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1
Abstract

Recognition of'previouslj seen persons and recall of the
'circumstahéés of theif encounter were testéd_in'a sitUatidn;
Where subjedts were unaWaré of the subsequent reéognitibn
task. Subjects encountered.foufﬁpersons, one 6f gach sex.
‘in two separate encounters. Prior to a lineup one Wweek
later, only 51 subjebts.(N = 145) failed to recall either
the number and/or the sex of the persons encountered, whlle
only 28. correctly recalled both the number and sex and thatu
it was two different persons in_each encounter. Results
from the lineup'confirmed_prévidus suggestions that subjects
(N = 155) are better able to recognize persons ﬁhan recall
Whére they'encountered them. The best recognition perfor-
mance came from male subjeoté' recognition.qf female criminals,
a finding‘that contradicts previous research. The best
recail performance_caﬁevfrom female subjeots' recall of
where they ehcounteréd male criminals. Prompted by
considerable variation in the indiqtment rates and the
recognizability of the individual suspects, the issues of
representaﬂive sampling of stimuli and generalization are
diéoussed as potential problems in‘facial'reéognition |
étudies. Consideration was also given‘to the manner in
which recall of the circumstances of encounter is typically

calculated.
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Memory for Persons, Encounters and Sex

It would seem that visual recoghition“memory of a
previously seen face and the ability to_Pecall'agcurately
the circumstances of the previoﬁsvcnéouﬁtpr aré boﬁh
necessary for-corféct indictment of a criminal suspect.
Re&ént research, ﬁowever, Suggests that subjects' abilities
in these‘two memorial operations differ suﬁétantially.
Whether these fesults may be genefalized‘to identification
of criminal suspects in real life is another question.
Extant literature showS‘reéognition of.pictureskof sceries
and faces to be quite good, at least when tested under
faybrable conditions. Howe&er, when it has béén tested,
recall of the circumstances of encounter either has not
been clearly"separated from recognition or has been tested
in designs that make it daifficult to draw uneqﬁivocal
generalizations to criminal indictment situations;

Shépard (1967) studied reoognition,_using self-paced
presentations in a directed memofy-task (i.e., with éubjepts
having knowledge.of_thé subsequent recognitioh task). .He
had his subjec£S VieW‘612 pictures of assorted scenes and
objects which Were chosgnxto be‘high.in memorabilify and
low in similarity. Subjects were then immediateiy tested
- for recognition with 68.”old—neW“ (previdusly seen-not’

previously seen) pairs. The task turned out to be quite
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easy. Median correct recognition of the old membef of the
lpair was-9845%. It remainéd abové_90%'gven for sgbjecté
tested after é one week delay. Standingﬂ(l973)‘made the .
recognition task more difficult by:limitiﬁg Viewing time
to 5 sec per item with an Interstimulus interval of about
one-half sec. Under these less favorable conditions, ‘he
presented his subjects with 10;OOO*picture§ over a four-
day:peribd,‘testing~with 160 old-new pairs; Recognition
accuracy-was aboutsgo%. ‘

It is'difficult to .compare studles using piétures~of
s-cenes with those using pilctures of faces.becaﬁSe of
differehces in prooedure.inaaddition»to differences in
materials. Even so, recognition of faces generally seems
to be rather respectable, if.somewhat below that for scenes..
Thus Hoéhberg and Galper (1967), using Shepard's procedure,
presented subjects W;th‘60 pictures of female coiiegé
student faces, testiﬁg immediate recognition.with‘15 old-.
new pairs. Median‘aocuracy.was.90%. ‘Yin;(1969).1imited
viewing time to 3 sec per face aﬁd'presentéd:his'subjects
with as many as 64 slides of adult male faces. Immediate.
recoghition accuracy on 2U old—new'péirs.was about 969%.

‘While the above studies generally involved subjects
instructed to regafd picturé,recognition aé thelr main’

task, Bower and Karlin (1974) manipulated task instructions,
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finding strong differénces in resulting 'accuracy. While_
half théir subjects-wéfe(attempting to memqrize;the fécés,
the other twelve thought they were in a reantion+time
expérimént. The subjects studiéd 72 photographs of white
college¥3tudent fac*s (36 of'éach;sex) for 5 séc each?
making, forleach) one of three binary judgments; either sex,
likableness or honesty. Those subjects tested without
anWledge of thefsubsequent reoongition task (inoidentél
memory ) ranged in accuracy from 60% for faces Whose sex had
’béen identified'to 81%‘for faces for whom hdnesty had been
judged. Subjects in the directed memory task produced
accuracy rates ranging‘frbm 56% for faces identified by sex
to. 80% for faces judgéd to be more likable than average.
However knowledge affeotsTjudgments of likableness and
honesty, these,resulté suggest that it_is not the intention
‘to learn but the depth at which the input is processed that
‘prOduces good recognition.memory. That 1is, the‘depth at
‘which the s£imu1ué input is analyzed direétly determines the
probabpility of recognition. Judgments as to whether a face
is more likable or honest ﬁhan éVerage~require-thevinput
to be analyzed at.a;debth‘greater than that required for
Judgments of se#.

Though Bower and Karlin (1974) used sex of face as a
variable in their'study; they didvnot_inVeétigate memory

for faces as a functionuof‘Sex'of subject. Though Stgdies
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doing so are not numerous and have many variatiOnS in
‘procedure, there does seem ‘to be é fairly éonéistent
‘underlying pattern of results. Cross;eroés, and Daly (1971)
had-subjecﬁs Study.a~matrix of faces, two'faces from each off
12 age-seX—race categories, in an inoidentéﬂ_Wéhrning.taékg
Effort was made to simﬁlaté the real world experience of
seeing many faces before encounfering thelneed to recognirze
a previously séen'face,by giving the subjééfé an intervening
task of judging‘96 faces on their'rélative‘beéuty. The
subjects were then shown é second matrix coutaining 12
faces from the first matrix plué 12 new faces ‘matched on
‘the subject variables. Results showed that although overall
recognition accuracy wasyohly about 40%, the female subjects
performedlmore accurately than the male subjects, and_female
faCes_were more often'recogniZed; Closer inspection révealed
that women recognized female faces (43%)more'often ﬁhan men
(37%),‘but'male‘faces (33%) leSS’Oftén than men (36%). The
maie subjects, on the other hand, recognized féces of both
sexes with aboutiequal facility. |

While the.small sample of faces of'éach type}limits~
generalizations concerﬁing facial variablés, Cross et él.
have received Varied.éupport for thelr recoénition reSults.
Sevéral years earlier, Howells (1938) Qbservéd that women

‘may be superior to men al lace recognilion. His subjects
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studied a card_bontaihing three differentepictures of the-
. same face for 10 sec, then'immediately“attempted to find
another card of three'different pictures of the'seme face
among a displayiqf such‘cardé, Though he showed.faces‘of
each-SeX and tested:samples'froﬁ.several popqiéfions (c.g.,
college students, Sales peeple end'farmers), he apparently
did not analyze for differences in reeognition of each
‘type of face. _Aoress_allrfaceé, wemen,tended;to be more
‘aceurate ﬁhan men. The‘finding reborted'by'cross et al.
(1971) that is of partieular'interest, howerer, is the nature
of‘the,seX-of'subject-by sex'of photo ihteracfion.‘ Witryol
and Kaess (1957) while reporting an overall female
superiority also report a tendency for males to remember
picfures ef.maleS‘better than pictures of females, and
fSimilariy.er females'to remember better_pictures‘ef their
own sex. Eilis, Shepherd, and‘Bruce‘(19735'found.that the
overall superiOrity of the girls (12 and 17 years) was mainly
due to tﬁeir significantly better. scores on recegniZing
'pietures of females;lfhe’girls did'not, however;_do signi-'
ficantly better than the boys\at‘recognizing faces of maies.
This 1atter‘finding'of no sex difference in recognizing'male4
faces has been'recently<reported‘also by Going and Read (197&).
\They_showed their:subjects 56 slides'of college student faces
(28 of' each sex)}‘ I'he faces in the slides, which_had

'previously been rated by other Subjecté for their uniqueness -
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on a Tepéint écale‘Qf,uniQueness,'Wére chosen frqm‘the
extreme groups of the-uhiquéneés‘sCale; That is, half
had been rated high_on tﬂe uniqueness scalé'whiiefthe other
.28 (14 of eébh-séx)fhéd been rat¢d aé‘nOt:béingvvery-uniQue”-
faces. Results éhowed that regafdlesslof the”lévél-of'
uniqueness of tﬁe étimumus face,_Wbmen wére overall more
accurate_inAthe’recognitiOn task and.that‘femalé faces were
the most often recognizéd. While the woméh"recognizee
female faces more often than male faces)'they‘did not
~perfo'r{m better on tﬁe'male fa@es‘thanAdidfthe_men. Similarly,
Shroder_(Note.i)5 whose subjeoté_studied 80 31iQes'of faces
that differed on race‘(Black; White) and sex (male; female),
found her‘womgn subjecté-(her only Black subjects were
Maiawian»males)'to make the‘féwest reéognition érrors across
all,categories‘bflfaoés. -While these women did better on
faoelef.their own race and sex, the‘White males did at
least as well as the women. on White male faces. This the
pattern emérges that subjects reoogniée faces of their own Sex
better than those of'ﬁhe.oppositeasex with»woﬁen performing
better-overail. “ h

.Thus, under awvariety”of_ekperimental manipqlations;
recognitioh memory:fbr preyiously'Seen piétures-of faces
appears tb'be quite robust. Recail of the circumstances of
encounter, on the other‘hand,.has not been shqwﬁ to be

comparable. Standing, Conezio, and Haber (1970) point this
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out in one of.ﬁheirfexperiments. Théy first showed subjects
-pictures\éf‘scenés-differing in orientation and then, after
varying*retention-intervéls,.shoWeq‘old—newvﬁéirs of |
piétures with'ihétructions both to identify theJoldfpairé
member as well,asAifs previouS'Qriéntafion.; While theilr
Subjects‘did reasonably well‘if testéd soon after
presentapion, the.ability'to reoall.accurétely'the cir¢um—,

stances of encounter (previous orientation) declined

markedly with longer‘delays. 'Récognition’acCuracy, hQWever,
showed no‘comparable:deoiine. Comparable‘results7have been'
reoently.demonstarted using picturesjof faces. 'In'a directed

memory ﬁask, Brown,. Deffeﬁbacher,_and Sturgi11'(in press,
Experiment 1) had their subjecﬁs‘study 25 pictures of
childreh's faceé for 20 sec each in a‘particular‘room, then,
two hour;'later,‘ZS-mOre:Such pictures‘in a_very_dissimilar
room. Two days 1atér the»subjects returnedito‘a'third‘room
with instructions a) to select from the (old=new) pair the
picture that was previously seen,'and“b) to place that |
picture in-the pi1é'correspondiné to the room in which it
was firét encountéfedl. Recognition acCuracy was high, as one
Wou;d expect, abouf'96%. Though at 58% and with soores,ﬁhat
ranged from O.Huato 0.68, recall of the circumstances of
~encounter (the room of encounter) was above éhance--in the

statistical sense, it was hardly. impressive. Only five of
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the 14 subjects were able to recall the circumstances of
engbuhter‘inia statisticali&‘reliable fasﬁion; ‘Iﬁ order

to obtain. an ﬁnbiased:expression of_subjects"performance
and to facilitate interexperimental compariSon;_sigﬁali
‘detection analyses were‘performed,_yieiding g‘é of 2.48

and O.AO for recognition and recall, respeétiVely}

Thus in a standard laboratory task, only 36%‘of the
subjects in Brown, Deffenbacher, and Sfurgiil_(in press,
_Experiment'l).were able to re0311 the circumstances of
~éncounter at;above a chance rate. -Similar'perférmances
would hardly‘be_éatisfaotqry were they to hold true in
real—life-identifioations.of criminal‘suspects. 'Perhaps
wiltness performanées in real-life is 1ike'that of tﬁese
,subjects,‘able to recognize having seen a face but with
1ittle.memory of ‘where that face was'encountered,' Brown
et al. conducted two additional studies which simulate
~more closely than labéfétory tasks actual encounters
witnesses might be expected to have with criminals. Since
thé‘present study stems from somé>importanﬁ Questibns réised
by these two. studies, ﬁhey will:be-dealt with in some detail.

In Experimeﬁﬁ 2 (Brown et al., in press) subjects were
first presentedlwitﬁ twolgroups ofifive "criminals" (paid'
Vulunteers,,all_male) for 25 sec each in a -directed memory
task. About an'hbur.latgr, 15 front-side view mugshots

‘'were presented with instructions to identify_the criminals--—
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if-any——wﬁo eariiér had appearéd at the front of the class.
The muéshots were of%fiveJcriminals,7five,suspeqts who  would
later be seen_in'a'lineup and five fillérs. In this.mQre
realistic sifuationvwhere subjects’Weré‘abtempting‘to,
'idcﬁtify persons<previouS1y seen live fromimugshots,_their
performance was much less aécurabe (g"; 0.71) than‘in'
Experiment 1 where the recognition was of the same picture
presented twice;i | |

The results of greatest forénsic;intefest are‘ﬁhose
obtalned one week later at-théjlineup.phase of the exper-
iment. As a result of the ways in which the suspects were
arranged in the'various phases of the experiment, each of”
the four lihgups étaged consisted of suspects'from the
following four conditions:  Suspects who had been seen.by
the’subjects both as criminals’and in.the mugshots (CMS) ;
suspects who had been seen as criminals but who had not
been seen in the‘mugshbts (CNM3) suspecﬁs who had been
seen 1n the mugshots‘only (MS); and suspects who were being
'seen for the first time, iIn thevlineup‘only (LO).. Results
showed that indictment rateswfér'the CcMS, CNMS,‘MS‘and_LO
groups were O.65% 0.51, 0.20, and 0.0S,trespectively
(ps < O.OOO3);SWith a mean 1ndictment rate across all
- groups of'0;36; Comparisons of each ofiminal gﬁoup‘with

the rnoncriminal ones resulted in larger d's than the one
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obtaiﬁed in the mugshot ﬁhase, indicating that criminals
were easier to recogniée When they reappeared li%e thén
-when they reaﬁpeared ih mugshots. |

The indicfment'rates ét the lineup_éiearly_show thét
aisuspect was more likely tolbeﬁindiétedvif-he Were a
crimihal, pérticularly if his mugshot élso‘had been seen,
than if he were an-innocent. Whi1e this may'seem to
indicate an ability té recall the circumsténces of encouncer,
‘note that an'MS'suspéct stood a hét-terfiblyjremote cre-in
five probability of being_ihdicted and a CNMS suspect has
as much as a one-—in-two probabiiity of escaping indictment. -
The main‘indibation'of_an ability to recall the circumstances
of encounter was evidenced by a dOubling of the MS indict-
ment rate in response to aféecond question asked at the
-1ineup, nameiy, whethef'or not the suspect's mugshot had
been seen (while this question was asked in both-Studies
2 and 3, the results were not reported because of spabe
limitatiéns); To this question the indictment rates for
the CMS, CNMS, MS and LO groups‘Were‘O.59,‘O;47, 0.40 and
0.19 respectively, with a mean rate of 0.41. Unfdrfunately,
tﬁe increase in the MS indictment‘rate was accompanied by
an increase in the LOfand.a'decrease.inhthe CMSlindictment
rates. ThefstrqngeSt e&idence against“an'ability to recall
the circumstances-of encounter was that regardless of

question asked, suspects were indicted in the same order of
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‘decreasing magnitude. ‘Suspects who had been-seéh both as
a cfimipal aﬂd in'the mugshots were indicted most often;
_sﬁspects,seeniiive but not in tﬁe mugshots were ipdicted
next‘most‘qften; ﬁhifd most frequently indicteg"wére
suspeéts_preVioﬁsiy seén éhly{in the mugshots;»and.indicted
;1east often were innocents haking their first appearance.
Indictments, then, seem to have been made primarily on
fecognition, where increases occured as. a funcfionrof'
- number of préVioué”eprsures,'particularly live exposures.
Whereas Experiment 2‘(Brown-et al., in-press)lsimulated
'a situation where witnessés were awére that a crime was
occurrihgand‘attempted'té memorize. the criminals' faéeé,
EXperiment 3 simulated iﬂstead‘a'situation in which wilitnesses
wefe unaware that a crime‘Was taking place and héd, fherefore,
né obvidﬁsrmotivation to memorize the crimina1s' faces. In
addition, there were only four Qriminals, two of whom'were
encountered oﬁlY‘by haif of the.subjécts'and'the other pair
of criminals were encountered'énly:by the otﬁer half of ‘the
subjects. Two or three déys later mugshots"of’lo fillers
and two pfimihals were shown. Hélf the subjects saw
mugshots‘of ohe'criminal from each pair and’the other two
‘criminals werérséen'by the other half of‘the-éﬁbjectsf
Thus of the-two criminals encéuntered by any subject at the

‘scene of the crime, only one appeared in the mugshots. One
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wéek from the original encounter a lineup was staged
consisting of the'four‘oriminals (al; male),”each of whom
had been seen:ﬁy appfokimately dne—quarter;of the subjects
in dhe of the four encounter conditiohse—CMS,'CNMS3 MS andf
LO. In generalﬂthe lndietment rates were much lowéf in
this nondirected_memory‘experiment than 'in the'previous
directed one. The mean correct indiotmentﬁraté of‘criminals
in the mugshot phase was 0.28 while the mean false indict-
ment rateAdf.innocents‘was 0.15 (d' = 0.46, p < 0.0001,
frbm‘chénde,-i.e., a d' of zero).

Indidtment-fates at the lineup for.the>CMSQ CNMS, MS
and LO conditions were 0;45, 0.24, 0.29 and 0.18 respectively,
ﬁifh a mean of 0.29. 1In contrast to'Experimént 2, a criminal
was more 1likely to be indicted than an innocent only if his
mﬁgshot had. also been seén,' Even then he (CMS) waé indicted
‘only‘2.5_times as‘often as someone nQﬁ previously.endountered
ét all. A suspect who hadlbeen éeen‘dnly at‘the scene of
the crime (CNMS) was as likely to be indicted as a suspect
‘in either of'the'non¢riminal_conditions, Results (unpublished)
from the question regarding whose mugshot had been shown
revealed that‘thékmugshotS’considerably influenced the
subjects' ‘memories. Tndictment rates for the CMS, CNMS,
MS and LO conditions were 0.89, 0.63, 0.88 and 0.50

_respectively. Agaiﬁ, én inability to recall-accurately the
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the circumsténces)of encounter 1is indidated; Regardless 
_of’whether.the person_presént or mugshot presént'quéstion
was aéked,’inaictmeﬁts folloWéd'the,samé'order of |
depreasing magnitude; CMS suspects Were‘indicted ﬁpst, MS
next_most,rCNMS.next mos£ and LO the lpast{‘ Aé in Eipéf;
iment 2, it was. a shift in the MS' indictment rate‘thaf gave
evidenée of'ah ability-tqbrecall the pircumstances Of éﬁcounter.
In this experimenﬁ,‘hOWeVer,‘the.shift wasdgreater, probably
'due to thelétrong iﬁfluence Qf‘thé mugshots. The indication
of a recali ability was best sgen'when the CMS conditién was
compared to the;MS in'the.signal‘detection analyses. The
a' between the two conditions‘inydlving mugshots when the
QQestion was changed is as would be'expectéd;if the circumﬁ
stances of encounter were being recalled'properiy; However
that may be, it still appeared that indiéﬁﬁémts were made
primarily on the basis of recognition Withiincreases being’
a fundtion of.number of previous expdsures, pérticulariy,
in this case, mugshot exposures.

Thus, while in both experiﬁénts (Brown,‘Deffénbacher &
Stufgill,_in press, Experiments 2 andAB) inaictments
appeared”tp be based ﬁrimarily on recanition with littie
mémory for theAcirbumstangés.of encounter. Which encounter
(l1ive or mugshots) most influenced recégnition changed as

a function of the type of crime being simuiated, whether it
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was a crime the witnesses knew was Qccurring'oriwheﬁherf
instead it was-one in whicﬁ the Witnésses_were ignorant
:of~its occurrence. .Afposéib1e iﬂterprétation of”this
fchange'in_influencé from 1iVe (Experiment 2).t9 mugshofb
-(Experiment‘3)“encounters might lie in the depth of-
‘processing hypothesis (Bower & Karlin; 1974), with live
encounteré_being the more deepiy processed;in'sitﬁatioﬁ%
Wheré the witnesses knew a crime .was oééurring; and mugshots
~'when the witneSsesIdidith,have this knowledge. However_
"depth of processing_may'effect recognition, its effect on
recall of the éircumstances of énédunﬁér in Ekpériments 2
and 3 is difficult to determine. Indeed, recall in the two
”experiments must be inferred indirectly from shifts in
response rates resulting,from'changéé in~quéstions_asked,
' from inQuiries‘régarding live encouhtérs to ones regarding
mugshot éncountérs,

‘The present study sought,to separafe thésé.two equally
importaﬁt——at least in”the preséntvcpntextf—memofial
opéfationé, i.e., recognition of faces previouély seen and
recall of thejcircumstéhces‘of<their'encbunfer. Additionally,
it Sought_tévfest;the generalizability ofvprevious:studies
by qsing live stimuius persons of béth sexesé"Repoghition:bf'
faces was peSted in much the same mannervasvin Brown eﬁ al.,

Experiment.S. ‘The subjects' task was.to_seléctjpersons they
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had prev1ously encountered from a 11neup The pfineiple
recall task was: one based on prev1ous (Brown et al.
Experlment 1; Standlng, Cone21o, & Haber 1970) methods of
»testlng and measurlng ‘recall of the. 01rcumstances of
encounter.'jThe subJects were’ asked to indicate 1n}wh10h»of
two circumsﬁances‘ﬁhey ﬁad encouﬁtered'the‘suspecte ﬂhey
‘recognized. Two additional recall tasks were alse_incor—
pofated inte_the”experiment. One, given prior to the
lineup, testea subjectei memory . for fhe numberland sexiof the
persons_they‘had‘enpouﬁtered at -the scene of the crime. The
ether asked the Specificeactivity_ef each ef_the two criminals.
Thus the presenﬁ experimenﬁ sought'to'investigate_not only |
recognition of faces but recall of their-encounter as a‘.
function of sex of subject.and sex.of stimulus pereon. \
.} .Method |
Subjects were-membefs Of»e large inﬁroduCtoryMpsychdlogy
class. Though 237 class members madevthe initial encounter,_
only the’responses from 155 (444malee‘and llllfemeleS) class
members were useble as 61 claseemembers'didvnot'return for
the lineup phase_ahd él of these who did had inoomplete'
protocols or Otherwise failed‘tefollow ihstruetions,.or
claimed to know one or more of‘the'griminals. 'One4hendfed—
fifty class members responded to the first questionnaire

(concerning the number and sex of the persons encountered)
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,of‘whlch four protoools were 1ncompléte and one wasﬂ
‘unscorable, leav1ng a total of 145 (107 female and 38 male)
-éubjects; Inltlally_the class members wWere unaware of thelr-
‘.partiéipatibn'in.afreseafch project HoweVer _priof to |
the collectlon of recognltlon and recall data, the class
members were 1nformed of -what had cccurred and were glven
the thion'to dec1ine further participatiopL ’

HlEight per1é égreed‘to act as ”criminals”:'fiVe graduate
students, (three women éhdvtwo men) , ﬁwo malé upper olaSs‘
undefgradﬁétésjand a former student (femalé)'preéentiy'
employed.outsideufhe university'sYstem. Ihéofaf}as poésible,
these'personé:wefe.sélected sovas'tb warrant their inclusion
in the same lineup, at least within each sex, and so as to
minimize the 11kelihood of'previous’contacﬁs with the class
‘members. Brown, Déffenbacher, and Sturgill (Experimen@s 2
»ahd,3) éuccessfully métvﬁhesevseleCtiQn‘critefia,.asiévidenced
by réasonably stable ihdicfment rates within a conditiOn,'
.even within alfairly widé réngelof variables suoh‘as, e.g.
hair color, skin ﬁigmentation,ﬁbﬁild,etc.

As the class'membePS'eﬁtered'the examination room. to
take their sécbndvmidtérm, they were givén'their-test matefials
by the criminals. The examination‘room‘had tWo entrance
corridors, and two orlmlnals (one man . and one woman) were

stationed in each.corrldorg one handed out test questlons ‘and
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tne ofher IBM answer sheeﬁs.*-Owing'tQ.the‘narrdeess of
the entrance'corridofsv(l;iﬂm), tne criminals wene'enceuntered
in succession. Thus,.sex of criminal and type of'test 
material,(ﬁest questions or'answer'sheeﬁs) firetnenccnnterea
by each Subject_were ccunterbalanced acrose entrance
cofridors} Class membefs entering‘a given corridor could
-not see the criminals in the other corrldor Attempting to
get roughly half the. class members encounterlng each set of
cr;mlnals, the'course_lnstructer had_glven lnstructlons to_e
the class members to enfer and exit a given:conridor,nbased‘
'on their_eurnames. The;IBMganswer'sheets wePfe unobtrusively
coded so*that it could be determined which pair of criminals-
actually and been ‘encountered by each class memcer

A second crlmlnal witness encounter occurred after the
class members had completed their examination;and were 1eaving‘
the room. During the”examinaﬁion, a second set of‘criminals
(again,'one man and one woman) unobtrusive}y‘replaced the
firet pair inveach'corridor. The exact location of the
_seocnd pair of criminels withinmeach cefridor was slightly
different ffom'that of fhe firgt pair of‘criminals.” Also,
the‘Second.pair Was7boeiticned benind_a table whereas the
first'pairfwas‘not. These changes pfoduced Siight perceptual
‘differenceshin the two encounters:, such'as backdrop, angle of

regard and the table. =Th_e‘cl'ass members/witnesses left their
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“céded the IBM answer sheets with‘respéct to the corridor
at which theyiwere‘ldcated. ‘Thus it waslpbs$ib1e_to
.determihe for‘eachisubject~the set of grimiﬁals encountered
_5oth on”theiway‘into and'qut-df'thé examination room.

| One week 1a£er‘at’the next scheduled,meeting‘of_the
whole c1ass, the class members were‘asked=to respénd‘té
_two'questipnnaires. The first, givéh prior to the lineup,
lasked thelblasé members to indicate how‘many people £hey
had encoﬁntered onAtheir;Way into‘thg clésSrOom‘the preceding
Qeek, handing:out‘ﬁeSt‘materials, ahd how_ﬁany bepple'they
encounﬁe:ed on the way éuﬁ, colledting_ﬁést materials. In
addition'to:asking the élass members.to recall the number
‘of.cfiminéls in each éncounter, they wefé a1So asked to
indicate the sex of each criminal, whéfher»it_%as the same
_pgoplé across both encOuntérs?“and,_if nof}‘to'indicaﬁe-ﬁhe
nature of the'changé.

'A”secondfquestionnairegwas distributed to the class
‘mgmbers after the first one was coilectéd, then a Iineup was
stagéd. Thé’lineup consisted‘of‘all eight persons acting‘as
criminals;‘,HoWever,-for'any-ohe»qlass'member oﬁly‘four were
actually criminals;'fhe-§thefyfour were distractoré.‘ Thus
a person in the 1ineupiwas responded to both as a criminal
~and an innoceht: Each suspect was his/her'own coﬁtrol. The

arrangement of the suspects within the lineup was_baianced
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onﬂsei'ofvsuspéét, encouﬁter‘(in or out)‘and‘copridor
(east or‘west)r -Eaéh'suspect in‘the-linéup wore a large
‘identification 1etter:CA—H) aroﬁnd‘his/her.neckvénd different
;clothingwfrom.that*worh at the soehe'of the crime. 'The‘
-_éécbﬁd_Questionnaifc‘gskcd morenqpecifig questions about-
the peoplé the class memberé encbuntered. _The class mémbers
were told that they had encquhteréd‘four‘peOpie the
preCeding,week;:tWQ'handing‘but'tesﬁ:matefials and twé
collectihg.them,'and_thét theSegféur-peoﬁle ﬁere present in
thé line@p; ‘Their taék; should'they ghgoselto acceﬁf it,
wasvto'Seléct from_these-eight people the quf,ﬁhey_had
encountered préviously and the»fouf they had'ﬁoﬁ s¢en.
Tben'from the four seleéted as having been Séeﬁ; they were to
determine which pair ﬁanded’them their test materials as B
they entered thé_room and which pair collected the
tests as they were leaving. Finally, from the two selected
" as the. ones encountéred on ‘the way into‘the,foom, which one-
wés handing out'test gquestions and which one the IBM answer
sheets. On the Way out, thére Waé-no'distinétion made as .to
Wwhich criminal collected test questioﬁé'aﬁd,which,collected
IBM answer sheets.: Regardless of question asked in this
se@ond questiohnaire fpr,each‘responsé thelplass méﬁbérs-
'wefé asked to indicate theif'confid¢HCe in that response'by_
marking.one Qf the_follbwing threefchoiCesﬁ I'am-quite sure;

I am moderately sure; I am not sure.
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Results

'Responses~to=the‘£irst gquestionnaire wereigrouped into
“three main»categoriés:(N = 145), Only‘QS'SMbjects_(IQ%);;
‘were completely accurate (category lf; An«addiﬁional 66
subjects (H6%) were correct as' to the number and sex of
‘persth'encountered but répOrted thaﬁ'they Were the same
_two_péople in each .encounter (éategory‘z);:,The:remainihg
‘51 subjects  (35%) iﬁcorrectly repofted the number, the
Sex, or bothA(catégory 3). ‘The-proportioﬂ qf subjects
responding'in eacﬁ_of these categories‘was‘independent of
sex of subjects (X°(2) = 0.107 ns).

'The 5;~subjects in category 3 were tabulated further
according to'the'nature‘of_their érrqr53'.Thirteen subjects
:reported the corfegt number Of‘persons‘for each’eﬁcounter,
but were inéorrect_as to sex. Of fhese, only one reported
that allnpersons encounfered-weré_of‘thé'same'sex. "This
was the only.subjéctVrespOHding (out of 1&5) whdﬁfailéd to
report that the éersons-encountefed were a mixed‘Sex group .
Among_tﬂe‘38 éubjects‘reporting the'wpoﬁg number of persons
encountered, 29 répofted‘tdo many , 2M.Q1aiming ﬁhat there
were fiVe_and‘the’chers that there had been six:. The
eight subjectszrepbrting‘too few persons claiméd that:three
had beeﬁ enéoUntered. AcroSs,categer'B) 33 subjects:

reported that there were more men than women, 15 that there
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were more wqmeh than men,'and only'3 that ﬁhe numbers of
.éach sexiwere.eQual.. | . |
‘Two measurés of_fecqgnitiqh aécuraoy,wére:bbtained 
.frqm'the queéﬁibnnéire given'in:conjuhction with ﬁhe
lineup; thé~préportion Qf'oorkecthindicﬁments khiﬁs) and -
-'the probortign of inoofféct_indictments-(fa1Se alarms§,
The hit‘raté, summed-aéross'all 155 subjebts,‘was 0.54,
while the_false indictment_rate wast;HH. These;indictment
rates correspond to-an overall 4' forlrecognitioﬁ Qf:O.30,
whiéh by Maraécgiiois (1970) one—signal‘signifigance_test,
‘(derived ffom Gourevitéh & Galanter, 1967) is éignificantly
(p < 0.0001) greater than a Q'_of'zéro (chanoe discrimination).
The rather small prqbability_of such a small d' belng
l,attributable to random Peépqndingkresﬂlfs from the large
nﬁmber bf subjects‘encountering four criminals. The -
proportion‘of'oofrect indictments were ﬁhen grouped:bj
encoﬁnter to déterﬁine Whether‘subjects recogniéed better
ﬁhe persons they ehcountefed‘when ehtering the room oOr when ;
exiting the room. Results showéd_that‘across all'sﬁbjects
the indictméﬁf'rate of the criminal péir handinguout test
‘materials (CQ55)'did not'differgsignificantly ffom‘that of
the criminal péir:oollecting‘test materials.(0,56), using
‘z-tests for correlated proportioné (z = 0.40, ns). Similarly,

when separated by sex Qf subject, there waé no‘significant
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(zs = d.63 and”0é66, for'males and females,_respgéﬂively,
Ei }'0.0S) téhdeﬁby-differentially;to indict:thg Criminals
of one encounter. - : |
Reépbnses»were pooled~within,sex ofisﬁspect as a
funoﬁion.of_seﬁ Qf subjeot'and‘g'g were*oalbuléted,_ As -
can be seen in Table 1, male subjects’ recognition (gf = 0.46)
of criminals Was.cdnsidefably'better than recognition~by
females (Q'I=TOP2Q). 'In_terms'of a‘COTPesﬁonding main effect

for sex of criminal,‘recoghition of female faces (d' = 0.38)

Insert Table 1 about here

'wés:better than recoghitibn of male'faces_(g"= 0.20). It
'céh“furthef be seen that thg direction Of‘bOthymain effects

- can be accounted for.by‘tﬁé male}subjecté‘ accuracy when
indicting female criminalﬁ (a' =.0.69). Male subjeotS'
recognition bf female criminals was significantly better
than~female subjééés'.recognitipn'of'male criminals, using
Gourevitch and Gélanter'é (1967Y’test for significance between
two d's (G = 2.25, p < 0}05)3 and was marginéllyféignificant
(0.05 <'b < Oﬁlo) bofh over recbgnition of males by males

(d' = 0.22) and recognition of females by females (d' = O;é8).
Tﬁough'female subjeéts recogniéed faces of their'own sex

_better, this difference was not Bignificant.
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Responses were pooled'across all subjects, ‘and hit
and false alarm rates and d's were calculated for each
‘suspect in the llneup " As can be seen from Table 2 there
was con51derable variation in the 1nd1ctments and d's of

the suspects regardless of sexaoﬂtsubgect. _The mearn of the

Insert Table 2 about here

rproportlon correct 1nd1ctments as.a function of suspects
(Sum) was 0.54 with a SD of 0.18 and a range of 0. M8 - The
variation among.the false 1nd1ctments was about the same:
The mean of the proportion.incorrect indictments as a
function of suspects (Sum) was 0.U46 with a SD of 0. lM

and a. range of 0.45. The mean of the d's by suspect was
0. 30 while the SD was 0. 47 and the range 1.55.

Three dependent E—tests were performed to determine“
whether subjects' confidence in theilr responses differed
when making correct or incorrectqresponses,'when‘responding
to maleS'or females and when responding to criminals or
innocents. IWhile.all‘three E;tests‘faileddto reach
"signiflcance'(ps‘> 0.20), the correlation of.confidence
within‘all'three_pairings was significant-(ps'< 0.007).
The correlation of confidence in responses betWeen the

sexes was 0.72, between criminals and innocents 0.68'and
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between correct and*incofrect responses 0.67. On the
other hand, there was.no;rélatidnshipxbetween acgufacy'
(bbrrect_iﬁdiétménts"plﬁs correct rejectiops) and mean
'confidénce.summed.acrdss_all suspecfs (r %'0.0M, ns).

To obtain a mcaéurc of ch511 acéuracy;vQﬁly reszponses
to qOrrectiy indicted‘criminals ﬁere‘COnsidered, following
Brown et ai, (in‘press)-and Standing, Conezio)'and Haber
(1970). In Qrder to use'deteCtioh theory énalysis,‘which
-Lgekhard and'Murdoqk (1970)-Considerlféasible‘in a cued
recall situation, the'cofrect;reooénitions‘wére converted
into hits and false alarms for.fécéll by téking a hit to-
be the correct association of criminal-with encounter, and
‘:a‘false alarm to be théfincorrect'aSSOCiation of ¢riminal
with eheounter; The hit fate,.pooled_across all subjects
and criminals,‘was 0.54 and the false indictment rate was
0.46, corresponding td aArec511 gf QT O.20“(Q‘< 0.0S)«
Further anaiysis showed this ability to recall the circum-
stances of encounterinot tO‘be‘dependent.upon the‘én@ounter.v
‘A.gftest'fér correlated proporfibns indicated no differéntial
tendenoy'for suspects in one enbountef‘to be recélled mdre
than suspects in the dther,‘whether handing out or collecting
test materials. Thus on the average, the‘differencé
between correctly and incorrectly associating criminal with‘
encounter was greater than'Wou1d be expéctéd if'subjects'were;

simply guessing.
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Recall responses ‘wWere pooled w1th1n sex of- suspect as
_a funct1oo,of sex ofrsubgect and.g’s were,calculated. (See
Table .3). Female sobjects remeﬁbered Whereuthey'encountereo'
vcriminals (ar = O 30) better than did male subgects (d' ='Oi05),
though thisvdifferenee'w ot . bL%HLflbdﬂt (G = l.20, P> 0.25),

On the other hand, encounters with male-crlmlnals (a¢' = 0.40)

Insert Table 3 about here

. were better feoalled'thanﬁehcounters Wifh female criminals
(a' = OQO5).A‘Thie.difference‘is marginally’sighificant

(G = 1.82, p < 0.07) by_Gourevitch and Galantef's (1967)
test. The d's compfieing the‘cells'of_Table 3 were calculated
by coosidering ohly the hits. and false'alarms'on'sﬁspects
with sex in common, i,e., hits on male eriminals were placed
against false alarmslon-male innocents and eimilarly fof
females. The accuracy of the female subjectsﬁ(g'v= 0.56)

at correctly assoclating the male‘criminals with their.
respective encounters accounts_for'the'direction»of‘both
mein effects. The femaies recalled where ﬁhey encountered
male'criminale signifioéﬁtlyaoetter thanothey:recailed_Where_
they encountered female crimihalsv(g = 1.99, p < 0.05) and
significantly better than males recalled where female
criminals were encountered«(g = 2.10, p ; Or05). A1l other

meaningful comparisons of recall d's were not significant.
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Finally;”recall.responses were pOOled across all'subjedts,
and the perorfion bf_corréct fécail was determiqed fdr
each suspect in thalineup.  Théuresuits of,this.analysis
can 'be found'inWTéble 4. Whileﬁthe varianceé of.each
distribﬁtion»differs, the.meanuproportion‘of.cérrectly.
'ind%éﬁed suspects;who:were also_assodiéted with'the right
encounter‘wés 0.52 regardless of whether spmming'within or

across sex of subject. The §Q;for the male_subjects‘was

Insert Table 4 about here

.O,lh-and'the_range O.M2; for the female subjects the SD
wast.i3 and the range.0.37; and summed_across sex of
subject the SD wés'O.lOLaﬁd;the range 0.29. As with
pecognition, ﬁhe_aCCuracy with which the circumstances of
encounter were récalled‘Was‘independent'of the subjects'
confidence in their responses (r = 0.09, ns).

| Subjects accuracy. at recalling fhe'activities‘of each
criminal handing out test materia1é, whether he/shé was
“the persbn distfibuting tesf queStiQns or anSWer'Sheets,
seemed to*be‘imprbved_if the criminals' Circumstance of
encountervhad_ﬁeén cofrectly recalled. When subject perfor-
mance was determined only fromscriminals who were corréctly

recognized as'haviﬁg_béen encountered, the probability was
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:O,3H that\the_briminals‘ activities at the'encouhter‘would
be correctly feealled On the other hand, when subject
performance was: determined from criminals Who already had
‘been correctly'recalled as having 1ndeed‘been:among those
distribufing test materials, the probability'was 0.67 that‘*
. the tesf material‘the Cfimimal distributed would be cerreofly
recalled;.fTheSe recall aceuracieS‘wereidepemdent'neither
upon the particular activity of the criminal, i.e., whether.
'the'eriminal.was a test question or an‘answer sheef
distributqr'(g_= I.O?, ns), nor. upon the'subjeet's expressed
donfidenoe in their responses (r = 0.08, ns). .

Discussion

Results of the present eXperiment support suggestions
from previous research that recognition of a previously
seen face 1s more accurate than recall of‘the.oircumstances
of encounter. As cempared'with recOgnition-aCCuraey rates
from experiments using pictures of faces, the‘correet
‘indictment rate g the present experiment is lowered in part
for procedaral reasons, namely, using a nondirected memory
deSign'asieppOSed‘fo‘ones which assure the Stimulus face 1is
at least seen,'tqéether with any effects of greater retention
interval. The recognition performance of these.subjects was
‘mueh like those subjects of Bower and Karlin's (197M) who

identified faces by their sex, obtaining accuracy-rates of'
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56% and 607 for dlrected and 1nc1denta1 tasks, respectlrely
Wlth only one out of 1H5 subjects. not: reportlng encounters
‘Wltb‘both sexes~‘sub3ects in the present experlment clearly
‘made a note of the criminal's sex. Though procedures dlffered
widely,,perhaps Bowervand Karlinfs subjectSl(whoﬁidentified A
faces according:tofthe-seX1of the face)‘andhthe subjects inh
-thisbexperiment processed faces'at‘a~simiiar'depth. This
depth enabled them to 1dent1fy prev1ously encountered faces
at greater than a chance rate but not with the accuracy of
subJectSQd;rected to.attend to the faces,

The recognition performance of the snhjects in the
‘present experiment‘also generally-support the recognition
results reported by Brown et al.p(Experiment,3)I' Simulating’
~theisame‘nondirected memory‘situation; both'stadies:obtained'
.overall recognition‘d's of 0;30. However, with all-the
variationszbetween-the'two étudies, it 1is dehatable how much
to make of such agreement.: Where Brown et al. uséd- four
suspects, all male, the present experiment'had eight suspects,
four of each;sex. In addition;‘there'were obvious differences
in suspect presentation; The Brown et:al,fsuepects'appeared.
once in eachzof fourfconditions (as a‘criminal‘whose mugshot
Was shown two days,later'tO‘some eubjectsvand three days
‘1ater‘to some”others; as a criminal w1thout a mugshot and
thus only sSeerq once prior turthe lineup; g5 an Lnnocent been

only 'in mugshot form either four days for some subjects or
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five days for others before the liheup; and.as an
1nnocent belng seen for the flrst tlme), while the present
experlmeht had only'two condltlons, crlmlnals and 1hnocents
Thus whether the effects of the dlfferent condltlons and |
Suspect‘presentatlohs_betweenvthe~twovexperlments simply
averaged oﬁt br whethef_recognitibn performénée of eubjedts
in nOndireeted'memory iS‘reliably'described by somethihg
like a d' of -0',’30: is difficult to d'e'termi'he.__ In both
‘cases it isefairlg-clear that suhjectsetypically gaih little
memoryvstrengthtfrpm;ehcountering_Strangers distributihg-or
coliecting7test4materials, and for thﬁ_there ig otherwise;
exdept perhaps for the persohs' SEX, little motivatiqn to
remembernthe persons' faCE,”_In both cases, therelwas’no
'relatienship betWeen accuracy and confidence of their
judgment .

Recognit&on perfermance.as a function of sex ef subject
was not in total agreement with preViQus exteriﬁents; Again,
thowever, there ‘is considerable_differenee in stimulus
materials. .The literature, With‘its‘pictures of faces,
generally'finds.reCOghitioh best‘whereuthe seX'of‘the'
subject ahdeof the face in the picture are the saMe; with
women.doing.thehbetter job aerbsefall.subjects.‘ Indeed,
Brown‘et al. (Exeprlmeht 3) support this patterh Somewhat

by flndlng thelr female subJects to have been the most
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accurate. But Browh‘et a1. only used male criminals.
Adding female ériminals‘td the deéign seems to have affeéted
‘male subjeqts‘ récognition performance td be different-than
reviews offthe literéture would lead one téiexpedt..fPérhaés
the-male?subjects paid more atteption‘to the female crimihaisy
than they did to the‘male.criminals and more than the female
subjects paid tb.cfiminalsiof,either‘séx.‘ Extra attention
may‘have worked thrgugh other proCessés, éuch as eye
fixations (Lthus,.l972), to facilitate;the'recognition
performancé‘of the male subjects. |

Finally, a caveat isvin.order”regardihg.thé“interpre—
-tation'of recognition résults, not solmuoh'perhaps in the
present experimént_as in many reported:in_the literature:
‘While’it<appears to be cuétpmary to generalize from,the
’éémple df stimulus pefsons-tovthe population from whiéh_they
wére selecfed;'this may not always be'appropriate.- Aithough
these‘problems\of generalizatién were tfeatéd extensively by
Brunswik (1956) and are discussed in sfaﬁdard texts off research
design (e.g. Plutchik, 1974), fhey seem often igndred or
'sweptyuﬁder the rug'in facial recognition Studieé. The
seleéfion_of stimuli in facialgrecoghition experiméntsvmay
be‘standardizéd’to studies‘randomlj Selecting pictures bf
faces from college year books and studies matchihg live
persons on demographic chafacteristiés.‘ Wnile. the latter

’type of studies usually contain persons representative of an
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1mportant crlmlnal class (whlte males in thelr twentles),

it may be hazardous to: generallze results obtalned from
studles us1ng plctures to 81tuatlons where live: persons are”
being remembered, Second there is the problem of the.
number of stimuli: Can results from experlments u51ng a.
small number of stlmulus faces or persons properly
generalize to the larger group° This is uot_only a problem‘
for Cross et al.-(197l) and most:other_experlments using
piotures of'faoes,wbut forthe‘present experimeht and Brown
et al} (EXperiment 3) as wellr_ Witﬁ the latter two Studles,
however, arises the problem_of feaSibility,of usihg_a large
'number‘of'live‘personSjas stimuli. It may be‘diffioult

to have‘a;large‘numberiof faces. ~Euen if it can be done,
it may not be»feasible to:get large numberslof persOns:to
'show’upuat'a particular plaoevat a specific_time. (The
question’of feasibility of number should‘not'apply tolstudies
using plctures of faoes.)' Then, of'course, in.addition to
the number of'suspeots, there are the other important
Hquestions in determining generaliZability, such as oOntrol'
for indiotability of‘the suspects,‘ile., theirrtendency_to
colleotvindiotmeuts‘whether guilty-or‘not (note, for |
instance, thefhigh inoiotabilityZof‘suspect>F), variation
,ih‘the_recognizability (the g's)‘of‘the inoividual suspects

and the representativeness of the sample. Within the
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present experiment, the éeneralizability cf the~fihdings
would seem to be a functlon of the number of suspects in a
‘given cell: The d's on all eight suspects probably would
‘be more-stable thau where recognition is of one sex versus;
the other. | o

The belanced presentatibn of_the suspects to the
subjects in both theppresent experiment‘aud;in'Brown et
alf'(Experimentu3)‘he1ps reduce scmeWhat_the‘problems of
'exterhalpfeliability and over geueralizationl In these
two studies,;eachtstimulus-person'was respondedtto both as
a crimiusi and as an innocent, each suspect_servihg_as
his/her own control. This procedure permits‘one‘tc partial
cut any bias toward reporting a particularpface,as having
been seen.péfcre. In ccntrsst, the procedure followed by
Cross et'al._(1971} and‘most other studiesuof.facial
recognition do not permituccmparisbn of hit and false alarm
rates on the same face. Uniess a'forced—choice procedure
‘is used,'it»is necessary to get a false alarm rate as well
qs'a hit‘:ate to,determine any:response bias as in any
Jstandard psychqﬂwsical:experiment. Houever,'fdr present
purposes, it is not aiwsys necessarf to get them on the
same face.. Réther;*as in Brown et al}‘(Experimeut'E),
they can be obtained using other faces matched on demographic
characteristiCS. _However;.since tbere is apt to be more

variation in resulting-recognition‘scores,-this does not lead .
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to as géod és'represéntatiye sampiing with,smali numbers
‘OT suspects as.With eéch‘suspeCt_being his/her pr,cohfrql}

' .Whilefthé recognition results were invgéneral agree=
ment with_preVious.research using'liye persons, the results
.regarding.récali‘of‘the circﬁmStances.of encounter can ohiy
be qompared:Wiﬁh studies using pigtures. Where recall ’
of'the Circumstancés Qf.encounter has been:as directly‘
-asSessédgﬂit was dbne regarding either«the:prévious orien-
tation of pictureé;of_SCenes (Standing, Conezio, & Haber,
.1970) or “in Which room a picture .of a child was”previously
Seen (Brown'et‘élf, Experiment 1). Although there are
fhese differencesfin procedure; the results from these
 studies and tng present experiment are in general agreement.
Standing et al. (1970) for example, found that after a 2h-
hour-retention interval,}fecalllforvthe.circumstancés of
‘encounter Waé,around 70%. Brown et al. (Experimentil)
“report that their subjects recalled the room of encounter
 of the:pictures correctly at a mean prop@rtion.of 0.58.
'Though somewhat lowef-than Stahdihg’s‘et al. subjebt_sL
perfofmance, Brown's et al. subjebts were recalling after
a'retention iﬁterVal of,fwo days. The present study‘found
recall Qf'the circumstances of encounter to be a mean
proportion'of_O.SMlafter-a retention interval of one week.

Indeed, results of the present study and of Brown et al.
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'suggest‘Witness,performanoé in a criminal identification
task seems to be determinéd 1argeiy by recognition perfof_
mance with,littlefrecall of theﬁcircumstandés of encountér5
The present experiment also ‘obtained 1nformatlon | |
3regard1ng subjects' recall of .the sex and number of the
persons they previously encountered. Though subject
performancé at»regalling their‘enoounﬁersaWith crimiﬁéls
" was low, they were. very accurate in recalling thé number
of persbns éncounteréd and, exoebt‘for-one.sﬁbject,
efrarless in'recalling having encountered a mixed sex
group . The tendenoy to report seelng more men’ than women
may be explalned by the fact that all of the teachlng
a551stants for th15~partlcular psyohology,course are malg,‘
and it is likely to be teaching assisténts dealing with
'ﬁéét materia;s,‘ Thus,'male would be‘a'reasonable best guess.
While reéalling thé.number ahd sex of the persons encountered
turned out to be an easy recall task oorrecﬁ'performance
appears not to be facllltatlve to the other recall tasks
'tested, espeoially when recalling whether it was the same
‘two people at each encounter, apparently a Very difficult_
;recall task On the other hand Where subjeots did recal;
the -right 01rcumstance of enoounter for those crlmlnals
they oorrectly indicted, the‘chances were about_two—ln;

three the criminal's activities would be recalled also.
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Thus, recall of the ciréﬁmstances of encounter may
.facilitate or at least'be.correlated with;rééallhof the
criminal'siaétivitieS‘at-the tiﬁe of encounter.

While the results of the'present‘experimgnt confifmedv.
'suspicions‘of‘é'performance.difference betwéen regognition”
'and_fecail in memory fof.faces,_the_results do not allow
determinafién.of‘thé_magditude.of this difference. The
reasbn'for this resides in'the'ménnerlrecall.of‘thb'circum—»
stances'of_éncounter-is typically assesséd; i?ef; on only
correct'recognition (cf., Brewn‘et;al.,‘Experiment 13
Standing'et.ai{,'1970); In order to get a ratio measure -
of thé’difference between recognition and recall, a
commOn“baseliﬂe is requiﬁed”agaiﬁst which both recognition
and recall may be compared. While analysis with signal
detection theory'pfovidéd a bias free index of the ﬁelative
strengths of récbgnitidniand.fecall,-it is believed that
‘the ndise,distribution'(i;e.,”the baseline) could not be
the‘same:fdr recall as it was'for recognition. Basing the
analjsis of‘recall_of the.circumsténCes Qf éncognter’on
iny,correct~fééognitions'may ignore enough of ceffain kiﬁds
of informatibn fb Qhéngé‘the_noisevdisfributions between
the two, makinglcomparisOns indendedlto‘estimate the‘ratib
of thé'diffeféﬁoeAimpoSsible. With respect to. their

séparate noise distributions, the'two‘g's (i.e., 0.30 and
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0.20, for recognltlon and recall performance, respecthely)
show both recognltlon of prev1ously seen ffaces and recall
of the- 01rcumstanees of their encounter to be qulte weak
‘1n nondlreoted memory. Thus,_SHbJect‘performanceﬂln thesei
taeke is being‘tested at the'loWerllimits ot ﬁemory.

| VWhile'comparison ofbthe reeognition.and recall d's
- simply says that‘the’average Strength of_giscriminability‘
ref.erimina1S'from innocents is'to‘some degree sthnger.
than the average strength of the assoc1atlon of correctly
-1ndlcted crlmlnals with the rlght 01rcumstances of encoun—
ter, some lndication of‘performance_dlfferences may beﬂseen
when,eomparing'indictment rates-in_both recognition and .
recall. A criminallstoed_avlittle less then athe—in—two_
probebility of escaping indictment and an innocent stood
ebout the same probability. or being indicted. While
subjects only recognized about half‘the cfiminals'they
encountered, they feealled Where they encountered.ohiy
about half the criminals theygreoogeized, Since both the
correct and incorrect indictmeﬁt'rates in both recognition
and tecal;eere ebdut_the_same, similarllooking’gTs would
, be‘expeeted§"Nete, then that:reca11 information is lost
on'about‘half'tﬁe criminals the subjects encountered and,

hence, lost in’the calculation of the reeall;g's as well.
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Measuring recéll7of:the cirpqmstances“of‘ehcouhter
'oh'only'the'éorreot reqogﬁitions, however,'is nop
'unreasonabie wheré-réal—iiré sifuatians‘areAconcéfned.,
Z-Withjresbect to forensic inguiries, it mayfithQd bé-the‘l
most suitabie methodléf estiﬁating:recall performance:
.Courtrooms'are:notofiouély defendent.centeréd; never
asking witnesses about persons they thought they didn't
see. i |

F;nélly, regarding. the interpretation of the results
of recéll,of the'circumétances.of encounter as a function
of sex.of subjebt:' They were symmetrically'opbosite those
on recbgnition‘of previéﬁsly'seen faces as a function of;
sex. Tt might be‘conclﬁded that male Subjecﬁéf:superior
recqgnition of fémaie criminals resulted from a greaterv
depth‘of'proceSSing (Bower & Karliﬁ, 1974) of female
criminals by.male‘subjeéts. It is-debatable.wheﬁher the
depth.of.procéssing-hypothesis helps to explain recall
.perfofmanCe as a function .of sex of subject. As in |
,fécognitibn,‘ifkmaj be that recall of the circumstances of
encbgnter‘is more%apt'tp-be accurate iﬁicases'ianlving.
vdeeper'proceésing.i Resuits of the present expéfimént do
not rule out_thatapossibility, even’though the pooresﬁ
recall pefformanCe came from men recailihg where they

encountered female‘ériminals, Besides the depth at which
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criticalfidentifying featureé are pPOCessed, memory.
performahce,may be‘determined to sdme extent:by the total
'émounﬁ Qf'informationvprocessed'at the‘original éncountef
thét'is present at testing.\‘Female‘supjects‘may have
focused:ﬁheirnattention to include aspeots'of1the‘envﬁrnn¥
ment , fashions and other attributes of the persons they
encounterea that weregmofe'apf to be either absent or |
Changed:at thé-liheup,‘as well as (faoiaij’features
‘predictiVe of later recognitiOh,x Insofar aé things éhanged
about thé,oriminals frombencognter to 1ineup,‘ﬁhéy were
‘perhaps:gfeatest'for'the-femalevcriminalsﬂ A(The female
criminals, expressing cbncernvabout_how to dress on botﬁ
occasions, seemed fo‘?dbess—up" a bit more for the lineup
tﬁan for the original enéognter_ﬁith the subjects, and a
bit mdfé than the male QriminaIS'fof either encounter.
‘The maie criminals seemed to:dréss‘more nearly the same,
though not exactly, on both occasions.) For stimuli

where there was more chénge, there would be leSsvinfOr—
mation in which to_generafe‘an:accurate‘association of
:criminaIAWithjencOunter; Such beilng fhe“base, the finding
that‘women fegogniZed the female'criminals better, as the
literaturé sﬁggests‘they should, but recalled better the
encounterslwith mélesvdoesihot contradict a depth of

processing:hypothesis.
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Footnotes -

'lintroductionsth éignal detection tﬁegfy_méyfbe
_ found in Kimble aﬁd‘éaﬁmeZy (1968) or Galanter (1966).
Fdr»moré deﬁailéd:éccountssee'chapters_in Cafterette
‘and Friedman (1974) or aftiblésiin Swets:(196U)'and for
applications‘to memory éxperiments~see.Banks (1970) ana

1

Lockhart and Murdock (1970).
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Tdble 1

d' Scores for Recognition

Re Sex of Subject by Sex of Criminal

CriminaiV
‘Subjects Male | Female Sum
IMaie o2 L 6gX¥ .u@**
' Female ui8‘ .08k .20
Sum . 20% .38%% .30 RE %%

*p < 0.05
#¥p < 0.01

¥¥%%p < 0,0001
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Table 2
Prqportion Correqt;(Hits) and Incorrect (FAS)'Indictments

~and d's for Recognition

.Maie | | o FeMéieu
subjects  Bry Coy- Bog  Frg fog. DPrm Fry oy
Male | | | : |

Wits .55 .77 .18 .73 .55 .Ml .77 .77
FAs .50 .59' .32 .tus'"'.27 ,09‘ 64 U1
4 .13 .51 -.uy L7y .7ﬁ. 1;11* .38 9T
Female ‘_ | | | -
Hits .46 .62 .28 .72 44 .28 .61 .72
FAs .54 .49 .35 .51 .43 .29 . .72 .5
¢' -.20 .33 -.20 .56% .03 =-.02 =-.30 .48
Sum | | |
Hits .48 . .66 .25 .72 .48 .33 .65 .73
FA; .52 .52 .34 .50 .39 .2h '.69' - 49
ar  -.10 .36 5{26 .58% .23 .26 -.12  .GA

&Subscripts of the suspects identification letters (A-H)
indicate.each-suspect's'circumstance_of enéounter, whether
encountered on the way in or out Qf the r¢0m.(I or 0) and

whether‘at the east or west corridor (E.or‘W).

*p < 0.05
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Table 3
d' Scores for Recall
Ré‘Sex of Subject by Sex of Criminal
‘Criminal

Subject Male Female Sum
Male .15 -.05. .05
Fémale' HERER .10 .30%

Sum NIEL: .05 .20%

#p < 0.05
*%p < 0.01

*%*B < 0.001
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Table 4.
‘Proportion Correct Recalls
» Male “ , Female
Subjects B C E H A D F G

Male - .33 .53 .75 .62 .h2 .4k .41 .65
Female ' .64 . .64 U5 .57 U7 .27 .5 .63
Sum .56 .61 .53 .59 .45 .35 .44 .6k
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Appendix A: Instructions

I‘aﬁ here‘to ask you Lu parhiulhabe‘lu aniexperlment, ahd~
then to conduet it with:those of‘you whe-are willihg to
help meﬁout L am attempting o flnd out how well peoplez
‘do at rememberlng 1ncldental or chance encounters w1th
other peopler ‘To the best of my knowledge,there has not
beeh much Of‘anything published on_incidenteljmemory_forA
faces, buf there:has been qhite a'bit of work done wifh
directed_memory{lthaf‘is,'the subjects are'told they will
be asked to remember the materialfsometime later. If in
‘these directed memory‘sthdies thelmaterial to be learned
iS‘phetographS'Of’faces‘or‘eVen live faces, I-know from
-the literature and some‘work'that I have done myself that
people_de guite well at‘pieking.out the'faoesfor‘people
”they‘Were‘asked to remember. What'l don't know is, how
'good we humans ‘are at rememberlng faces or people that we
were not asked to remember 1in 81tuatlons ‘where we have no
partlcular motlvatlon to.pay attentlon to them S;tuatlone
like this oecur W1th some‘crlmes,‘llke gettlng ybur pocket
pioked, for'ekemple._fThefpickpocket‘may‘bump ihto~you_and
take your wallet but you are hot aware thatlthis has
occurred_until’semetime later, and thus havehno particular

motiv tion to notice the culprit at the time. To “take
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another example, yoﬁ may encounter severalipersoﬂs cdmm%tting
a crime but belcbmpletely unaware that a crime isaocdurring,
and pay very 1itf1e aﬁtentioh to them}u_SQmétime iater you‘
might be asked to*idenﬁify1theséﬂpersons; While I doubt

that people‘would do very Wéii at correctiy ideﬂtifying aﬁy
one of the cu1prits when 1ater‘asked.tb.do so--I don't.know,
_i may be wrong abéut that--I would‘suspeqt; however, thé
witriess could tell whoméVer‘was asking.hOw many cfiminals
there were and their sex; but I may be wrong about that, too.
I don't know. It is questions like these that I‘ﬁould‘like
those of you who are interested in this'problem‘to help me

answer.

Asuyou'may havé sUrmised from‘those'shééts of paper my
helpérs have been passing around to you, you had a chance
encounter with a'persons or persons last Monday; Now ,
today, for-thosé'of you who are Willing to help me with my
thesis, I would 1ike"you to answer some 'questions about the
person or pefsons who eifher‘haﬁded you. your test»materials
aé'you came 1in or collected them as you were.leaving. I
you choose nOt‘to partiCipaté, simply leave‘your res§0nsé_
ShéetS‘bIankwnvNow; for ﬁhbse who are willing to help me

out, let's go over the response sheet very carefully.....
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