-tailed.
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EXPERIMENT 4

The Application of Multiple Lineups in a Field Study

When attemptingto establishif a suspectactually is the culprit, investigatorscan
frequently rely on DNA analysis.However, DNA samplesoften do not exist, and then
eyewitnessdenification testimonymay be the only evidenceavailable. For the past 30
years,researclhn this field hasdealtwith numeroudactorsthat canhaveeithera positive or
negativeimpacton identificationperformancg¢seeWells & Olson,2003). Estimatorvariables
arethosethat cannot be controlledby the criminal justice system(e.qg., lighting conditions;

Wells, 1978). The focus of the presentstudy aresystemor control variables(Wells, 1978),

overwhich the criminal justice systemnormally has control (e.g., instructionsto witnesses
andlineupcomposition).Specifically,we testedthe usefulnes®f multiple lineupsin orderto
determinewhethera particularidentificationdecisionis corrector incorrect.Note, that here,
multiple lineup presentatiordoesnot indicatethe repeatedpresentatiorof one lineup to a
witnessbut the presentatiorof severalineupsdepictingdifferentaspectsof a person(face,
body, clothing)to onewitness.

Furthermore, the present study addressesone shortcoming that affects most
identification studies. Although the needfor a sufficient participant sample sizes seems
obviousto most, the needto samplestimuli appeargo be far lessstraightforward(Wells &
Windschitl, 1999). Whereassome studies have reportedresults for two targets (Brewer,
Caon,Todd, & Weber,2006, Experiment2; Brewer& Wells,2006;D. S.Lindsay,Read,&
Sharma,1998),very few studieshaveusedmore(Brigham,1990). Studiesthat did use two
targetshavereporteddifferentresultsfor differenttargetgBrewe et al., 2006, Experiment2;
Brewer& Wells,2006;D. S.Lindsayetal.,1998).This shows,that generalkconclusiondased
ononetargetcouldbemisleading.Thereforewe includedninetargetsin the presenstudy.

Eventhougha wealth of researcton identification accuracyexists using laboratory

stagedeventsor filmed scenariosonly a small number of field experimentshave been
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conductedto date (e.g., Brigham, Van Verst, & Bothwell, 1986; Krafka & Penrod,1985;
Yarmey, 2004). Neverthelessfield experimentshave some potential to provide a more
differentiatedunderstandingf processesunderlying eyewitnessidentification (Cutler &
Penrod,1995),comparedo laboratoryresearchln orderto enhancethe ecologicalvalidity
andgeneralizabilityof postiction research,datawere collectedin a naturalsetting,in the

pedestrian zoneof asmalluniversity town.

MULTIPLE LINEUPS

In anidentificationprocedurethe witnessis commonlyaskedto identify the faceof
the target, as this seemsto be the most prominent part of a personto be recognized.
However,other aspectsof a personsuchas the body, voice, gait or posturemay also be
subjectto recognition.This could be particularly true in casesvherethe target’s face could
not beseerclearlyor only for ashortperiodof time. Drawingfrom the principle of encoding
specifity (Tulving & Thomson, 1973), several studies have attempted to improve
identificationacaracy by providingdifferentaspect®f apersonin onelineup (e.g.,Cutler &
Penrod,1988; Cutler, Penrod,& Martens,1987; Cutler & Fisher,1990; Egan, Pittner, &
Goldstein, 1977; Melara, Dewitt-Rickards, & O’Brien, 1989). Although some studies
reportedpositive effects, the meta-analysidy Cutler, Berman,Penrod,and Fisher(1994)
reportedonly smalleffectsizes,concludingthat, averagedacrossstudies,the presentatiorof
differentaspect®f apersonproducedonly trivial effectsonidentificationaccuracy.

Pryke,Lindsay, Dysart, and Dupuis (2004) arguedthat one reasonfor the lack of
improvementin identificationperformancevhen presentingdifferentaspectf a personin
onelineup(cf., Cutleretal.,1994)may bethat the faceoverwhelmedhe other aspectof the
person.Specifically,withessesnay makea choiceon the basisof the face,while discounting
inconsistenciesf body or voice. Therefore,the authorsarguedthat different aspectsof a
personshouldbepresentedndependentlyso that oneaspectcould not be overwhelmedoy
another.A clearadvantageof sucha procedures that independenevidencecanbe obtained

from onewitness.For example the probability that a withessidentifiesa suspecby chance
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out of a six personlineupis 1/6. Whenthere aretwo witnessesthe probability that both
identify the samepersonmerely by chanceis 1/36,and 1/216with threewitnessesin many
casesthereis only one witness which brings us back to a guessingprobability of 1/6.
However the probability that this witnessidentifiesthe suspecby chancecanbe reducedo
1/36by presentingasecondsaybody lineup,andto 1/216whenathird lineup (e.g.,voice)is
added.

Lindsay, Wallbridge,and Drennan(1987) presentedvitnesseswith two independent
lineups,onein whichthefaceof the targetwasto beidentified,anda secondonein which a
pieceof clothing that the targetwore during the crime was to be identified. Note, that the
clothingwornin the facial lineup was non-identicalto the clothing worn during the crime. In
orderto establishthe probative value of theseidentifications, the authors computedthe
diagnosticity ratio (Wells & Lindsay, 1980; Wells & Turtle, 1986). The diagnosticityratio
(DR) is definedasthe ratio of correctto incorrectdecisionsFor target/suspecthoicesthis
refersto the ratio of hits (targetchoices)in target-presen{TP) lineups and false alarms
(suspecthoices)n target-absenfTA) lineups.Whentheterm equalsl, the lineup is neither
diagnastic of the guilt nor of the innocenceof the suspectFor nonchoosershe DR is the
ratio of correct rejectionsin TA lineups and falserejectionsin TP lineups. DRs for foil
choicexanbeestablishedby dividing the proportionof foil identificationsin TA lineupsby
the proportionof foil identificationsin TP lineups (Wells, personalcommunication March
2006).Anotherway to presentheresultsis to look at the proportionof suspectghat would
beguilty if the procedure(i.e., multiple lineups)was appliedto a large numberof casesTo
estimatethis value,assumptiongboutthe baserate of TA and TP lineupshaveto be made
(Wells & Lindsay, 1980). According to Wells (as cited by Pryke et al., 2004), a prior
probability near50% is not unreasonablén realworld casesThus, we set equalbaserates
(50%) of innocentversusguilty suspectsn the lineup, so that the percentagguilty valueis
determinedy the ratio of correctidentificationsto all attempteddentifications.For lineup
rejections,the percentageuilty valueis determinedoy the ratio of false rejectionsto all
rejections, and for foil choicesby the ratio of foil identificationsin TP to all folil

identifications. Whereasthe percentageguilty value should ideally approach 100 for
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target/suspeathoicesthe valuefor lineuprejectionsandfoil choicesshouldideally approach

0.

Designation of an Innocent Suspect

Oneissuein analyzingeyewitnessdentificationdatais the designationof aninnocent
suspectAt leastfive methodsof doing so canbe foundin the literature:First, the foil who
resembleshe targetmost accordingto a pilot study is selectedo be the innocentsuspect
(e.g.,Kneller,Memon, & Stevenage?001; Sporer,1992,1993,2007).Second,oneof several
foils which areratedas similar to the targetis randomly selected(e.g., Brewer et al., 2006;
Clare & Lewandaovsky, 2004; Juslin, Olsson,& Winman, 1996; Krafka & Perod, 1985).
Third, experiencegolicemencreatethe photo-spreadandselectthe innocentsuspecie.g.,
Brighamet al., 1986; Fleet, Brigham,& Bothwell, 1987;0lsson & Juslin,1999).Fourth, the
foil chosemmost often is the innocentsuspeciPrykeet al., 2004). Finally, Wells (personal
communicationMarch 2006) arguedthat all foils could potentially be the innocentsuspect
andthereforerecommendetb computethe averageacrossall foils. Indeed,choosingratesfor
asinglefoil canvary widely andthereforemay havea greatimpacton the results. Therefore,
the decisionwas madeto analyzethe dataaccordingto the averagingapproach.n orderto
carry out the analysesijt was necessaryhat the foils in all TA lineups were the same.To
makeour resultscomparabléo thoseof Prykeet al. (2004), resultsfor the foil chosenmost
often in the portrait lineup will also be reported.By defintion, the procedureapplied by
Prykeetal. (2004)resultsin smalleror equalDRs for portrait facelineupsthanthe averaging
method.However for the remaininglineupsone methodor the other may leadto higherDR

estimates.

Previous Research on Multiple Lineups

Lindsay et al. (1987) reportedthat the DR for faceand clothing lineups was 13.60
whereast was1.91for facelineupsonly. Thus, whena witnesschosea faceandthen chose

the matchingclothing originally worn by that personin a secondndependentineup, it was
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13.6timesmorelikely that the idenified personactually wasthe targetthanthat it was an
innocentsuspectHowever,wasawitnesspresentedvith afacial lineuponly, it wasonly 1.9
times morelikely that the identified personactually was the targetthan that it was an
innocentsuspect

To study the usefulnessof multiple lineups more extensively,Pryke et al. (2004)
presented witnesseswith three or four independentlineups in two experiments.In
Experimentl, witnessesnadeindependentiecisiongor simultaneougaceandbody lineups
A voicelineupwaspresentedgequentiallyThe DR was computedseparatelyfor eachof the
lineupsandfor all combinationsThe DR of targetchoicesfrom the facelineup was notable
(3.63) but ratherlow for the voice lineup (1.12) and the body lineup (0.65). The DR for
choosingtheface,body, andvoice of the samepersonwas 11.00.In otherwords, it was11
times more likely that a chosenlineup memberactually was the target when the witness
pickedthe samepersonout of all threelineupsthanit was that the chosenpersonwas the
innocentsuspectThe DR for the combinatiorof the faceandvoice lineupswas considerably
smaller(3.52)whencamparedto that of all threelineupsbut alsowhencomparedo the DR
of 13.600btainedfor faceandclothing lineupsby Lindsay et al. (1987).Pryke et al. (2004)
discussedhe possibility that clothing lineups were generally more diagnosticthan voice
lineups. Therefore,in Experment 2, a clothing lineup was addedand all lineups were
presentedgequentiallyin orderto testthe usefulnes®f multiple lineupsin this presentation
mode.Again,the DR of choicedrom the facelineup was considerablg4.67), but low for the
voicelineup (0.38). The DR of the body lineup was 2.01 and 5.00 for the clothing lineup,
replicatingthe notion that clothing lineupsare morediagnosticthan voicelineups.For some
lineupcombinationgface,body, andclothes;face,voice,andclothes;face,body, voice,and
clothes)multiple identificationsof the samepersononly occurredor TP but not TA lineups,
causingundefinedDRs dueto divisionby zero.In thesecasesgstimationof guilt was 100%.
Clearly,Experimeng® replicatedthe succes®f multiple lineupadministrations.

Sofar, the effect has beendemonstratedor only threedifferent targets(R. C. L.
Lindsayetal.,1987;Prykeetal.,2004),and henceits generalizabilityremainsunclear.In the

presentfield study, withnessegespondedo body, accessory(shoppingbag) and two facial
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lineups.In additionto a portrait face lineup, withesseswere presentedvith a profile (90°
angle)facelineup.

A profile facelineup was presentedn additionto the portrait facelineup for the
following reasonsEarly facerecognitionstudiessuggestedhat recognitionwas easierfrom
3/4 view than from frontal or profile view (e.g., Patterson& Baddeley,1977; Woodhead,
Baddeley,& Simmonds,1979, Experiment?), while othersfailed to find suchan effect(e.qg.,
Davies,Ellis, & Shepherd]1978,Experimen®). In athoroughreviewof the literature Liu and
Chaudhuri(2002) pointed to the impact of the amountof angularrotation betweenlearning
andtesting.Specifically,whenfacesarepresentedrontally or in profile view in the study
phasethe 3/4 poserepresentshe leastamountof angularrotation at test, unlessstudy and
test stimuli are presentedin the samepose. When the amountof angular rotation was
se@atedfrom the effectsof learningor testviews, therewasonly little evidencefor a 3/4
view advantageper se(Liu & Chaudhuri20®).

In eyewitnessdentificationstudies,participantsarepresentedvith moving persons
during the learningphase,andthe faceof the targetmay be viewedin different poses.Our
targetswereinstructedto show their facesboth frontally andfrom the side while interacting
with the participantsHowever,we expectedhat participantswould not look at the target’s
facefor the whole duration of the interaction.Thus, someparticipantsmay have seenthe
targetprimarily from the front, othersmorefrom the side. We expectedhat identificationfor
participantswould be easierfrom frontal or profile view, dependingon the view that had
dominatedduring the interaction.Therefore we included both frontal and profile face view
lineupsin our study.

In addition, we included an accessory(bag) lineup, rather than a clothing lineup,
becausewve thoughtit morelikely that aculprit leavesan accessoryike a bagthan a pieceof
clothing at the sceneof crime. Thereforea bag may be more likely to be available for
construeing alineup.

If multiple lineupsreally areindependensourcesf evidencewe would not expectto
find a significant correlationbetweenthe performancein the individual lineups. This is

contrary to the finding that performancen blanklineups (lineupsthat areknown to be TA),
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arepredictiveof subsequenperformanceén TA andTP lineups(Wells,1984).Generally,this
notion presupposehat thereis a positive correlationof identificationaccuracydecisions
acrosslineuptasks.To our knowledge, the only studyto haveinvestigatedhis issuewas
Wells' (1984)study,howeveronly for the sequencef TA (blank)facial lineupsfollowed by
TA or TP faciallineups.In orderto testthe usefulnes®f blanklineupsfor differenttypesof
lineups(i.e.,portrait,body, bag,profile), withessesverepresentedavith two TA andtwo TP
lineups,which were counterbalancedcrossparticipants Whenthe portrait face lineup was
shownin TP mode,the body lineup was alsoshownas TP, the othertwo asTA, ard vice
versa.Of coursesucha procedures only meaningfulif participantsareexplicitly instructed
for eachineupthe stimulusto berecognizednay or may not bepresentPleasanote, that the
presentatiorof TA andTP lineupsto the samepersonis acompaniedy the fact that the
DR canonly be computedfor those lineups that were shown in the sametarget presence
mode.

If blanklineupsarepredictiveof performancen othertypesof lineups,participants
who correctly rejectedthe TA (blank) lineups should show higher performancen the TP
lineups comparedto those who falsely chose someonefrom TA lineups. If, however,
performancein differentlineup typesis independentthereshouldbe no predictivevalueof
blanklineups.Furthermoreye expectedwo lineups (portrait faceandbody/profile faceand

accessoryjo bemorediagnostichanjust the portraitor profile facial lineupsby themselves.

METHOD

Participants

Six-hundred-forty-eighparticipants(324 male, 324 female;age 15 to 84, Mdn = 33
years)agreedo takepartin this studywhentheywereapproachedn the pedestriarzonein
a small university town in Germany. Participants were representativeof the general

popuktion of this university town which has75,000inhabitantsand 23,000studens. They
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workedin numerougprofessiong36.3%), were students(27.5%), academicg15.9%), high

schoolpupils (8.5%),retired (6.8%),housewives/-husban@4.5%),or unemployed0.6%).

Photo Lineups

Targetpersonsvere sevenfemalel andtwo male psycholoy majorstudentsage 20
to 37,Mdn = 20 years)from a university in a differenttown who receivedcoursecreditfor
datacdlection.

Materialsconsistedf photosof faces(neckup), bodies(shouldersdown), andbags.
Lineupsweremountedon a 30 x 33.5cm display boardand consistedof six picturesthat
werenumbered. to 6 andarrangedn two rows of threepictureseach.

For facial photographsjewelry, eyeglasseand hair accessoriesvere taken off and
hair was worn loose.On the body photographseachlineup memberwore different long
sleeveclothing. The headwas blotchedout with an opaqueoval coveringthe headandneck.
Thetargetshoppingbagwasawhite cottonbag(55 x 56cm),depictinga hand-drawrncow on
a colorful background.The foil bagswere similarly white and also had a colorful picture
and/orwriting on them. Portrait face and shopping bag lineup pictureswere 9 x 13 cm
phobgraphspody lineups8.5 x 15cmandprofile pictures9 x 9.5cmin size.

For practicalreasonsthe targetaswell asthereplacemenphotosalways appearecat
the sameposition, that is, position 3 for the portrait face lineups, position 4 for body

lineups,position2 for baglineups,andposition5 for profile facelineups.

IActually, 10 targets were involved. However, after the data collection, a mistake in
the TA body lineup of one female target was detected, so that the data collected for this target
was dismissed. Participants for whom this target was the interviewer, not the target, remained

in the analysis.
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Lineup Construction

Potentiallineup manberswere recruitedfrom a university town different from the
investigationsite basedon their physicalappearanceesemblingthe respectivetargets.Each
potentiallineupmembemwasphotographeautsidein front of the samewall of a dining hall.
Forthe portrait facelineup, all foils, including the replacementfit the generaldescriptionof
thetargetpersongWells, Rydell, & Seelau,1993)asdeterminedyy a pilot studywith N =
55 mockwitnessegeffectivesizes,determineds Tredoux’sEs werebetween5.14 and6.76;
Tredoux,1998,1999). Following Pryke et al.’s (2004) procedure Jittle effort was madeto
selectfoils onthe basisof similarity to featuresother than facial as withessesusually do not
provide detaileddescriptionsaboutthe target’sbody (Sporer,1996). Also, from a practical
perspectiveit is unlikely that the policeengagen the time consumingprocedureof matching
foils to the suspectvith regardto morethan generalsimilarity unlesstherearesomeunusual
featureswhichwasnot the casdor ourtargets(seePrykeetal.,2004).

In orderto selectfoil bagsandareplacemeniparticipantsf the pilot studyrankedl1l
cottonbagsaccordingo theirlikenesgdo thetargetbag.The bagwith the highestrankingwas
choserasreplacementthe succeedingive asfoils. Following Prykeet al.’s (2004) procedure
for the clothing lineup, the six bagsin the TA lineup were randomly assignedto lineup

membersRandomassignmentf bagsvasperformedfor eachindividual target.

Procedure

Nine stimuluspersonsvereinvolvedin the presentstudy. Data collectiontook place
in atown differentfrom their homeuniversity. Data were collectedby pairs of two persons,
oneservingastarget,oneasinterviewer.After dataof eightparticipantswere collected,the
roleswerechangedThus,everyinterviewercollecteddataof 8 particdpantswith eachof the
otherpersons.

The stimuluspersonsinderwentthreetraining sessionsn which the interactionwith

the participantsas both targetandinterviever, time takingaswell as controlling interaction
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time was practiced.During datacollection, targetpersonswore different clothing from what
theyworeontheir body lineuppicture.

Specifically, the targetaskeda passer-byfor directionsto a certainlocationin the
pedestrianzone of a university town. The conversatiorwas scheduledo last betweenl5 s
and60s. To ensurethat the targetwas no longerseenby the passer-byafter the interaction,
targetsonly approachegeoplewhosewalking directionwas oppositeof the location asked
for.

The otherpersontheinterviewer watchedhe situationfrom a distanceandrecorded
theinteractiontime with astopwatchThirty secondsftertheinteractionbetweentargetand
participanthadterminatedthe interviewerapproachedhe participantandexplainedthat the
true nature of the precedinginteractionwas a study on face recognition. If consentto
participatewas given, passers-byvere handeda questionnaireFirst, participantsindicated
their pre-decigon confidencewith regardto identifying the previously seenpersonfrom a 6-
personportrait facelineup on an 11-point scaleranging from 0% to 100% (with intervals
markedn 10% steps0%, 10%, ..., 100%).Then,participantsverehandedhe display boad
with the portraitfacelineup.To ensurethe blindnessof the interviewer, TP andTA lineups
were placedinto differently coloredenvelopesThe experimentaldesigntold interviewers
whichenvelopdo usefor which participant.Thus, the interviewerpulled the display board
out of the envelopeandgaveit to the participantso that he/shecouldonly seethe display
boardfrom the back,but not the pictures that is, whetherthe targetwaspresenbr not.

Ontheanswersheet,participantswereadvisedthat they would be askedto identify
the personwho had askedthem for directionsand that the personmight or might not be
presentin the lineup. The instructionsclearly statedthat the personmight or might not be
presenin the lineup. After the identification decisionwas made participantsindicatedtheir
post-decisiortonfidenceagainon anll-pointscalerangingfrom 0% to 100%.

Participantsvere not informedaboutthe subsequentineups until the post-decision
confidenceratingfor the portrait facelineup was completed.After the portrait facelineup,
the body, bag,andprofile facelineupsfollowed, alwaysin this sequenceParticipantswere

warnedthat the target may or may not be presentfor every lineup. After eachlineup,
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partidpants were again asked to indicate their post-decisionconfidence. Pre-decision
confidencewas not collectedin order to keep the amountof time neededto fill in the
questionnairevithin limits. For half of the participants,the portrait face and body lineups
wereTP, ard the bagandprofile facelineupsTA, andviceversa.

After participantshadcompletedall items,theywerethankedand handeda cardwith
the researchersiveb addresswhere someresults of the study would be available after

gpproximatelythreemonths.

RESULTS

First, descriptive statistics for the four lineup types and the correlations of
identification performanceandchoosingratesbetweenthe lineups are reported.Second,we
presentDRs for the four lineup typesindividually (ignoring other decisions)followed by

thosefor multiple lineupdecisiong.

|dentification Accuracy and Choosing

An alphalevel of .05 was usedfor all inferential analyses.Cramer’'sV and phi are
reportedas effectsizesfor nonparametri@nalysesof 3 x 2 and2 x 2 contingencytables,
respectively Hits andfalsealarmsacrosgdargetscanbeobtainedrom Tablel. Table2 shows
the meansandcorrelationof identificationperformanceandchoiceacrossthe four different
lineup types.Identificationaccuracyfor portrait face lineups was 57.7% (TA: 54.9%; TP:
60.5%), for body lineups 22.5% (TA: 26.2%; TP: 18.8%), for bag lineups 35.2% (TA:
59.0%;TP: 11.4%),andfor profile facelineups30.2%(TA: 32.8%;TP: 28.7%).Performance
in TA and TP lineups differed significantly for body, chiZ(1, N = 648) = 5.09,p = .015,
phi = -0.09,andbaglineups,ch?(1, N = 648)= 160.48 p < .001,phi = -0.50,but not for the
two facial lineups,chi2s(1,N = 648)< 2.05,ps > .088,phis < |0.08.

2Results for the individual targets can be obtained from the Appendix.



Multiple Lineup Decisions

Table 1

Hits and False Alarms (%) Across Targets (N = 648)

Frontal face Body Bag Profile

Frontal Hits 60.5 18.8 11.4 28.7
face False alarms (average) 7.5 12.3 6.8 11.4
False alarms (designated suspct) 19.7 4.3 7.1 7.1

dnnocent sspect identifications were computed as the mean of all positive identifications in TA Iihléutbshosen most often in

the TA portrait face lineup was designated to be the innocent suspect.
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Table 2

Means and Correlations of Identification Performance and Choosing Across Four Different

Lineup Types (N = 648)

Lineup type Body Bag Profile
M%) SD Identification accuracy
Frontal face 57.7 49.4 10** .02 .03
Body 225 418 -.06 -.06
Bag 35.2 4738 .04
Profile 30.2 46.0
M%) SD Choosing
Frontal face 61.4  48.7 15** .07 22%*
Body 75.5 43.1 24** .09*
Bag 395 489 .05
Profile 741 439

*p < .05, two-tailed. *p < .01, two-tailed.
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For all four lineup types,identificationaccuracyof chooserswvas significantly lower
thanidentificationaccuracyof nonchoosersll chi2s(1,N = 648)> 30.33,ps < .001, phis < -
0.22 (seeTable2). Specifically, in the portrait facelineup choosers’accuracywas 49.2%,
nonchoosersaccuracywas 71.2%.In the body lineup, choosersmadea correctdecisionin
12.5% of the casesnonchoosersn 53.5% of the caseslIn the bag lineup, chooserswere
acawratein 14.5%of the casesnonchooser# 48.7%o0f the casesFor the profile facelineup
the numberswere19.4%and61.3%,respectively.

For identification accuracy,there was only one significant, albeit low correlation,
which was the one betweenperformancan portrait face and body lineups, r(646) = .10,
p = 009.For choice,thereweresignificant positive correlationsof the body lineup with all
other lineups (portrait: r(646) = .15, p < .001, bag: r(646) = .24, p < .001; profile:
r(646) = .09,p = .025). There also was a significant correlationbetweenthe two facial

lineups,r(646)=.22,p < .001.

Predicting Lineup Performance from Blank Lineups

Performancen blank(TA) lineupsdid not correlatewith performancen TP lineups,
1(646)=.00,p = .975.It madeno difference whetherthe portraitfaceandbody lineupswere
blank, r(322) = -.07,p = .219, or the bag and the profile facelineups did not contain the
suspectr(322) =.02,p = .731.

Looking only at the two facial lineupsneitherleadto significant carelations,r(646)
=-.05,p = .185,andit madeno difference whether the portrait face lineup was blank,

r(322) =.01,p = .823,0r the profile facelineup,r(322) = .04p = .513.
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Table 3

Diagnosticity Ratios and % Guilty for Individual and Multiple Lineups Aross Nine Targets

(N = 648)

Target/suspect choice Lineup rejection Foil choice

DR % guilty DR (designated DR % guilty DR % guilty

(averaged suspech)

Specific lineup modes

Portrait 8.12 89 3.06 2.47 29 2.61 28
Body 1.53 60 4.35 1.15 a7 1.26 44
Bag 1.67 62 1.54 0.95 51 1.55 39
Profile 2.52 72 4.65 1.58 39 1.33 43

Multiple lineups

Portrait 7.61 88 3.12 2.45 29 2.86 26
Body 0.58 37 _C 0.53 65 1.23 45
Portrait and body 10.43 91 2.86 2.52 28 1.77 36
Bag 1.49 60 1.26 0.79 56 1.58 39
Profile 2.49 71 4.47 1.61 38 1.33 43
Bag and profile 3.00 75 8.00 1.57 39 1.33 43

dnnocent sspect identifications were computed as the mean of all positive identifications in
TA Iineups.bFoiI chosen most often in the TA portrait face lineup was designated to be the

innocent suspecéNo DR because, by defintion, there are no accurate body identifications
other than those that are also accurate portrait face identifications as the designated suspect is

the person who was most frequently chosen from the portrait face lineup.
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Diagnosticity of Lineups

Anotherway to look at thesedependencies to calculatethe conditionalprobabilities
that the body, bag, and profile lineup decisionsare accurategiven that the first decision
regardingthe frontal facelineup was accurateor inaccurateandgiven that the first decision
was a choice or nonchoice.Diagnosticity was estimatedfor target/suspecthoices,lineup
rejectionsandfoil choicesAdditionally, the percentag®ef suspectshat would be guilty if
the procedurdi.e.,mutliple lineups)wasappliedto alarge numberof casesvas estimatedas
explainedabove.

DRs and% guilty for individual andmultiple lineupsfor the total samplecanbe found
in Table 3. The columnslabeledDR (average)containthe DR as obtainedwhen sugpect
identifications were computedasthe meanof all positive identificationsin TA lineups.The
% quilty columnsshow estimatesof the percentageof suspectsthat would be guilty if
multiple lineups were applied to a large numberof cases.For target/supect choicesthe
columnlabeled DR (designatedsuspect)contain DR estimateswhen the foil chosenmost
oftenin the TA portraitfacelineupwasdesignatedo be the innocentsuspectBy definition,
the latter procedureresultsin smalleror equalDRs for portraitfacelineupsthan the averaging
method.However for the remaininglineuptypesonemethodor the other may leadto higher

DR estimates.

Diagnosticity as a Function of Specific Lineup Mode

In thetop partof Table3, resultsfor target/suspeathdces,lineup rejectionsandfoil
choicesfor decisionsin eachof the four lineup modesare reported.Note that for these
results, the decisionsnadein the otherlineupmodeswerenot considered.

Overall, the DRs for target/suspecthoiceswere higher than those for lineup
rejections and foil choices.For all lineup decisions(rejections,target/suspecthoices,folil

choices)the portraitfacelineupwasmostdiagnostic.
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Target/suspeathoicesFor target/suspeathoicesperformancen profile facelineups
waslargerthan2 (DR = 2.52,72%guilty), eventhoughmuchlower than for the portrait face
lineup (DR = 8.12,89% guilty). Body (DR = 1.53,60% guilty) andbaglineups(DR = 1.67,
62% guilty) showedonly weakdiagnosticity Whendesignatinghe foil chosermost oftenin
the TA portrait lineup to be the innocent suspect, estimatesof DR were reduced
substantially for the portraitfacelineup (asexpectedoy definition; DR = 3.06) but enhanced
for thebody (DR = 4.35)andprofile facelineup (DR = 4.65).

Lineuprejectionsandfoil choicesFor lineup rejectionsandfoil choicesthe % guilty

valueshouldbe low if the DR is high, indicating a high probability that the suspectis
innocent.

For lineup rejections(DR = 2.47,29% guilty), the portrait facelineup was the only
one that was diagnostic,while performancefor body (DR = 1.15), bag (DR = 0.95) and
profile face(DR = 1.58)was only weakly or non-diagnosticof innocence Similarly, for foil
choices(DR = 2.61, 28% quilty), the portrait face lineup was the only one that was
diagnastic, while performancefor body (DR = 1.26), bag (DR = 1.55) and profile face

(DR = 1.33)wasonly weakly or non-diagnostiof innocence.

Multiple Lineup Decisions

In the bottom part of Table 3, resultsfor multiple lineyp decisionsarereported.For
eachparticipant,two lineups were TA and two TP, so that combined DRs could be
computed only for combinationsof the respectivetwo lineups. The lines in the multiple
lineupssectionof Table 3 that indicateDRs for only onelineup mode,for example portrait
face, were computed by eliminating those casesin which the same lineup member had
additionallybeenchosenin the lineup that was presentedn the sametargetpresencenode
(in this casethe body lineup). Therefore the valuesmay differ from thosepresentedn the
specificlineupmodesection of thetable.

Thereareno directteststo compareDRs againstthancelevel. We can,however test
whether the result pattern obtained statistically significantly deviates from the null

hypothesighat the proportionsin eachcell arethe same Our hypothesisvas that suspect



Multiple Lineup Decisions 163

identifications/lineuprgectionsin additionto the facial identifications/rejectionsvould be
highly diagnosticof guilt. Thus, for target/suspecthoiceswe computedchi-valuesof the
proportionof witnessesvho did not identify the (innocent)suspect’'dace,identifiedjust the
(innocent)suspect’'dace,or the (innocent)suspect’saceandan additionalaspectin TA and
TP lineups.For lineuprejectionswe computedchi2 of the proportionof witnessesvho did
not rejectthe (innocent)suspect’sface, rejectedjust the (innocent)suspect’s face,or the
(innocent)suspect'saceandanadditionalaspecin TA andTP lineups.The resultsof these
analysewill bereportedafterthe DRs in the correspondingesults section.

Target/suspeathoicesOverall,portraitfacelineupsaswell asthe combinationof the
portrait facelineup with the body lineup were highly diagnosticof guilt. As expectedthe
combination®f portrait faceandbody lineups (DR = 10.43,91% guilty) aswell asbagand
profile facelineups(DR = 3.00,75%qguilty) were morediagnosticthan eachlineup by itself.
The portraitfacelineup (DR = 7.61,88%qguilty) andthe profile facelineup (DR = 2.49,71%
guilty) themselvesvere also diagnostic. Performancein body and bag lineups was poor
(DRs < 1.49).Designatinghe foil chosemmostoftenin the TA portraitfacelineup to be the
innocentsuspectreduceddiagnosticityfor the combinationof the portrait face and body
lineupsto DR = 2.86,but increaseddiagnosticityfor the combinationof the bag and profile
lineupsto DR = 8.00.

Table4 presentghe proportionof witnessesvho did not identify the suspect'dace,
identifiedjust the suspect’'dace(portraitor profile), or the suspect’'sface and the second
aspect of the person(body or bag, regectively) in TA and TP lineups. The results are
displayed for the two methodsof establishingthe number of false alarms (averagevs.
designatingthe foil chosenmost often in the TA portrait face lineup to be the innocent
suspect) Non-identificationsin portrait faceandbody lineupswerediagnosticof innocence
for the averaging(DR = 2.34,30% guilty) anddesignatedgsuspecimethod(DR = 2.03,33%
guilty). Identification of the portrait only was morediagnosticfor the averaging(DR = 7.43,
88% guilty) thanthe desgnatedsuspecimethod(DR = 3.12, 76% guilty). Identification of
the portraitandthe body was morediagnosticfor the averagingmethod(DR = 10.43,91%

guilty) thanjust theidentificationof the portrait, but not for the designateguspecmethod
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Table 4

Suspect Choices for Portrait Face plus Body Lineups and Profile Face plus Bag Lineups as a Function of Target Presence (N = 648)

Frequencies Proportions-diagnosticity
Condition None 1 2 None 1 2
Portrait face and body lineups
TP 128 156 40 40 48 A2
TA (averaged 299.2 21.0 3.8 92 .06 01
DR 2.3/ 7.43 10.43
% Guilty 30 88 91
TP 128 156 40 40 48 A2
TA (designated suspebt) 260 50 14 .80 15 .04
DR 2.0% 3.12 2.86
% Guilty 33 76 74
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Table 4 (continued)

Frequencies Proportions-diagnosticity
Condition None 1 2 None 1 2
Profile face and bag lineups
TP 231 85 8 g1 .26 .02
TA (averaged 287.2 34.2 2.7 89 11 01
DR 1.24 2.49 3.00
% Guilty 45 71 75
TP 231 85 8 g1 .26 .02
TA (designated suspebt) 304 19 1 .94 .06 .00
DR 1.3X 4.47 8.00
% Guilty 43 82 89

16=

dnnocent sspect identifications were computed as the mean of all positive identifications in TA Iihléutbshosen most often in

the TA portrait face lineup was designated to be the innocent sudpiagnosticity of non-identifications is the ratio of lineup

rejections in TA lineups to lineup rejections in the TP condition.
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(DR = 2.86, 74% guilty). The patternof frequenciesgeneratingthese DRs differed from
chanceexpectationgor the averagingmethod chi2(2, N = 648) = 200.90,p < .001, Cramer'’s
V = 0.56,andthe designatecsuspectnethod chi2(2, N = 648) = 111.97,p < .001, Cramer's
V = 0.42.However,when excluding nonchoosersthe effect becamenon-significantfor the
averagingchi?(1, N = 648) = 0.27,p = .603, phi = -0.02, and designatedsuspectmethod,
ch?(1,N = 648)= 0.06,p = .806,phi = -0.01.

Non-identificationsin profile face and bag lineups were weakly diagnostic of
innocence for the averaging (DR = 1.24, 45% guilty) and designatedsuspect method
(DR =1.32,43% guilty). Identificationof the profile only was diagnosticfor the averaging
(DR = 2.49, 71% gulty) and designatedsuspectmethod (DR = 4.47, 82% quilty).
Identification of the profile and the bag was more diagnostic for the averaging method
(DR = 3.00,75% guilty) andthe designatedsuspecimethod (DR = 8.00, 89% guilty) than
just theidentificaton of the profile. The patternof frequencieggeneratingheseDRs differed
from chanceexpectationgor the averagingmethod,chi?(2, N = 648) = 30.18,p < .001,
Cramer’sV = 0.22, andthe desgnatedsuspectmethod,chi2(2, N = 648) = 57.29,p < .001,
Cramer’sV = 0.30.Again, when excludingnonchoosershe effect becamenon-significantfor
the averaging,chi?(1, N = 648) = 0.01,p = .920, phi = 0.00, and designatedof suspect
method chi2(1, N = 648)= 0.29,p = .590,phi = 0.02.

Lineup rejections.Overdl, portrait facelineups as well as their combinationwith

body lineups were somewhat diagnostic of innocence.Contrary to expectations,the
combiration (DR = 2.52,28% guilty) did not exceedthe value of the portrait face lineups
alone(DR = 2.45,29%qgulty). Performancdor body, bag,andprofile lineupsaswell asthe
combinationof the lattertwo waspoor(DRs < 1.61).

Table5 presentghe proportionof withnessesvho did not rejectthe suspect’sface,
rejectedjust the suspect’sface (portrait or profile), or the suspect’'sface and the second
aspectof the person(body or bag, respectively)in TA and TP lineups Identificationsin
portrait faceandbody lineups were not diagnosticof innocence(DR = 0.58, 63% guilty).
Rejetions of the portrait only werediagnostic(DR = 2.45, 29% guilty). Rejectionsof the

portrait and the body were not more diagnostic(DR = 2.52, 28% guilty) than just the



Multiple Lineup Decisions 167

Table 5

Lineup Rejections for Portait Face plus Body Lineups and Profile Face plus Bag Lineups as a Function of Target Presence (N = 648)

Frequencies Proportions-diagnosticity

Condition None 1 2 None 1 2

Portrait face and body lineups

TP 252 49 23 .78 .15 .07
TA 146 120 58 .45 37 .18
DR 0.58 2.45 2.52
% Guilty 63 29 28

Profile face and bag lineups

TP 259 23 42 .80 .07 13
TA 221 37 66 .68 A1 .20
DR 0.85 1.61 1.57

% Guilty 54 38 39




Multiple Lineup Decisions 168

rejectionof the portrait. The patternof frequenciegeneratingheseDRs differedfrom chance
expectationschi2(2, N = 648) = 73.18,p < .001, Cramer'sV = 0.34. However, when
excluding choosersthe effect becamenon-significant,chi2(1, N = 648) = 0.01,p = .920,
phi = 0.00.

Identificationsin profile face and bag lineups were not diagnostic of innocence
(DR = 0.85, 54% guilty). Rejectionsof the profile (DR = 1.61, 38% guilty) as well as
rejectionsof the profile and the bag (DR = 1.57, 39% guilty) were weakly diagnostic.
Nevertheless,the pattern of frequencies generating these DRs differed from chance
expectationschi2(2, N = 648)= 11.61,p = .003, Cramer’sV = -0.13.Again, whenexcluding
choosersthe effectbecamenon-significantchi2(1, N = 648)= 0.01,p = .920,phi = 0.00.

Foil choicesThe only lineup that seemedo be somewhatdiagnosticfor foil choices
was the portrait face lineup (DR =2.86). Perfomance in all other lineups was poor

(DRs< 1.77)

DISCUSSION

Theaimof the presenfield experimentvasto testthe usefulnesf multiple lineups
with a very large sample of participantsin a natural setting. Stimulus sampling was
emphasizedby using nine differenttargets.BesidesreportingDRs for target/suspecthoices
we alsoanalyzedRs for lineuprejectionsandfoil choicesThis allows for a morecomplete
view onthe utility of multiple lineups,alsoin casesvhereno choiceor foil choicesaremade.
In previousstudies,no (Lindsayetal., 1987) or limited informationwerereportedfor lineup
rejectionsandfoil choiceqPrykeetal.,2004).

Comparedto foil choicesand lineup rejections,target/suspecthoiceswere most
diagnostic of guilt. The portrait facelineup aloneandits combinationwith the body lineup
weremostdiagnosticfor target/suspeathoices.

Lineup rejectionsshowedsome capability of establishinginnocence,but the DRs
obtainedherewere much lower than those obtainedfor target/suspecthoices.Again, the

portrait face lineup and its combinationwith the body lineup were most diagnostic of
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innocenceHowever,the combinationof the two lineupsdid not increasediagnosticity. The
diagnosticityof multiple foil choiceswas acceptabldor portrait facelineupsbut limited for
all otherlineupsor combinationsvith DRs< 1.77.

Takentogether,our results on target/suspecthoicessupportthe results of former
studies with multiple lineups (Lindsay et al., 1987; Pryke et al., 2004). These studies
reportedhigherdiagnosticityof target/suspeathoicedor multiple lineupswhencomparedo
singlelineupdecisionsput only for atotal of threetargets.

We included a secondfacelineup, a profile lineup, becauseduring the interaction
witnessesnay haveseenthe targetprimarily from the side,so that anidentificationfrom a
profile face picture may be easier.This reasoningis supportedby researchthat reported
improved recognitionwhen there was no or little angular rotation betweenencodingand
recogition (Liu & Chaudhuri2002).Generally,performancen the profile facelineup was
low (30.5%) and much lower than in the portrait facelineup (57.7%) Yet, 12.2% of the
particdpants madean incorrectidentification decisionin the portrait face, but a correct
decisionn the profile facelineup. Furthermoredependingon the methodof establishinghe
innocentsuspectthe profile lineup by itself aswell asits combinationwith the bag lineup
showed high diagnosticity for target/suspecthoices,sometimesexceedingthose values
obtainedor the portraitfaceandits combnationwith the body lineup.

Particularlythe useof aclothinglineuphadproved usefulin previousstudies,not by
itself but when combinedwith other lineups (Lindsay et al., 1987; Pryke et al., 2004,
Experment2). In the presentstudy, we useda shoping bagasclothing in a broadersense,
presumingthat suchanitemwould be morelikely to beleft behindby a culprit than a piece
of garmentand would thereforebe available for lineup construction. Similar to previous
results on clothing lineups, the utility of the bag lineup was limited by itself, but its
combinationwith the profile face lineup boosteddiagnosticity for target/suspecthoices.
However for lineuprejectionsandfoil choiceghe combinatiorof the profile facelineup with
thebaglineup did not increasealiagnosticity.Onepossibleexplanatiorfor this finding is, that
after the testing,quite a few participantsspontaneouslynentionedto the interviewerthat

theyhadnot noticedthe targetcarry abagandthereforehadrejectedhe lineup. Apparently,
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theseparticipantshadno memoryfor the bag.Researclon the weaponfocus (Steblay,1992)
hasdemonstratedhat witnesseslo pay a lot of attentionto someobjects(weapons}hat a
targetcaries, however,at the cost of lower faceidentification performanceThis doesnot
seento bethe casdor lesssalientobjects suchasabag (cf. Pickel,1998,1999). This is also
compatible to the social norm of keepingeye contact while talking to another person.
Providingan“l don’t know” option may be a way of eliminating withesseswho haveno
memoryfor anitem andthus may reducedeflationof lineup rejectionDRs asobservedchere
(allbagDRs for lineuprejections hereweresmallerthanl).

The presentresults direct our attention to an important methodologicalissue in
eyewitnessdentificationresearchthe designatiorof the innocentsuspecin TA lineups.As
observedthe resultscandiffer widely dependingon the methodthat is selectedo establish
innocentfoil choicesWhile the averagng methodresultedin larger DRs in most casesthis
was not alwaysthe case For example,for multiple lineups,DRs for the profile facelineup
andits combinationwith the baglineup werelargerfor the designatedsuspectmethodthan
for the averagingmehod. We believe that both methodsand their reasoninghave their
legitimization. Researchemust be cautiouswhendecidingfor oneor the other methodand
we believeit mostappropriatdo report morethan one measurgfor methodsof establishing
innocentsuspecthoicetherthanthe onesusedhere,seee.g.,Breweret al., 2006; Clare&
Lewandowsky2004;Fleetetal.,1987;0lsson& Juslin,1999;Sporer,1993,2007)

Performancen the four different lineup typeswas not associatedvith eachother.
This result supportsthe idea that multiple lineups can serve as independentsourcesof
evidenceln accordancavith this result,performancen blanklineupswasnot associateavith
performancen TP lineups,aswould havebeenexpectedrom Wells’ study(1984). However,
there were a numberof methodologicaldifferencesbetweenthe presentand Wells’ study
(1984).While Wells(1984)usedblankportraitfacelineupsto predict TP or TA portraitface
lineups,our blanklineupsweredifferentlineuptypescomparedto thosethat were predicted.
Specifically,we usedportraitfaceandbody lineupsto predictthe outcomeof bagandprofile
facelineupsandviceversaPossibly the usefulnes®f blanklineupsis limited to portrait face

lineupsor at leastto the samdineupmodeandviewing angle.For example,blank profile face
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lineups may only be predictive of profile face lineups but not of body lineups. Also,
correlationsnay behigherif two lineupmodesareeitherTA or TP, respectively.This could
betestedn future studies.

Furthermorein orderto computeDRs, we usedidentical distractorsin the blankand
TP lineups,althoughtheywerepresentean differentlineup positions.This is differentfrom
Wells’ (1984)studyand may havemisleadwitnessesn a way that resultedin animpacton
their choosingbehavior: In lineups 2, 3, and 4, witnessesmay have recognizedsome
distrectors presentedbefore and thus may have assumedhat all lineup memberswere
identical, resultingin the samechoosingbehaviorasin lineup 1. Supportingthis notion, our
dataon choosingn the body andprofile facelineupssuggesthat withessesverenot so much
influencedvy the presencef the targetwhenthey madea choicebut by the fact of whether
or not they hadmadea choicebefore.

Despitethe strengthsof the presentstudy, namelythe large sample multiple targets
and the natural setting, there are somecaveatsthat needto be discussedFirst, although
emlogical validity wasenhancedby usinganaturalsetting,therewas no crime scenarian the
presentstudy. Thus, it is unlikely that participantsexperiencedhe samearousallevel as
witnessesf arealcrime would. However,it is equallyunlikely that participantsin studies
with filmed crimesdo. Yet, evenif the accuacy of identificationdecisionswas influencedby
thearousalevel, this doesnot necessarilyneedto haveanimpacton DRs. However,future
studiesshouldinvestigatehis issue.

A secondcaveathere is the short (30 s) interval between the event and the
identificationtask. In realcasestherearenormally days,if not months betweenwitnessing
the eventandthe identification(Behrman& Richards2005).It is likely, that the memoryfor
the targetwould havedecreasedfter a longer retentionintervd. Yet again, this neednot
influencethe obtainedDRs. This is anothelissuethat couldbeinvestigatedn future studies.

Altogether,as there is only a very limited numberof studieson multiple lineup
decisionspnly little is known aboutconditionsthat havea positive or a negativeimpacton

the DRs. Futureresearchmay dig deeperinto this topic. It should also be exploredfurther
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how many andwhich specific lineup types should be used. Asking witnessesrom which
perspectivehey sawthetargetcoud aid on decidingfor a portraitor profile facelineup.

To conclude,what can be said about the application of this novel control variable,
multiple lineups,in realcases®he dataspeakfor the application of multiple lineups with
regardto suspect/teget choicesas a procedureto avoid false identifications, whereasthe
benefitof multiple lineupsfor lineup rejectionsand foil choicesseemsrather limited. Yet,
althoughthe combinationof lineups for target/suspecthoicesshows higher diagnosticity
thanlooking at just a single lineup, therearealso caseswvhereparticipantscorrectly identify
the targetfrom a facial lineup but not from anotherlineup. Thus, multiple identifications
should be viewed as strongerevidencethan a single identification (cf. Pryke et al., 2004).

However,singlelineup evidencemustnot bediscardegber sé.
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Appendix

Table A1
Hits and False Alarms (%) for Nine Targets (ns = 72)

Target

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Frontal Hits 41.7 80.6 75.0 38.9 63.9 72.2 33.3 66.7 72.2
face False alarms (average) 9.3 6.5 7.4 7.9 6.5 9.3 8.3 7.4 51
False alarms (designated suspect) 38-9 11.1 19.4 25.0 16.7 22.2 19.4 16.7 8.3

Body  Hits 5.6 13.9 11.1 41.7 13.9 22.2 2.8 19.4 38.9
False alarms (average) 116 106 130 125 102 148 134 125 120

False alarms (designated suspect) 0.0 2.8 5.6 11.1 5.6 2.8 0.0 8.3 2.8

Bag Hits 11.1 2.8 8.3 2.8 5.6 22.2 13.9 19.4 16.7
False alarms (average) 3.7 4.6 6.5 9.3 8.8 5.6 8.3 7.9 6.9

False alarms (designated suspect) 2.8 8.3 5.6 19.4 8.3 2.8 5.6 8.3 2.8

Profile  Hits 2.8 27.8 16.7 19.4 47.2 58.3 16.7 36.1 33.3
False alarms (average) 120 106 111 125 116 111 111 111 111

Fa|se a|arms (des|gnated Susdéct) 2.8 8.3 5.6 194 8.3 2.8 5.6 8.3 2.8

dnnocent sspect identifications were computed as the mean of all positive identifications in TA Iihléutbshosen most often in

the TA portrait face lineup was designated to be the innocent suspect.



Multiple Lineup Decisions 17¢

Table A2

Diagnosticity Ratios (DRs) and Guilt Estimates for Lineup Rejections, Target/Suspect Choices and Foil Choices for Individual Lineup

Decisions
Target
Estimated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Target/suspect choice
Portrait face DR (averaged 4.50 12.44  10.13 4.94 9.86 7.80 4.00 9.00 14.18
% guilty 82 93 91 83 91 89 80 90 93
DR (designated suspeBt) 1.07 725  3.86 156 383  3.25 1.71 400 867
Body DR (averaged 048 131 08 334 136 150 021 155 323
% guilty 33 57 46 77 58 60 17 61 76
DR (designated suspeBt) - 5.00 2.00 3.75 2.50 7.99 - 2.33  14.00
Bag DR (averaged 300 060 128 030 064 400 167 246 240

% guilty 75 38 56 23 39 80 63 71 71
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Table A2 (continued)

Target

Estimated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Target/suspect choice

% guilty 19 72 60 61 80 84 60 76 75
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Table A2 (continued)

181

Target
Estimated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Lineup rejection
Portrait face DR 1.45 3.96 3.33 211 2.75 2.66 1.13 3.33 6.25
% guilty 41 20 23 32 27 27 47 23 14
Body DR 1.00 1.44 0.67 2.25 2.33 0.36 1.16 2.25 0.91
% guilty 50 41 60 31 30 73 46 31 52
Bag DR 0.97 1.04 0.96 0.76 0.85 1.09 1.00 0.91 0.95
% guilty 51 49 51 57 54 48 50 52 51
Profile DR 1.43 2.16 1.09 1.00 1.58 4.01 1.99 1.99 1.20
% guilty 41 32 48 50 39 20 33 33 45
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Table A2 (continued)

Target
Estimated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Foil choice
Portrait face DR 2.00 14.00 5.33 1.31 2.80 5.00 2.25 2.67 1.83
% guilty 33 7 16 43 26 17 31 27 35
Body DR 1.09 1.05 1.40 1.59 0.88 1.88 1.00 1.08 2.36
% guilty 48 49 42 39 53 35 50 48 30
Bag DR 2.67 1.00 1.40 1.43 1.36 2.00 1.38 2.13 1.88
% guilty 27 50 42 41 42 33 42 32 35
Profile DR 0.93 1.15 1.26 1.35 2.08 2.00 1.00 141 1.71
% guilty 52 47 44 43 32 33 50 41 37

Note. Dashes indicate undefined values because the frequency in the TA condition only was zero for target/suspethnboams.

suspect identifications were computed as the mean of all positive identifications in TA Iihléutbshosen most often in the TA

portrait face lineup was designated to be the innocent suspect.
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Table A3

Diagnosticity Ratios (DRs) of Lineup Selections in Combinations for Lineup Rejections, Target/Suspect Choices and Foil Choices

Target

Estimated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Target/suspect choice

Portrait face DR (averaged 475 12.00 12.00 545 1091 6.00 4.24 8.31 9.33

% guilty 83 92 92 85 92 86 81 89 90

BodyC DR (averagéd 050 O 025 314 063 019 021 025 0.50
% guilty 33 0 20 76 39 16 18 20 33

Portrait face and DR (averaged 0.00 1500 450 400 6.00 42.00 0.00 12.00 36.00

body % guilty 0 94 82 80 86 98 0 92 97

DR (designated Suspeet: 5.04 1.44 0.99 1.44 6.84 204 11.88
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Table A3 (continued)

184

Target
Estimated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Target/suspect choice
Bag DR (averagdd 343 060 109 033 038 300 141 240 231
% guilty 77 38 52 25 27 75 59 71 70
DR (designated suspeBt 410 046 121 017  0.64 11.99 239 313  7.49
Profile DR (averagéd 024 261 143 168 436 491 130 327  3.00
% guilty 19 72 59 63 81 83 57 77 75
DR (designated suspebt 028 343 - 240 1696 2315 580 @ - 2.20
Bag and Profile DR (average? 0 2.00 0.00 2.00 9.00 6.00 3.00 3.00
% guilty 0 67 0 67 90 86 75 75
- 1.01 - - - -

DR (designated suspebt
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Table A3 (continued)

Target

Estimated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Lineup rejection

Portrait face DR 1.38 3.67 6.50 1.75 2.40 3.25 1.00 2.80 17.00
% guilty 42 21 13 36 29 24 50 26 6

Body DR 0.75 0.33 0.13 1.33 1.33 0.33 0.44 1.00 0.25
% guilty 57 75 89 43 43 75 69 50 80

Portrait face and DR 1.67 3.67 1.75 5.00 3.33 1.50 1.00 6.00 2.67

body % guilty 38 21 36 17 23 40 50 14 27
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Table A3 (continued)

18¢€

Target
Estimated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Lineup rejection
Bag DR 0.91 0.80 0.73 0.69 0.69 0.80 0.87 0.71 0.82
% guilty 52 56 58 59 59 56 54 59 55
Profile DR 3.00 3.00 0.33 1.00 1.67 4.00 2.33 2.50 1.00
% guilty 25 25 75 50 38 20 30 29 50
Bag and Profile DR 1.17 2.00 1.38 1.00 1.50 4.00 1.67 1.75 1.40
% guilty 46 33 42 50 40 20 38 36 42
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Table A3 (continued)

Target
Estimated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Foil choice

Portrait face DR 2.11 - 6.00 1.10 2.20 4.75 283 13.00 1.50

% guilty 32 0 14 48 31 17 26 7 40
Body DR 1.09 1.00 1.26 1.50 0.76 1.82 1.04 1.20 2.18

% guilty 48 50 44 40 57 35 49 45 31
Portrait face and body DR 1.00 2.00 4.00 2.00 - - 0.50 0.60 -

% guilty 50 33 20 33 0 0 67 63 0
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Table A3 (continued)

Target
Estimated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Foil choice

Bag DR 2.33 1.00 1.38 2.00 1.14 2.00 1.55 2.50 1.63

% guilty 30 50 42 33 47 33 39 29 38
Profile DR 0.89 1.15 1.24 1.67 1.83 2.00 1.05 1.47 1.57

% guilty 53 47 45 38 35 33 49 41 39
Bag and Profile DR - 1.50 0.40 - 2.00 0.50 1.00 -

% guilty 0 40 71 0 33 67 50 0

Note. Dashes indicate undefined values because the frequency in the TA condition only was zero for target/suspect choices or because

the TP condition only was zero for lineup rejections or filler choices. Blank cells indicate that thte frequency in both the present and
absent conditions was zeRnnocent sspect identifications were computed as the mean of all positive identifications in TA lineups.

bFoil chosen most often in the TA portrait face lineup was designated to be the innocent SNsdeRt(designated suspect)
because, by defintion, there are no accurate body identifications other than those that are also accurate portrait face identifications as

the designated suspect is the person who was most frequently chosen from the portrait face lineup.
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DISCUSSION

This dissertationreported4 experimentghat are concernedwith the evaluationof
eyewitnessdentificationtestimony.In orderto increaseecologicalvalidity evenin alabowe
tory setting,a 1-weekintervalwasinsertedbetweenwitnessinghe crime andidentificationin
Experimentsl and2. Experiments3 and4, which reportdifferentdataof a large scalefield
study,emphasizedtimulussamplingby including 10 targets(9 in Experimen#). Experiment
1 challengedpreviousresearcHindings regarding the relationshipbetweenidentificationper-
formanceandtargetdescriptionby not only testingdescriberandnon-describerdyut alsoa
group of rereadersvho rereadtheir targetdescriptionbeforethe identificationtask. Expei-
ments2 and3 suggestedthat investigatorcombinepostdictorsratherthan looking at eachof
themindividually whenassessinglentificationdecisionsExperimen# showedthat multiple
lineups can be beneficialas a procedureto avoid false identificationswith regardto sus-
pect/targetchoices,whereasthe benefit of multiple lineups for lineup rejectionsand foil
choicesseemsatherlimited. In thefollowing, the mainresultsof eachexperimenwill be dis-

cussedFor amorecomprehensivdiscussionseethe discussiorsedions of eachExperiment.

Verbal Overshadowing

Experimentl assessethreetargetdescriptiongroupsin orderto testdifferent theo-
reticalaccountgregardingthe relationshipbetweenidentification performanceand targetde-
scription: non-describergjescibers,andrereadergdescribersvith rereadingof the descip-
tion beforetheidentificationtask).No verbalovershadowingffect (VOE) as postulatedby a
changein processingtyle (TIPS, Schooler,Fiore, & Brandimonte1997;Schooler,2002) or
by analterationof the original memorytrace(RBI; Meissner Brigham,andKelley, 2001) was
found. Also, our resultsyieldedno supportfor a memoryfacilitation effect throughcontext
reinstatemenby rereadingof one'starget description (Cutler, Penrod,& Martens, 1987;

Cutler, Penrod,0O'Rourke,& Martens,1986). Instead,consistentwith our hypothesis,our
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resultssupportthe recognitioncriterion shift approachas suggestecdy Clareand Lewan-
dowsky(2004).

With regardto the durationof the criterionshift, the presentresultssupportthe as-
sumptionthat the recognitioncriterionshift only occursif (a) the identificationtask immed-
ately follows the descriptiontask, as assessedh the study by Clare and Lewandowsky
(2004),0r (b) the descriptionis reactivéed beforethe identificationtask, for exampleby re-
readingit, asit wasthe casan the presenstudy.

Looking at retentionintervalsbetweendescriptionand identification, we found that
thereis only onestudy(Schooler& Engstler-Schooler]990,Experiment5) who useda reten-
tion interval of 48 hoursandfound a VOE. Yet, most studiesexaminingthe VOE usedonly
shortpost-descriptiomelaysof lessthan 24 hours(cf., Meissner& Brigham,2001). There-
fore, thereis a clearneedof studieswith longer post-descriptiordelaysin orderto address
the questionsof the durability andpermanencthat targetdescriptionscanhaveon identifica
tion performanceAfter all, the probability that a lineup is carriedout immediatelyafter the
descriptionis very low asdocumentedh archivalanalysesof realcriminal casegBehrman&
Richards2005;Sporer,1992a\Valentine,Pickering,& Darling,2003;van Koppen& Lochun,

1997).Hencetheecologicalvalidity of previouslyreportediindingsis arguable.

Postdicting Choosers' Identification Performance

In Experiment® and3, post-decisiorconfidenceanddecisiortimeswereshownto be
useful postdictorsof choosersidentificationaccuracy This is in line with previousfindings
(e.g.,.Dunning& Perretta2002; Sporer, Penrod,Read,& Cutler, 1995;Sporer,1992b,1993,
1994;WeberBrewer,Wells,Semmler,& Keast,2004).A decisionrule including highly con-
fident and fast participantsled to more correctclassificationghan either variable alonein
both studies,suggestingthat investigatorsshouldlook at decisiontimes and confidencein
combinatiorandnot individually. Althoughwe obtaineda high numberof correctly classified

choosersvithin the establishedoundariesit shouldbe clearthat our postdictionrate holds
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only for a small subgroupof participants fast andconfidentchoosersThe issueof how to
proceedwith slowerandlessconfidentchoosershoweverremainsunsolved.

Additional postdictors suchas self-reporteddecisionprocessegExperiment2) and
Remember-Know-Familia(RKF) judgments(Experiment3) did not leadto higher correct
classificationrates.Significantassociationdetweenpostdictors(Experiment2) highlight the
needo considerthe different processegointly as,in combinationthey may be moreuseful

in assessinglentificationdecisions.

Postdicting Nonchoosers' Identification Performance

Experiment and3 alsodealtwith nonchooserslecisionprocessedJsing a different
proceduran both experimentsnonchoosersnadestatenents abouttheir decisionprocesses.
In eithercaseno associationbetweenself-reporteddecisionprocessesindidentificationac-
curacywerefound. Thus, it seemsthat self-reporteddecisionprocesseslike post-decision
confidenceanddecisiontime, are not a valid postdictorof nonchoosersdentification per-
formance.

An explanatiorfor the lack of associatiorbetweenthe postdictorsand identification
accuracyf nonchoosersay bethat choosersand nonchooserstentificationdecisiongos-
sessasymnetric feature{Weber& Brewer,2004). Whereashooserstecisionsarelikely to
bebasedn amatchbetweertheirmemoryfor the targetandone of severafacesshownin a
lineup, nonchooserdecisionsarebasedon a failure to matchtheir memoryto any of the
facesin the lineup. Weberand Brewer (2006) arguedthat confidenceratingsof nonchoosers
arenot basedn confidencefor the most likely match(face),becauseén this case onewould
expectthe CA relationshipof nonchoosergo be similar to the one observedfor choosers,
whichis not the caselnsteadthe authorssuggestedhat confidenceof nonchooserseflected
the averaganatchbetweenrall lineupfacesandthe target. This hypothesiscould be testedby
eitheraskingnonchooserabouttheir corfidencewith regardto eachlineup member(asdone
by Sporer,1993, with sequentialineups) or by using one-personlineups (i.e., showups).

Following Weberand Brewer's(2006) reasoningthe associationdetweenpostdictorsand
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identificationaccuracyshauld beobservedvhenconfidenceanddecisiortime measurespply
to only onelineupmemberUnfortunately,manystudieswith showupseitherdid not report
the CA correlatiomat all, or, if theydid, theydid not differentiatebetweenchoosersandnon-
chooserge.g.,Beal,Schmitt,& Dekle,1995;GonzalesEllsworth, & Pembroke1993;Lind-
say, Pozzulo,Craig, Lee, & Corbers,1997; Yarmey, Yarmey, & Yarmey, 1996). Dysart,
Lindsay,andDupuis(2006)foundasignificantCA correlatiorfor both choosergr = .32) and
nonchooserfr =.19), supportingWeberandBrewer's(2006)hy pothesis.

Assessing ldentification Testimony via Multiple Lineup

Decisions

Finally, Experiment testedthe usefulnes®f multiple lineupdecisionswith regardto
differentlineuptypes(portrait, body, bag, profile) for the assessmenaf identificationtest-

mony regardingninedifferenttargets

Utility of Blank Lineups to Predict Performance in Other Lineup Types

Performancen the four different lineup typeswas not as®ciatedwith eachother,
supportingthe ideathat multiple lineupscanserveasindependensourcesof evidence.Ac-
cordingly,performancen blanklineupswas not associateavith performancen TP lineups,
aswould havebeenexpectedrom Wells’ study (1984). However,there were a numberof
methodologicatifferencedbetweerthe presenandWells’ study (1984). While Wells (1984)
usedblankportraitfacelineupsto predict TP or TA portraitfacelineups,our blanklineups
weredifferentlineuptypescompard to thosethat werepredicted Specifically,we usedpor-
trait faceandbody lineupsto predictthe outcomeof bag and profile facelineups and vice
versaPossibly the usefulnes®f blanklineupsis limited to portraitfacelineupsor at leastto
the sane lineup modeandviewing angle.For example blank profile facelineupsmay only be
predictiveof profile facelineupsbut not of body lineups.Also, correlationamay be higherif

two lineupmodesareeitherTA or TP, respectivelyThis couldbetestedn future studies.
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Furthermorein orderto computeDRs, we usedidentical distractorsin the blankand
TP lineups,althoughtheywerepresentean differentlineup positions.This is differentfrom
Wells’ (1984)studyand may havemisleadwitnessesn a way that resultedin animpacton
their choosingoehaviorin lineups2, 3, and4, withessegnay haverecognizedsomedistrac-
tors presentedbeforeandthus may haveassumedhat all lineup membersvereidentical, re-
sultingin the samechoosingbehaviorasin the first lineup, the portrait lineup. Supporting
this notion, our dataon choosingin the body andprofile facelineupssuggesthat witnesses
werenot so muchinfluencedby the presenceof the targetwhenthey madea choicebut by

thefact of whetheror not they hadmadea choicebefore.

Diagnosticity of Multiple Lineups

Fortarget/suspeathoicesthe portraitfacelineup aloneandits combinatiorwith the
body lineup were most diagnostic.Lineup rejectionsshowedsomecapability of establishing
innocenceput the DRs obtainedhereweremuchlower than thoseobtainedfor target/suspect
choicesAgain, the portrait facelineup andits combinatiorwith the body lineup were most
diagnosticof innocencebut the combinationof the two lineupsfailed to increase diagnostt-
ity. The diagnosticityof multiple foil choiceswas acceptabldor portrait face lineups but
limited for all other lineups or combinations.Takentogether,our results on target/suspect
choicessupportthe resultsof former studieswith multiple lineups(Lindsay, Wallbridge, &
Drennan1987;Pryke Lindsay,Dysart & Dupuis,2004).

Theresultsindicatethat multiple lineupscanbe applied as a procedureo avoidfalse
identificationswith regardto suspect/targethoiceswhereaghe benefitof multiple lineups
for lineup rejectons andfoil choicesseemgatherlimited. Yet, althoughthe combinationof
lineupsfor target/suspecthoicesshows higher diagnosticitythan looking at just a single
lineup,therearealsocasesvhereparticipantscorrectlyidentify the targetfrom a facial lineup
but not from anotheiineup. Thus, multiple identificationsshouldbe viewedas strongereu-
dencethan a single identification (cf. Pryke et al., 2004). However, single lineup evidence

mustnot bediscardeder se.
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To conclude the presentstudiessuggesthat both decisiontimes and post-decision
confidenceshouldbecollectedat the time of identificationandbe combinedin orderto assess
identificationaccuracylnvestigatorsneedto be awarethough,that thereis no postdictive
valueof nonchooser'estimatesFurthermorethesedataoughtto be collectedat the time of
identificationin orderto preventdistortion by feedbackor media (see Semmler,Brewer, &
Wells,2004;Wells& Bradfield,1998;Wells,Olson,& Charman2003).The finding that con-
fidenceratingsthat aremadein the court room shouldnot serveas evidenceentailsthe need
for somechangesn police work andthe judiciary. From the resultsof empiricalresearciwe
canderive that questionsaboutconfidenceregardingthe identificationdecisionshouldnot be
admittedat court. Instead,a video of the identificationor at leasta written protocol which
includesthe decisiontime and post-decisiorconfidenceof the witness should be provided.
Thereseemto be no negativeeffectsof targetdescriptionson identificationacawracy when
thereis a sufficientinterval betweendescriptionandidentification,as thereis in real cases.
Finally, the dataspeakfor the application of multiple lineups with regardto suspect/target
choicesasa procedureo avoidfalse identifications.Before multiple lineups are appliedin
realcaseshowever further studiesarenecessaryin orderto specify how many and which
particularlineuptypesshouldbeused.

In realcasesthe resultsfor the assessmentariables(decisiontimes, confidence dea-
sion processesand control variables(targetdescription, multiple lineups) examinedin the
presentdissertationmay vary from thosethat we obtainin laboratoryor field studies.Rea
sonscouldbe,for example, awarenessf the severeconsequenced falseidentificationsand
falserejectionsor the stresdevel at encodingor recognition.It would be interestingto collect
dataon theseissuesin real casesso they canbe comparedto the dataobtainedin labowe
tory/field studies.Undoubtedlyjt would be a greatcontributionto the field of identification
if datawerecollectedevenwhereDNA samplesexist, so that identificationaccuracycould

actuallybeassessedn realcases.
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DEUTSCHE ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Die Bedeutung von Personenidentifizierungendurch Augenzeugen fur die
Ermittlungsarbeit und die strafrechtliche Verfolgung von Straftaten ist nach wie vor
unbestrittenauchwenninzwischenhaufig auf DNA-Analysenzuriickgegrifferwerdenkann.
Die Forschuncaufdiesentsebietbeschaftigtsich seit iber 30 Jahremmit Faktoren,die einen
positvenodernegativerEinflussaufdie ldentifizierungsleistungpabenkdnnen.Diesewerden

Schatz-und Systemvariablegenann{Wells,1978).Schétzvariablekbnnenunterteilt werden

in Situationsvariablendie nur post hoc untersuchtwerdenkénnen(z.B. Lichtverhaltnsse),

und Beurteilungsvariablen (Sporer, 1993), die angewendet werden, um den

Entschedungsprozesson Zeugenzu evaluieren.System- oder Kontrollvariablen hingegen

sind sdcheVariablen,die vom Rechtssystemormalerweisekontrolliert werdenkénnen.Sie
beinhdten Testfaktorenwie z.B. die Instruktionenfir denZeugerunddie Zusammensetzung
der Gegenuberstellungine vielfach untersubite Systemvariablast die Beschreibungder
Zielpersondurch einen Augenzeugenin der vorliegendenDissertationwurden einerseits
System-/Kontrollvariable{Experimentel und 4) sowie Beurteilungsvariableruntersucht

(Expermente2 und3).

Experiment 1. Personenbeschreibungen und
Personenideniifierung: Verbale Uberlagerung oder
Verschiebung des Wtilererkennenskriteriums?

Jederldentifizierungsaufgabeyeht normalerweiseeine Personenbeschreibundurch
einenAugenzeugernvoraus.Obwohl diesesVorgehen offerkundig zu sein scheint, gibt es
einige Untersuchungendie diesesVorgehenin Frage stellen. So wurde gezeigt, dass der
Peasonenbeschreibungsprozessegative Auswirkungen in  Form eines verbalen

Uberlagerungdéekts auf die Identifizierungsleistunghabenkann (Meissner & Brigham,
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2001), d.h. dass Probanden, die die Zielperson beschrieben, schlechtere
Identifizierungsleistungearbrachteralssolche diediesnicht taten.

Es gibt drei theoretischeAnsatze,um diesesPhanomerzu erklaren: Der Ansatz des
transfer-inappropriatg@rocessingshift (TIPS; Schooler,2002) geht davon aus, dass die
verkden Prozessedie wahrendeiner Personenbeschreiburaplaufen, die darauffolgenden
non-verbalerProzessaliefur dasWiedererkennerinesGesichtesnotwendigsind, hemmen.
Eswird aberkeineVeranderunglerurspriinglicheiGedéchtnisspuangenommenDer Ansatz

der retrieval-basednterference(RBI; Meissner,Brigham, & Kelley, 2001) postuliert im

Gegensatz dazu, dass der verbale Uberlagerungseffektaus einer Veranderung der
Gedéachtrsspur resultiert. Der Ansatz von Clare und Lewandowsky (2004) hingegen
konzentriertesich auf mentaleProzesseDemnachiiberwacherZeugenihre Fahigkeit, eine
Persorezu beschriben,genausowie siediesbei andererGedachtnisaufgaben (Brigham &
Pressley, 1988; Koriat & Goldsmith, 1996; Schraw, 1998). Aufgrund der relativen
Unerfahrenheihinsichlich desBeschreibenson Personernst es wahrscheinlich,dassdiese
Aufgabealsschwierigempfunderwird, und dasses keineVorerfahrungergibt, mit denendie
Zeugen ihre eigene Beschreibungvergleichen kdnnen (Clare & Lewandowsky, 2004).
AufgrunddessemehmenrClareund Lewandowsky(2004) an, dasssich Zeugenhinsichtlich
der Qualitat ihrer Beschreibung unsicher sind, was dazu fiuhren kann, dass sie die
Lichtbildvorlageeherzuriidkweisen alsoNichtwahlerwerden Es wird alsoeineVerschiebung
desEntscheidungskritermsin die konservativeRichtungerwartet.

Andersalsvon denAnsatzereur verbalenUberlagerungingenommerist esaberauch
denkbardassVerbalisierungdurch Wiederherstellungles Wahrnehmungskontextgsositive
Effekte auf dasWiedererkenneiat (z.B. Cutler, Penrod,& Martens,1987; Cutler, Penrod,
O'Rourke,& Martens,1986;Davids,2006; Sporer,2007).Die Forschungsergebnisseerzu
sind jedoch uneinheitlich. MdglicherweisebeeintrachtigerandereEffekte, wie der verbale
Uberlagerungseffekinddie VerschiebunglesEntscheidungskriteriumslie posiiven Effekte
derWiederherstellungleswahrnehmungskontextes.

Experimentl zielte daraufab, die verschiedenercrklarungsanséatzgegeneinandezu

testen.Es wurdendrei GruppengetestetkeinePersonenbeschreibuifgontroligruppe),nur
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Personenbeschreibungnd Personenbeschreibungiit nochmaligem Lesen der eigenen
Beschreibung (Wiederlegn). Das Lesen der eigenen Beschreibungunmittelbar vor der
Identifizierungsaufgabeollte dazudienen die Probanderwiederin denverbalenModus zu
versézen. Wenn dies zu ungeeigneter Verarbeitung fuhrt, sollte der verbale
Uberlagerungseffekh dieserGruppebesondersieutlichzu Tagetreten. Um die dkologische
ValiditatderUntersichungzu erhéhenlag zwischenderBeschreibungind der Identifizierung
einintervallvon einerWoche(s. Behrman& Richards2005; Valentine,Pickering,& Darling,
2003). Um die Hypotheseder KriteriumsverschiebungClare & Lewandowsky, 2004)
untersucherzu konnen, erhielten 50% der Probandeneine Lichtbildvorlage mit (target-
present; TP), 50% eine Lichtbildvorlage ohne Zielperson (target-absent;TA). Da
Standardinstruktionewerwendetwurden (vgl. Meissner & Brigham, 2001), wurde kein
verbaler Uberlagerungseffektyerusacht durch ungeeigneteVerarbeitung (TIPS) oder eine
Veranderung der Gedachtnisspur, (RBI) erwartet. Stattdessen wurde eine
KriteriumsverschiebungClare & Lewandowsky,2004) postuliert. Konkret wurde fur die
Beschreibungsgrupperine konservative Kriteriumsverschiebung angenommen,die im
Vergleichzur Kontrollgruppezu einerhdhererZurickweisungsratélihrensollte. Da es bisher
keine Befunde hinsichtlich der Dauer dieser Kriteriumsverschiebunggibt, waren zwei
Resultatedenkbar(1) Wenndie Kriteriumsverschiebundauerhafist, sollten alle Beschreiber
die Lichtbildvorlage gleichhaufig zurtickweisen;(2) wenn die Kriteriumsverschiebungber
vorubergehendst, dann sollte die Gruppe, die nur beschreibt (ohne Wiederlesen), ein
ahnlichesWahlverhaltenzeigen wie die Kontrollgruppe. Wiederlesersollten hingegendie
Lichtbildvorlage haufigerzurtickweiserals die andererbeéden Gruppen.Dies wiirde fir TA
Lichtbildvorlagenzu einerhéherenRatekorrekter Entscheidunger(richtige Zurickweisung),
fur TP Lichtbildvorlagenzu einergeringererRatekorrekterEntscheidunge(irreffer) fihren.

Ausgehendsom Prinzip der Wiederherstellungdes Wahrnehmungskontextesurde
erwartet, dass Wiederlesereine bessereldentifizierungsleistungaufweisenals die anderen
beidenGruppen.

Die ErgebnisseeigtenkeinenEinflussderBeschreibungderdesWiederlesenswuf die

|dentifizierungsleistung, wohl aber auf das Wahlverhalten: Wiederlese wiesen die
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Gegenulberstellungignifikant haufiger zuriick als die Kontrollgruppeund Beschreiberohne
WiederlesenDieseErgebnissasprecherfir eineKriteriumsverschiebungpei den Wiederkesern
(Clare & Lewandowsky,2004). Hinsichtlich der Dauer der Kriteriumsverschiebungist
aufgrundder vorliegendenErgebnisseanzunehmendass diese entwedernur dann auftritt,
wenn (1) die Identifizierungsaufgabeinmittelbar auf die Beschreibungsaufgabmlgt (vgl.
Clare & Lewandowsky,2004), oder (2) die Beschreibungvor der Identifizierungsaufgabe
reaktiviertwird, beispielsweiseurchWiederlesen.

Das Ausbleiben eines verbalen Uberlagerungseffektesvurde bereits in anderen
Untersuchungenbei denenzwischenBeschreibungund Identifizierung ein Zeitintervall von
mehr ds 24 Stundenlag, berichtet(z.B. Clifford, 2003; Memon & Rose, 2002; Yu &
Geiselman,1993). Dies deutet darauf hin, dasses einenBedarf an Untersuchungemit
langeren(6kologisch valideren) post-Beschreibungsintervallgibt, um den Fragennachder
Dauer und Umkehrbarkeit der Auswirkungen von Personenbeschreibungeauf die

Identifizierungsleistungveiternachzugehen.

Experiment 2: Subjektive Sicherheit, Entscheidungszeit und
selbstberichtete Entscheidungsprozesse als
Beurteilungsvaablen flr die Richtigkeit von
|dentifizierungsaussagen

Beurteilungsvariablersind Variablen, die dazu dienen, eine Identifizierungsaussage
nachtraglich hinsichtlich ihrer Richtigkeit zu bewerten.Die am haufigsten verwendeten
Beuteilungsvariablen sind subjektive Sicherheit nach der Identifizierung und
EntscheidungszeiBei der UntersuchunglieserVariablenist die Unterscheidungwischen
Personengie die Lichtbildvorlage zurtickweisenNichtwéhler)und solchen,die eine Person
aus der Lichtbildvorlage auswéhlen(Wahler) von grofRerBedeutungln der Literatur zeigte
sich fir Wahlerein rechtrobusterpositiver ZusammenhangwischensubjektiverSicherheit
undldentifizierungsleistung(z.B., Sporer,Penrod,Read,& Cutler, 1995) sowie ein negativer

Zusammenhangzwischen Entscheidungszeit und Identifizierungsleistung(z.B., Sporer,
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1992a, 1993, 1994; Weber, Brewer, Wells, Semmler, & Keast, 2004). Keine solchen
Zusammenhangevurden fur Nichtwéahler gefunden.Die Ergebnissezur Entscheidungszeit
werdennun vermehrtim Zusammenhangmit Befundenzum Entscheidungsprozesson
Augenzeugerbetrachtet:Wahler, die von automatischenWiedererkennersprachen,trafen
deutlichhaufigereine korrekte (und schnelle)Entscheidungals solche,die von eliminativen
ProzessenvahrenddesWiedererkenensberichtetenCaputo& Dunning,2005; Dunning &
Stern,1994;Kneller,Memon, & Stevenage2001).

Obwohl Entscheidungszeiind subjektive Sicherheitnachder Identifizierungin der
Vergangenheibereits erfolgreich kombiniert wurden (Sporer, 1992a; Weberet al., 2004),
befasstsich der iberwiegendéAnteil der Forschungmit nur einerBeurteilungsvariablerZiel
von Experiment2 war eszu Uberprifen,ob die Kombinationvon drei Beurteilungsvariablen
dazufiuhrt, dassmehrldentifizierungsentscheidungetorrekt klassifiziert werden,als wenn
nur eineBeurteilungsvariabléierangezogewird. Bei denuntersuchterBeurteilungsvarielen
handelte es sich um die subjektive Sicherheit, Entscheidungszeitund selbstberichtete
Entscheidungsprozesse.

Weiterhinbefasstesich Experimen®, dasals Laboruntersuchungurchgefihrivurde,
mit Entscheidungsprozessean Nichtwahlern Vorangehendé&ntersuchungeaeigtenrelaiv
einheitlich,dassZusammenhangder Identifizierungsleistungnit der subjektivenSicheheit
nach der ldertifizierung (z.B. Sporer et al., 1995; Weber & Brewer, 2003) und der
Entscheidungszeifz.B. Dunning& Stern,1994; Sporer,1992a,1993; Weberet al., 2004,
Weber & Brewer, 2006) fur negative Identifizierungsentscheidunge¢Nichtwéhler) nicht
gelten.Bishe wurde keine Beurteilungsvariablggefunden,die ein validesUrteil hinsichtlich
der Richtigkeit von Identifizierungsentscheidungemn Nichtwahlernerlaubt.Gleichwohlist
die Beurteilung der von Nichtwahlern gemachtenldentifizierungsaussageaur Entlasung
unschuldiger Verdachtigervon erheblicherBedeutung.Daher wurden in der vorliegenden
Untersuchungspeziell fur Nichtwéhler Fragenzum Entscheidungsprozedsonzipiert, um
derenBrauchbarkeitlsBeurteilungsvariableu tberprufen.

Wie erwartet konnten durch die Kombination von subjektiver Sicherheit und

EntscheidungszeihehrWahlerkorrekt klassifiziertwerdenals bei Beruicksichtigungzon nur
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einerBeurteilungsvariablerHinsichtlichder selbstberichtete&Entscheidungsprozessegaben
sichwederfur Wahlerochfir NichtwahlerZusammenhangmit der Identifizierungsleistung.
Weiterhin wurde das Ergebnisrepliziert, dasses fur Nichtwéhler keine Zusammahénge
zwischensubjektiverSicherheitEntscheidungszeitnd Identifizierungsleistungjibt.

Die Entstheidungsprozesseon Wahlernund Nichtwahlernwurdenin Experiment3

weiteruntersucht.

Experiment 3: Schnell und sicher: Die Nachhersage von
|dentifizierungsaussagen in einer Felduntersuchung

Experiment3 hatte, wie Experiment2, die Zielsetzung,Beurtalungsvariablenzur
Evaluation von ldentifizierungsentscheidungeau kombinieren. Weiterhin wurden die
Entscheidungsprozessen Wahlern und Nichtwéhlernweiter untersuchtim Vergleich zu
Experiment 2 wurden die folgenden Anderungenvorgenommen.(1) Zur Erhéhung der
Okologschenvaliditatwurde Experimen® als Feldexperimentlurchgefihrt(2) Im Sinneder
internenReplikationder Ergebnissevurde mit 10 anstattmit nur einerZielpersongearbeitet
(s. Wells & Windschitl, 1999). (3) Urspriinglichsollte in Experiment2 noch eine weitere
BeuteilungsvariableginUrteil hinsichtlichdesBewusstseinszustandesd derExistenzeiner
Erinnerungserfahrung(Erinnern-Wissen-Vertrautsein Urteil), einbezogen werden. Die
Operationalisierungschlug jedochfehl und wurde daher fir Experiment3 geandert.(4)
SelbstlarichteteErinnerungsprozesseurdennicht erhoben.

Hinsichtlich des Erinnern-Wissen-Vertrautsein Urteils argumentierten Rotello,

Macmillan, und Reedel(2004),dassPersonendie ein ErinnernUrteil fallen (Erinnerungan

bestimmte Merkmaleder Person),lber eine grol3erespezifischeGedachtnisstarkeerfligen.
Im Vergleich dazu gehen Wissen-Urteile eher mit einer globalen (unspezifischen)
Gedéachtrastarkeeinher.Ausgehendion diesenAnnahmerwirde erwartet,das Wabhler,die
ein ErinnernUrteil abgebenhaufigereine richtige Entscheidungtreffen als solche,die ein

WissenUrteil abgeben.
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Ein anderetAnsatzzur Betrachtungzon Entscheidungsprozesseavird von Dunning
und Stern (1994) vertreten. Sie unterscheidenzwischen automatischenund deliberaten
Entscheidungsprozessemunning und Stern (1994) postulieren, dass Zeugen, die von
automaitschen Entscheidungsprozessen  berichten, haufiger korrekte
|dentifizierungsentscheidungémeffen als Zeugendie eherdelibeate Entscheidungetreffen.
Setzt mandiesenAnsatz mit dem Erinnern-WisserParadigmain Bezug,dannwurden wir
erwarten,dassWissen Antworten mit automatischenEntscheidungsprozessemd hoéherer
Richtigkeit in Zusammenhangtehenals die deliberatenErinnern Antworten. Dunningund
Sterng(1994) AnsatzfandeinigeUnterstitzung(Caputo& Dunning,2005;Dunning& Stern,
1994;Knelleretal.,2001).In einerandererintersuchungelangesjedochnicht, anhandvon
selbstberichteten Entscheidungprozessen richtige von falschen Entscheidungen zu
unterscheide(Brewer,Gordon,& Bond,2000).

Esgibt alsorivalisierendeHypotheserbeziiglichder Uberlegenheivon Erinnern-und
Wissens-Urteilenin Bezug auf die Klassifikation von ldentifizierungsaussagenind die
Datenlageist uneinheitlich.Bislang gibt es nur wenige Untersuchungerzu diesemThema.
Experimen8 sollteunteranderendazudienenzusatzlicheDatendiesbezuglicteu ligfern. Es

wurdeerwartet,dasssowohlPersonendie Erinnern als auchsolche,die Wissenangeben,im

Durchschnittbesserddentifizierungsleistungeerbringenwiirden als Personendie Vertraut
seinangeben.

Weiterhin beschaftigte sich Experiment 3 mit der Beurteilung von
Identifizierungsaussagengdie von Nichtwéahlerngemachtwurden, bediere sich aber einer
anderenVorgehensweiseals Experiment2. Sporeret al. (1995) argumentierten,dass die
Gruppeder NichtwahlermoglicherweisesinegroReHeterogenitadaufweist. Daherwurdenin
dervorliegenderintersuchunglie Nichtwéhleranhandder von ihnengemachterAussagenn
drei Gruppenaufgeteilt: (1) Nichtwéhler,die davoniberzeugivaren,dassdie Zielpersonin
derLichtbildvorlagenicht anwesendvar ("abwesent, (2) Nichtwéhler,die sich zu unsicher

waren,um eineWahl zu treffen und ("unsichet), und (3) Nichtwahler,die keine Erinnerung

hattenunddaherkeine(positive) Entscheidungreffenwollten ("keineErinnerund). Es wurde

erwartet,dassin derabwesendruppemehrkorrekteEntscheidungegetroffenwerdenalsin
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den baden anderenGruppen. Weiterhin wurde erwartet, dass die abwesendGruppe ihre
Entsché&ungen schneller, sowie mit hoherer subjektiver Sicherheit vor und nach der

Identifizierungsentscheidundrifft. Fur dieunsicheraund die keineErinnerungGruppewurde

erwartet, dass erskere die geringste Identifizierungsleistung erbringt, langere
EntscheidungszeitéarauchtundniedrigeresubjektiveSicherheiterangibt.

Wie in Experimen® wurdensubjektiveSicherheitund Entscheidungszeitir Wahler
erfolgreich miteinander kombiniert. Hierdurch wurde eine sehr hohe Anzahl der
Entsche&dungenkorrekt klassifiziert. Zwar zeigte sich ein Zusammenhangwischen dem
Erinnern-Wissen-Vertrawtein Urteil und der Identifizierungsleistungjedochtrug dies nicht
zu einer héherenAnzahl korrekter Klassifizierungenbei, als es bereits durch die beiden
andererBeuteilungsvariablemerFall war.

Es wurde erwartet, dass Nichtwahler der abwesend Gruppe in ihrer
Identifizierungsentscheidunghéaufiger richtig lagen als Nichtwéhler der anderenbeiden
Gruppen.Es zeigte sich ein nicht-signifikanter Trend in diese Richtung. Die abwesend
Gruppe war aberwie erwartet hinsichtlich ihrer Entscheidungerschneller und sicherer.
ZwischendenandererbeidenGruppenergabsich nur hinsichtlich der subjektivenSicherhet
vor der Identifizierung ein signifikanter Unterschied Allerdings war die unsichereGruppe

entgegerdenErwartungervor der Identifizierungsignifikant sichererals die keineErinnerung

Gruppe.

NebenmangelndeHomogenitainnerhalbder Gruppeder Nichtwahler gibt es noch
eine weitere mogliche Erklarung fur die nichtgefundenenZusammenhangezwischen
Identifizierungsleistungund Beurteilungsvariablenbei Nichtwahlern. So verlaufen die
Entsche&dungsprozesseon Wéahlernund Nichtwahlernvermutlichasymmetrsch (Weber&
Brewer,2004). Wahrenddie Entscheidungervon Wahlern auf einer Passungzwischendem
Gedéacknis fur die Zielpersonund einemGesichtin der Lichtbildvorlage basiert,basiertdie
Entsche&dungvon Nichtwéhlerndarauf,dassebensolcheinePassug nicht festgestelliwerden
kann.Weberund Brewer (2006) argumentiertendassdie Angabenzur subjektivenSicherheit
von Nichtwéhlernwohl nicht auf dersubjektivenSicherheithinsichtlich des Gesichteamit der

bestenPassundasierenin diesemFall wiirde mannamlich,ahnlich wie bei Wéhlern, einen



DeutscheZzusammenfassung 207

ZusammenhangwischensubjektiverSicherheitund Identifizierungsleistungerwarten.Dies
ist abernicht der Fall. Weberund Brewer (2006) schlossendaher,dass die Angaben zur
subjektivenSicherheitvon Nichtwéhlerndie durchschnittlichd>assundir alle Personerin der
Lichtbildvorlage widerspiegelt. Diese Hypothese kénnte entweder durch Abfragen der
subjektiven Sicherheitfir jedeseinzelneGesichtin einer Lichtbildvorlage Giberpriftwerden
(Sporer, 1993) oder durch den Gebrauchvon Lichtbildvorlagen mit nur einer Person
(showups). Folgt man Weberund Brewers (2006) Argumentation,dann sollten sich dann

ZusammenhangewischenBeurteilungsvariablennd Identifizierungsleistungrgeben.

Experiment 4. Die Anwendung multipler
Gegentuberstelhgen in einer Felduntersuchung

Nachwie vor bleibt die Frage,wie manmit Nichtwé&hlernund weniger sicherenoder
langsamereWahlernumgehensoll, unbeantwortetEine neueMethode zur Beurteilungvon
Identifizierungsaussagemurde von Lindsay, Wallbridge und Drennan(1987) eingefiihrt und
von Pryke, Lindsay, Dysartund Dupuis (2004) weiterentwickelt.In diesenUntersuchungen
nahmendie Versuchspersonenicht nur eine Identifizierung aus einer Portraitvorlage vor,
sondernunabhangigdavon auch aus einer BekleidungsvorlaggLindsay et al., 1987) oder
Korper-und StimmvorlaggPrykeetal., 2004). Auf dieseArt und Wese konntenvon einem
Zeugen/eineZeuginmehrerevoneinandemnabhangigeAussagergewonnenwerdenund die
Ratewahrscheinlichkedeutlichverringertwerden.Die bisherigenErgebnissgLindsay et al.,
1987;Prykeetal.,2004)sprecherdafiir,dassdie wiedeholte IdentifizierungeinerPersonaus
verschiedenehichtbildvorlagenwahrscheiticher ist, wennessich hierbeitatsachlichum die
Zielpersonhandeltund nicht um einen unschuldigenVerdachtigen.Mit solchenmultiplen
LichtbildvorlagenbeschaftigtsichExperiment.

Der beschriebeng&ffekt wurdebishemur fur dreiZielpersonermgezigt(Lindsay et al.,
1987; Pryke et al., 2004). Um eine bessere Generalisierbarkeitder Ergebnisse zu
gewahrleisternwurdenin der vorliegendenUntersuchungheunZielpersonereinbezogenDen

Probandenwurden Portrait-, Korper-, Accessoire-(Einkaufstasche) und Profilvorlagen
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vorgelegt. Wenn multiple Lichtbildvorlagen tatsachlichunabhéngigvoneinandersind, so
wirden wir keine signifikante Korrelation hinsichtlich der Leistungin den verschiedenen
Lichtbildvorlagen erwarten.Dies steht jedochim Gegensatzzu dem Befund, dass leere
Lichtbildvorlagen (blank lineups Lichtbildvorlagen die bekanntermaf3enTA sind) einen
Vorhersgewertfur die Leistungin folgendenGegenuberstellungemaben(Wells, 1984).Dies
setzt namlich eben eine solche Korrelation zwischen den Leistungenin den einzelnen
Lichtbildvorlagenvoraus MeinesWissendgst Wells' (1984) Studiedie einzige,die sich bisher
mit diesem Thema auseinandergeset#tat, allerdings nur fur die Sequenzvon TA
Portraitvorlagen,gefolgt von TA oder TP Portraitvorlagen.Um die Nutzlichkeit leerer
Lichtbildvorlagen fur unterschiedlicheArten von GegenlberstellungerfPortrait, Kérper,
TascheProfil) zu Ubeprifen,wurdenjederVersuchspersoje zwei TA (Portraitund Korper
oderProfil und Tasche)und TP Vorlagenvorgelegt.

Wenn leere Lichtbildvorlagen einen Vorhersagewerthinsichtlich der Leistung in
anderenArten von Gegenuberstellungemabendannsollten Versuchspersoneilje die leeren
(TA) Gegenuberstellungerkorrekt zuriickweisen,in TP Gegenlberstalhgen bessere
Leistungenerbringenals solche die hierzunicht in der Lage sind. Wenndie Leistungin den
unterschiedlicherGegeniberstellungsartggdochunabhéngigyoneinanderst, dannsolltendie
leeren Gegenuberstellungerkeinen pradiktiven Wert hingchtlich der Leistung in TP
LichtbildvorlagenhabenWeiterhinwurde erwartet,dasszwei Identifizierungsentscheidungen
(Portraitund Korper/Profil und Tasche)ibereinehthereDiagnostizitatverfiigenals nur die
IdentifizierungsentscheidunginsichtlichdesGesichtg(PortraitoderProfil).

Es zeigtesich, dassdie Wahl der Zielperson bzw. deren Austauschpersoiiin der
Praxis ein unschuldigVerdachtigter)im Vergleich zu Zuriickweisungemund zur Wahl eines
Distraktors (bekanntermal3enunschuldig) die hdchste Diagnostizitat erreichte. Die
Portratvorlage und deren Kombination mit der Koérpervorlage erreichten die hochste
Diagnostizitatfir die Wahlder Zielperson/Austauschpersafurtickweisungersprachenzu
einemgewissemMalRefur Unschuld allerdingswarendie ermitteltenDiagnostizitaterweitaus
geringerals die fir die Wahl der Zielperson/dereustauschpersoruch hier erreichterdie

Portraitvorlageund deren Kombination mit der Kérpervorlagedie hdchste Diagnostizitat,
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jedochfiihrte die Kombinationnicht zu einerErhohungderselbenDie Wahl einesDistraktors
war akzeptabefur Portraitvorlagenabersehrbegrenzfir alle andereriVorlagen oder deren
Kombinationen. Insgesamt unterstiitzen die vorliegenden Ergebnisse die Befunde
vorangehendddntersichungenLindsayetal.,1987;Prykeetal.,2004).

Die Identifizierungsleistungein den vier unterschiedlicherichtbildvorlagenstandennicht
miteinanderin ZusammenhangDies spricht daftir, dass multiple Lichtbildvorlagen als
voneinandeunabhangig&eweisstiickeserwendetwerdenkdnnen.Demgemalwvurdenin der
vorliegendenUntersuchungm Gegensatzzu Wells (1984) keine Anhaltspunktefir die
Nutzlichkeitvon leerenLichtbildvorlagengefundenMoglicherweisast die Nutzlichkeit leerer
Lichtbildvorlagenauf Portraitsoder LichtbildvorlagendesselberkKorperteils beschranktSo
konnten leere Profilvorlagen pradiktiven Wert fur Profilvorlagen haben, nicht jedoch fir
Korpervorlagen.

Zusammenfassenkiann aufgrundder vorliegendenDaten geschlosserwerden, das
sowohl Entscheidungszeils auchsubjektiveSicherheitbei der Identifizierung erhobenund
zur Beurteilung der Identifizierungsaussagemiteinander kombiniert werden sollten.
Ermittlungsleamte sollten sich allerdingsdessernbewusstsein, dassfir Nichtwahler keine
Aussageaugrund dieser Variablen getroffen werden kann. Zudem sollten diese Daten
unmittelbarwdhrend/nactder Identifizierung erhobenwerden,um eine Beeinflussungdurch
FeedbackderMedienzu verhinderns. SemmlerBrewer,& Wells,2004; Wdls & Bradfield,
1998;Wells,Olson,& Charman2003).Die Erkenntnis,dassdie Beurteilungder subjektiven
Sicherheitim Gerichtssaalus psychologischelSicht keinerlei Beweiswert hat, bringt die
Notwendigkeitvon VeranderungederPoliziearbeitund desRechtswesenmit sich. Aus den
ErgebnissewdlerempirischerForschundasstsich ableiten,dassvor GerichtkeineFragenzur
subjektivenSicherheitzugelassemwerdensollten. Stattdessesollte méglichstein Video von
der Identifizierunggemachtwerden,mindestengedochein Protokoll erstellt werden,das die
subjektive Sicherheitund Entscheidungszeiles Zeugenzum Zeitpunkt der Identifizierung
festhalt. EinennegativenEffekt von Personenbeschreibungenf die Identifizierungsleistung
scheintes nicht zu geben,wennzwischenBeschreibungund Identifizierungausreichendeit

liegt. Dies ist in der Realitdtder Fall. Die Daten sprechenweiterhin fir die Anwendung
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multipler LichtbildvorlagenbeziiglichWahlen der Zielperson/desvVerdéachtigen,um falsche
Identifizierungen zu vermeiden. Hinsichtlich Distraktor-Wahlen und Zurtckweisungen
hingegensind multiple LichtbildvorlagennachderzeitigenErkenntnisserweniger brauchbar
Bevor die Anwendungmultipler Lichtbildvorlagenjedochin die Praxisumgesetziwird, sind
weitere Studien erforderlich, die untersuchen, wie viele und welche spezifischen
Lichtbildvorlagenzu verwendersind.

In realen Fallen kdnnten die Ergebnisse beziglich der hier untersuchten
Beurteilungsvarialen (subjektiveSicherheit,Entscheidungszeigntscheidungsprosse) und
Kontrollvariablen (Personenbeschreibungultiple Lichtbildvorlagen)von jenen,die wir in
Labor- oder Feldstudien erhalten,abweichen.Griinde hierfiir kdnnten beispielsweisedie
Konsequenzener Entscheidungbder Stressbei der Enkodierung/demViedererkennersein.
Es ware interessant, Daten in realen Féllen zu erheben,so dass diese mit Feld-
/Laboruntersuchungeverglichenwerdenkdnnten. Zweifelsohneware es ein grof3erBeitrag
zur Identifizierungsforschungyenn Datenauchdann erhobenwerdenwiirden, wenn DNA
Spurenvorliegen, so dass die Identifizierungsleistungin realen Fallen Gberpruft werden

konnte.
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