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The atmoaphete in a,Depattment of Communication, particulatly one devoted

‘

. to the development and testing of communication theory, encoutages almost

* endless discussions of situations in which such development and testing can
be btought to kear. In dead academic seriousness or in informal interactions,
nembers of the Department Telentlessly pick things apart to see how they work.
It was in this atmoaphete that the original membets of the legal communi~
. cation tesearch team assembled a propbsal to evaluate 'The Effects of Videotaprd
¢Testimony on Information Processing and Decisibn-Making in Jury Trials.”
cutlosity about videotape in the legal system was born of several patents the
~opportunity the project afforded to test certain communication theories in a
’ real world context our obsérvations 1in other studies dealing at least peti-
pherally with the 1ega1 system, that communication within was often handicapped
by language and procedute, and the snowballiny use-of. videotape technology in
education, in government - in almost anything which had. the ptetequisite some~
\thing to tape and _someone to watch, 'Pteliminary investigation showed us that
although courtroom use of videotape détted the map, no thoroughgoing evaluation
yet been attempted to alldw legal'policy-makets to set standards for use.
Thusn wiien we embarked upon this ptoject, videotapg in the courtroom was ° h
variouaiy viewed as a ‘salvation, a gimmick a devious way to displace tourt
,repottetsi and an ominous portent of a legal electtonic citcus All of these.
points of ¥iew had court rules of ptocedute to match. Wading labotioualy
through opinions, accusations, and claims we arrived finally at the questions
we wanted to answer concerning this technology Did ita use or its nature e
wmodi?y the information it wes transmicting.in the eyes of those who must
absorb it; namely, jurors? If so, how? Hore specifically, might such factors
as verdict or retention of trial-related information be affected by the -use
of videotape? ' Ue proposed a series of studies designed to divulge the
anssers to such quesﬁxons. . ’ : —
In its broadest éense, this péogtap of research has sought to examine some
of the peseible behaviordl effects,of using.videptape technmology in courtto?m
trial gsituations. The proposed ‘research rogram originally sought agswers to
three general questions:. (1) What are the-effectsﬁof the stricken teetimgny
process an jurors' yerdiq{ifand jurors’ percept{ons of the credibility of the
contesting attorneys? (2) "How does the use \of videotaped depoaituona and
testimony affect the amount and type of information retained by witnesaee and

°

N
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o ) .
by jPrOts and jutors perceptiﬂ?s of witness" ctedibility?

-~ As a regult of 1initial discussions ‘WIth members of th/ ptoject 8 Advisory
Panel as well as other persons’ ftom the legal sector, a foutth question was
added to the program of teseatch What, if any, .are the differences” in juror
tesponse to live and videotaped ttials? In othet words, we also investigated
" whether the uedium of ptesentation itself influences such factors jyrors'
vetdicts, ’xeit percep;ions of the contes.ting attomeys, the amount infot:- )
mation they‘;etain concetning the case, and their motivation and interest in
participating in‘th ttial '

- We have conducted" the studies that seek answers to these fout questions

- over -the past two years. In this, oui final ptoject tepott we have gtouped

I~

- our studies: acco&ding to major findings which will be oldentified in thig section

antecédent ;o the® study desctiptions found in Section III. Section II of this
report desctibes our technological orientation aad the Videotape stimuli ftom
which the studies were dtawn fle.-refer interested parties to‘?rogtess Repotts I
.(iiiller & Siebért, 1974) and II (Millet & bert, 1975) for a chtonologiqal
orientation td our work. A . N B ] <
Findings for, the whole series of proj ct. stldies. fall into two mejor ‘areas.
For each of the major findings,«the studiesedescribed teptesent the manipula-
tion of vatiables that could likely affect those findings. For the purposes
of this report, these findings are defined as Information Retention findings

and Trial Participant Ctedib"‘lity findings. - , I

As in ptevious tepotts on this project, we have attempted to be as lucid
as the msterial allows in describing our studies and our results., While we
have included method!logical and statistical discussions where'pertinent, we
have, as before, elected to step outside social science argot whenever pos-
sitide in deference to organization and fhe diverse nature of our audience.
Statistical data, othet tebles, figures, and diagrams telated to the studies
desctibed in Section III, appear in the AppendiCes to this tepott . [

' Section IV of this. report is a discussion of our genetal.conclusions in '
telation to the majot findings areas we have deffned. Section»V details the
research toau's efforts at gtant information disseminationJ we have includsd
herein a short description of our subjects responses to.participating in

- research’ of :his.nature e ’ ' '
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' TECHNOLOGY . R
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Generally speaking, the grant tean hewed to. the basics in videotape
equipment and” did not succumb to the tantalizing array of intticate technology,

that now chatacteti:es the industry. We beiieved that i{f, in-fact, videotape

gained” general acceptance in the legal system, relatively simple systems would

be used tathet than highly eomplicated, expensive ones. In, a11 ca3es, then;

eXCept where special equipment modifications were necessary tor teseatch pur-
p03e95 ‘we used a Sony 1/2’ videotape system in either color ot blackoand-white,

X ﬂepending on the study being comtucted. . (See equipmentJinventory, AppgndinrA)

3

-~

TAPIRQ-STIHULI ’ :
© Qur series of project atudies drew from the six stimuli desctibed in this ~

section In all cases, our decisions on camera angles and cameta movement
were based on how we sttuck the balance between tealismrand edperimental
control. As mentioped before, all our taped stimuli were recotded by Sony 1/2"
videotape recorders ih either color or black-and-white, depending on' the studies

that would draw®rom them. 1!Modificatidns in this basic camera-recorder-monitor

system are noted for each-the stimuli for which theygete effected.

1
L’

\l

- 2 . -

Stimulus i‘

Reefeated Trial ‘- Flint»,Hichigan Novembet L1973

-~

1

»"

Denivative Studiess

FrS

-

' Live versus videotaped testimony

h)

.~ - .

Full screen versus split screen presentation
Effects of inadmissable evidence ‘
Replication of inadmissable evidente “study

N\

¢+

LK)

Y

This atimulua our first and certainly our most complex in terms’' of
production, was produced as one would produce a dramatic television ptogram .
We hired a dramatic director WhO auditioned, cast, and‘coached “the‘actors in
theit roles as attorneys and witnesses. The substance of the, stimulus was the
transctipt_of‘an actuals trial, edited and modified to suitWthe various‘purnoses
of the research. For a more detailed description of pre-production plamnning,
_4ee Miller and Sidbert (1974). — .

-\ Prior to sel&cting the equipment system to be used in taping tne trial,

we reviewed and studied the systems that were presently in use aad also those
i systema which had previously been proposed. Based on. this teview. we for- s
° mulated a set of objectives believed to be apbtoptiate to an:opetation

system as well as our experimental system. These ooaectiVes were as follows'




~ - .o . - p -
(1) The videotaped matetial should7be rich enoqgh-to hold the
attention of the viewets. R
(2) The videotaped material shoyld allow all televant patticipants to
. - be seen, heard, and identified, . ‘
(3) The videotaping should ‘be unobtrusive to minimize disruption of the
. court routine. , ) - .. .
(4) . The videotaping format should\be static to avoid’ the possibility of
editotializing. LY

-~

. (5) Th% ‘systenm should be based on-equipment equal in cqmplexity and cost

* to the equipment most likely to EF used in actual coyrtroom situations.

" Given that some of these objectives were competing, our goal in selecting an
equipment system was to optimize this set of objectives, )
We decided, on scientific grounds, that aur recording system !or this ttial
“ should not have the editotializing effects of camera tilts, pans or zooms. That
ﬂs for this particular atimulus, we decided -tha cameta movement would lend a
bias, that we could nydthet ptedict ‘nor conttol, 80 we bpted fot_fixed cameras
showing three- coutttoom perspectives. R )
Baaed on meetings with numerous tthnical consultants we determined that
{t was posdlible to tecotd and play bavk different courtroom pet&bectives with-
. out the problems associated with multiple'tecotdets. By ‘using one recorder
to tecotd a split-screen image of the ttial.ptoceedings, we could ptovide
diffetent viewing petspectives withodt the difficulties 9f recorder synchroni-
zation. The split-scteen technique 1nvolved pattitioning the television screen-
in such a way as to show three diffetent petspectives simultaneOusly, somewhat
like the techniques used to broadcast national sports events.
" As designed this system allowed the synchronous tecotding aﬂd playback A
of three petspectives on the same television screen., One perspective was
located 1n the lc- et half of the screen and shode the entire active area of
“the courtroom. The second petspective was located in the upper left quarter
of the screen and showed only a close-up of the witness that ‘was ptesently in
the witness box. The third perspedtive wag/focated in the ypper right quattet
pf the screen andAshaowed only the bench and the questioning’attoéney (see
Figure 1, Append A) It was felt that this system; \{n.addition to being
;echnically fead{ble, would hold the attention of the%}utots while allowing

them to see; hear, and identify all televant patticipants in the qputt;oom.

Since this system was to some degtee—expetimental we decide
more conventional alternative system 3hould Hﬂ dditionally deved
", allow for: (1) secondary backup tecotding, “and (2) the potential fot

EKC , R S . o
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subsequent study of the effects of the split screen technique For theee teasons,
we also used a system involving one cumeta,and one recorder showing the entite
ctitical area of the ‘courtroom on one full_telev&sion.scteen. ‘
As mentioned earlier in this section, we believed that all "equipment
_ selected shpuld be equal in comp;7xity and cost to the equ{pment most likely

~to be used 1In actual coutttoom s uations‘ For this reason all equipmeht

used was of f-the-shelf equipment taIer than professional models. . Videqtape/__
h

. recotdets were one-haif ineh monoc mat ¢ recotdets'Which conformed to the

KA \conventional EIAJ standatd All playback was done}on conventional television \\
. gets as opposed to more expensgive studlo monitots The cameral and the
supporting video and audio equipment were of the vatiety commonly tsed in”
* high schools and colleges for "educational purposes. : Y

The equipment was positloned aslunobtrusively as possible given the, con-
straints of the gourtroom. All camerds were placed on fixed, ugpanned tripods.
Two of the cameras were placed in the center of the courtroom along the rear
wallielevated on a~sma11 table. - The two temaining cameras were placed seven -
to 10 feet from. the side walls 1nmediate1‘ in front of the bar. The audio ).
equipment permanently installed in bhe courtroom was used with the addition
of 'two microphones placed at the lltigant s table. (See Figure 2, Appendix-A).

rAll videotape recorders, monitors, split—scteen devices, and audio miking
equipment was lqcated in the judge' 3 cbambers behind the coutttoom At no time
‘were technical personnel visible to the Jury .

All tecotding equipment was set up the night before the ttial and was used
that evening to tape a vetsion of the trial containing six additional items of
inadmigsible matetial The equipment was.set up to allow. fot the simultaneous

. *and sepatate tecotding of the ttial urilizing'both'the split screen and, full
' screen systems. (See Figure 3, Appendix 4). s

On the day of the vrial, "the jurors were <brought into the courtroom with
all equipment positioned and ummanned. After a brief explanation of why the

-
~

equipment was present, thé judge began the trial and the taping began. As

- mentioned earliér, all techrical pers onqcl and control eqilpment were 1ocated

, in the judge 8 chambets outside the view ¥ the jurors Only during breaks ‘
in the proceedings, when jutors were not present in the courtroom, were techni-
cal personnel \allowed in the courtroom o make any necessary adjustments in
the equipment. Four techniclans nur1ed the equipment and carried out continu-

«ous adjustments of both thé)wiceo aad audio components of the system .

”» L}
.




The. denusition,was approximately 35 minutes long ' -
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Stimulub IT. The atrong the’ Weak any. the Modal - East Lansingl,Michigsn July, 19”

» - - 'Y

-Derivative Studies‘ ) : . ) ..

~

, . Juror information retention 1
;T Replication of juror information retention 1

.
(without modal witness)

&

¢

The script material“pr thik stimulus was a deposition seIected in

consultation with several members, of our Advisory Panel. The deposition

- concerned the details of an industrial accident as recalled‘by the witness

A pregessional act6r portrayed the witness in his'.str g, Yeak and modal- +
demeanors; two actual attomeys playe{ counsel for élaintd.ff and defendant ~

In taping this stlmulus we modified our usual procedure by utilizing an

.actual ‘studio sgtup, provided by the MSU Dep?rtment of Telecommunication We

inqended to tape in color and did not er color cameras among our own equip—

ment, using Yhe studio allowed us to produce a high-quality colo; tape in a
setting lighted ‘and designed to that end OQur single color cdmera was\\ed
through the studio switcher (a small professional- quality special effects
genetator), which allowed us, to fade from black .into our stimulus and from the
stimulus to black at igs conclusion. We used our Sony 8600 1/2% color recorder
o tape . i .ot '

< The witness and two attorneys were placed on 2 riser atg table in the .

»

jstudio, thus composing our stimuius "gét'", They were lighted’ as,would be a
" routine television productlon utilizing key *and f111 light to maximize color
_resolution and minimize shadow and‘glare. The witness ‘sat behfhd the table

facing the camera; the attorneys at the sides, facing each other across the
table. Iheir voices were all picked up by separate 1avaliere miérophones. .
the gains of, which were monitoredtat the ~udio board to equalize volume and

- minimize eéxtraneous ‘noise. After an establishing shot to shew the participants

in spatial relation to éne another\ the camera , zoomegd slowly in td a medium
close shot of the witness, which' it held until nhear. the end of the depositiqn
At this point, the camera pulled back again to show the three peerns before

-
.

the' picture faded to black, . . ’ . < .

{
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Stimulus II1: Emotiondl and Unemotional Delivery of Testimony - East Lanéipg,
Michigat, August, 1974

Derivative Studies . - g

. - GaJvanic °kin response Study I
n Replication

“
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“ Having arrlved by Jhis t1me at sonte guidelines fod stimulus“_?ping, we

fwere able to plan and ;xecute this next production in a far shorter ‘time p‘riod
than that‘which hzd characterized our éarlier efforts. We were fortunate in -

a0y

having had high' quality technical assistance ior the‘far more ﬂifficuLt taping

of Stimulus I in FIint, in our subsequent taping efforts, we were able to
[N ! /

rely more and more on the Khowledge.of our own research team, thanks greatly
to that early professional as istance. Because the studies to be derived b -

- rrom Stimulus Ifl required the action_ to. take place in a courtroom setting,

L
.

. we moved bur equipment to the East Lan31ng District Court. - o :

r . A script was written specifically for ¢hiy experiment. It included the “

rross examination of both thﬁ father Qf the plangiff and the plaintiff herself

and dealt with a personaI inJury suit resulting £from an automobile accident.

f
Both witnesges were professional actors They Memorlzed their lines’ and us_d
the same words during both tapinos ' o ~ -, '

Lo o » . oy ’
r

< e The cross examination of the male witness was conducted by an attorney.

This attorney also’ review;d the/scr1pt to assure that the transéript conformed

Lo proper trial procedure. The female w1tf~ess was_ eramined by a .mémber of the Q
o

grant team Both ”attorneyu -wére #Ef cameraﬂ The tapeg»ébnsisted of c103efup "

shots of the vitfedses only. e . . S . -~ .
v Because we taped this stimukﬁs in color on location, we retained &he servicés
of professiona1~video technicfans to operate the color camera ang monitor our
taplng systen o maintain good ‘color resolution and place Supplemental lighting “
where nee . As in Stimulus 11, we used a single-color cadera feeding'bur ‘
- bony 8600- recorder; but without-interm&diate channeling through a special effects

c-enerator.t Conventional ltJaliére microphones were used Two versions of ,the

testimony were ‘tdped: an emotion versjon and a non-emotionsl vetsioh, to .
-fulfill ;he requi :ments of the study design Lk \ - ‘

-« + ". -«
'Stimulus IV: Recreated Trial Segmept - Flint, Michigan November 1974 .

+ Derivative StudieS'

IQ‘
vl R4
Ce

. Juror informarion retent!on It - .
A single-witness, '1 l/2 hour segment‘from an actual trial involving a wilj?
contest composed the substance of Stimulus IV, As with Stimulus I, .taping

took place ‘in an actual courtroom t-fore jurors who viewed the\trial segment
live as ft was being videotaped .3 two—camera color recording sygtem was imple-

mented for“this stimulus: one camera provided a medium close shot of, the witness

on the stand the other, a wide shot of litigants and qounsel, examining attorney,

.

witness, and judge, Color and shot copposition for each camen? wegeqihitially set.

. L, ox ‘ B ) N R 5
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- the cameras wére then left fixed and’uhmanned during the coprse of thé testi- .

. mony. The camera signals fed into our Sony 8600 1/2" video recorder viata -

camera salector thdt allowed us to switch betwee he two available shot

E 4

) [
depending on the action in court.~ A team of professional video technicia s
assembled and adjusted the record .ng system, monltoring éolot)resolution on ‘

.the tup cameras_periodically during the stimulus: taﬂ!ng They also set - sup-

i plemen

for‘wi

lighting and monitared the output of the stand microphones (one dach :
ness, judge, and questionlng attorney, twowpn litigants*’table) tHrough O

a simple wmicrophone mixe¢ waich suosequently fed into thtrrECOrder

fhe witness -

and plaintiﬁﬂ's attornequfre professional actors defense attorﬁ(y and plain—
tifﬁg research Leam voluntecrs, The Judge and hgfliff played themselves

=

- g +

. . - .
e / ‘ - . ‘, \ e

Stimulus V'

~

POlice Training Tape - Peorla Illlnois, October, 1974. .

‘ . . ‘
Derivative Study : S . - .
' 4 Witness 1nﬁprmatlon retention L . oo ot

.

.o In a seg designpd 6o’ recembie a typical living rooi, 'two professional ‘
¢ actors portrayed a marital squa\Ble resulting 1n .an amount of physical violence

-between ‘them. The argcment triggerino “the violence\lnvolved glich topkcs as

£inances children, and extra—marital act1v1ties, all of which would be t;eated

RN 1nYormation that subJects viewing the tape hgd,the opportunity to absorb b

'A
.

[ . 1

A simple. onk- fiXed-caméra taplng system was employed -for this stimulus. We ‘. ﬁ

were able to use oup, ovIl black—and—whlte equipment, :includipg a Sony 3210

camera and fripodﬂ’a Sory 3650 video recorder, and a black*and—white monitor.\
c'1.;rat,egically “plaéed 8tanding microphones picked up the dialogue which-was fed
through a microﬁhone mixer (permitting us to monitor vglume) and*then into the.f o

reccrder Because the actorg moved frequent .on the set, lavaliere micro—

phones were imprartic&l as they limit mobility" to the length of the cable and
would easily piok up the ext¥andous doise of rapid. movement. as well. This ' Tl

. * .

stimulus tape was’ apprbximately lO minutes long. ,

- . ~
. -

. - . ]
Stimulus VI: "Liars and\T“uthers” - East Lansing, Michigan, Wovnqber, l97h
Dexivative Study: ' . - . " -

- Detecting Deception ,* ) i ‘q ‘.

. \ -

~s
.

-

-

"'. The participants yho appeared in this stimulus were volunteer studentgk ’.: R
from the MSU School “of Crimiral Justice who had been instruc/gd by the resear-

o chers to either lie or tell the truth in response to’ questions about & sertes “

@

of slides that was flashed befbre them qqt\of video camera range. The questioner,
also off-camera, wodld aslk the‘ftudents about the slides (his questions audible
on the tape):

- voed

the students" verbal and nonVerbalAresponses to these.questions
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were videotaped and composed the substance of. this ‘stimulus, Again we- utilized

MSU Depsrtmeng of Telecommunication studio facilities to allow.gﬁ to tape in
color without the inconVenience of location work., Twaisgparate color recording
systems were used, one to provide a close shot of the subjecr s head only, ope
to ptovide a longer shot of the head aod body. ' The.aameras were fixed and
unmanned throughout the stimulus taping, except when technical adjustments

were made to optimize color resolution. Camera signals were fed through the

_same switcher used in Stimulus II, although the fade/difsolve option was notv

used ‘between subjects, ‘tape editing was completed later by members of ‘the

* resegrch team. Camera. signals in both recording systems were fed into Sony

8600 W2" color’ recorders As before when more thgn one microphone was used
in a studio setting, the microphone outputs (from/s anding microphone for'
subject and questionner fed through the audiobdard to the tape machines. A
Typical set lighting for colog te1evision was employed, as in Stimulus II. t
’ A professional video technician ,ran all recording equipment and adjugted
the ‘cloge-up camera for each subject He also codtrolled tha film,chain )

subject ob a television monitor. Both\famerssxwere about 25. feet -a

the subjeCt and sitting next to eath othetr, thus keeping the angle of

two shots relatively constant. . The close~up picture was achieved K
telephoto lens. ‘This Camera placement resulted in camera shot angles from
slightly to the lef)‘of where the officer was sitting Thus in looking at the
officer ;2 they/answered questions, subjects were looking slightl? to, the ‘
left of—she cameras. The television monitor on which the slides appeared

’ during the emotional segments was sieting on an eight-inch high platform

in front of the offiCer 8 desk and slightly to his right. The subject thus
had to look to the officer 8 left-rand sllghtly down to watch the slides.
The monitor was,14-13 feet Erom the subject. The officer cduld not see

the monitor from where he wﬁs sitting ‘and consequeutly from the subject s

~_point of vigw (and in reality) he did not know which slides were being

shown when. ,




-~ o e " " THE STUDIES ;
. , . L4 . . . -

As néted in the introduction to this report, results from the series of
ptudies we have conducted during this program of research relate either to
V Information Retention or Trial’ Participant Credibility. We maintain that,

e in turn, both areas of findings are intimately related to verdict and award.
e In some cases, studies describ;:\under one major £inding area would also
relate to the other.. Ve have grouped them under ‘thg major findings to which

Ehey most strongly relati' Please note," howevér, that our fiPst study -

(The Effects of .Lix Versus Videotaped Trial Presentation) is related { . .

‘closely to both ma findings f‘ ) A . . ' oo W
The stimuli- designated in each study description follow the numbering
. ‘gystem introduced in the Teehnolovy section of this report (Section II).
' Tables, charts and other statistical data related to those studies
- umrder lnformation Retéention can_be found‘in Appendix B; those for Trial

Participant: Credibility can, be. found in Aprendix C. ' 3

s . ) N
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\Ihe Effects of Live versus V1deotaped.Trial Presehtation (Stimulus l)

Although we had no single set of rigorously derived theoretical expecta—
<. . tions concern lwhat differemces, 1if any, to expect in jurog’responses to
‘ live and'vide ed trials, several lines* of thinking suggested that it
~. would be useful and interesting to examine this questign At a .very global
level the writings of people such as* Marshall lMcLuhan (1964) stress the

\\hegemony‘of the medium itself as the primary message in communication trans- - v
actions’ YcLukan argues that the medium has a pervasive influencé€ on the .
way Wweé process information and the perceptiong we develop of the external

world. To be sure, wmost of- h1s insighgs concern potential differences bpe- [

-

tween altefn tive media—-e g ., print versus- teievision—-rather than poesible
variations in edia-mediated as oppésed to directly experienced events. _S§till,
his ideas are provocative and do suggest ‘that the addition of any interveniug , ' o
medium to a comm.nication transaction night have some imHAct on the way infor-

At a 1€ss abstract level, the complexity of the stimulus field to which
) jurors are exposed 1is drastléally reduced by the.use of videotape. During ‘a

mation 18 processed and judgments are formed. ¢ o

“live ttial, the jurdr may be attending to the verbal and nonverbal behaviors

©of the witneas,athe facial expressions of ‘the judge or defendant, a conversation

. .
. ’. - r .
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" between one of the attorneys®and his clienti the murmured remarks of spectators,

the atttactive'legs~of the female juvot seatedbnext to him, or & host.of other
stimuli. Although we attempted to create a taping'aystem that would capture

. much of this detail and richiness, it seems appatént thét with the use of

tape some reduction in the stimulus field-of jurors is inevitable. - -

/

The major problem, however, lies in specifying the extent and direction of

' dlffetences if any,- that might occur in- juror responses to live and videotaped

trials. Suppose,zfot example, that we are cottect in assuming that the' complex-
ity of the jurors’ stimulus field is reduced when videotape is used. How might

such factors as the verdict, itself,- the amount of information the juror retains,

his perceptions of the .trial patticipants, and his interest and motivation in

serving as a juror be influenced by this reduction? It seemed ‘to us that plaus;
ible arguments could be made for either, or geveral, ’possible opposing outcomes.
Considet, for instance, the-question of lnformation retention. At first glance,

it'ﬁay appear ‘that restriction.of the stimulus field should facilitate juror-

: retention of information From-distraction vfewpoint, this assumptibn is

3
warranted. " The many competing stinmuli -present in a, live trial may divett jurors
from the testimony of witnesses, the questions of attornéys, or the: rulings

of the judge, thus reducing the amount of information retained. To the extéht

that this occyrs, elimination of these distracting stimuli by means of video-

tape should result if better tetention of inf;>hation by jutots ,

But consider the other side of the coin. E;om a motivational gtandpoint,
it is possible tha; the rich milieu 5f the live trial is better calculated to
hold jutots interest. Extensive viewing of 2 v1deotaped trial may become boring
and monotonous, causing jurogxs' attention to lag." *'ﬁkthis is so and 1if intetest .

. ‘ia neoessary for.retentiotr" of information, we wouid anticipate that the live

ttial would result in better retention of 1nformation on the-part of jutots.

-

Because of the numerous possible conrlicting ptedictions that we might
‘have generated, tnis study was qhestion-centered rather than hypothesgis~
cEnteted. Specifically, we investigated the follbwing major questigns.

1. Are there differences in atttibution of negligence between 1§~
Jurors exposed to a liveatrial and jutots exposed to a video~
_taped trial?
: s . .
v %2, Are there differences in the amount of award betwegn those
who viewed the live trial and those who viewed the videotaped
ttial? . - .

{
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3. ¢ Are there differences -in perceptions of attorney credibility - » , -

between- jurors exposed to a live trial and juters expésed to 2 .
. a videotaped trial? . e . ) -
b4y Are thete differencea.in retention of trial-related ipformation . ‘ LA
' betwéen ‘jurors exposed to a live trial and jurors exppsed to a -
. videotaped ttial?« -7 % ‘ .
5. Are there differences in mo¢ivation and inteteat between jurots
- ' hxposed to a live trial end jurota exposed to a videotaped trial?
1 e . .. . P ‘ N
Procedures . : ‘

ity . Circuit Coutt, Flint, -

N

. Live Condition. Fifty-two jurors from the Geneeeefc
uichigan, Rovelbex jury panel served as subjects for this phaae of the atudy on theit
finaI day of juty setvice.

the exception of those not repottinn for jury duty -on that particalar dayjand those vho -

These jurors conprised the entixe Jovember jury panel with

were serving on othér jury panels.

The trial was conducted in a manner as closely

conforming to normal trial procedure as was possible. -

The jJudge explained that the

abnormally large size of thel jury yaa‘to allow a group ot researchers fron Michigan

State University, who wefe interested in jury size, to analyze\the~reau1ts of the trial. ¢ ~
The jutore,yete admonished that they were the jurors in the case, and that the decision .
they would latet be cailed upon to make would be the binding decilion in the matter.‘
Because of the large jury*size,gthe Yudge' explained voir dire questioning would be\

L
'\

accomplished by-means of a written queationnaire. ..
After the questionnaite ‘had been completed by thehjdtgra and the attorneys hﬁd
exsmined them, four jutora were peremptorily dismissed. The judge then explained that .
the presence of videotape recotding cameras in the couttroou vas for the purpose of .
making a tecord of the trial for possible later apbeal or reyiew. :
The trial procteded, in 50 minutercegmenta, through the judge ] inatructiona to the .
Visual exhibits were distributed at the approptiate?timea. ‘Recesses were. taken
After the trial had ended, thq;jurore were taken to the
jury aeaembly room, Awhere an experimenter administered the "Jury size" queationnaire.
After completing the questionng;te, all jurors were completely debriefed. No

suspicion about the reality of the trial was uncbyered’ either orally duting the debtief-

jury.
~ after each 50 minute segment

ing session or on the queationnaites. Petsonal hiatory forns eompleted priot to jury

service were obtaimed for purpoaes of analysis of demographic'data.

- .
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' /
Jutors did not deliberate, since, for the purfoses -of this s*ly, we vere
mter_elted only in what jurors bring to the jury ro \tﬂh\,t\h-em Questions involvmg
delﬁetation are compelling and important, but they are beyond the scope of the present

[}

- Tesearch. Fu;themote.;since “the résearch occupied almost an entire jury day, deliber-
ation would have required recalling the jurors for anmother day of jury service, whici

‘would have fallen on a Monday. ,

’ -
- - J

- Videotaped Condition. Sub]ecté/te 65 jurors from Genesee  County who \Qiewed chs

videotaped trial on the laat day of their jury service one month latet. The same . |
regearch personnel were used; and as in the live ttial, the two attorneys were {rfes;p*
to conduct an ostensible. written vq,it dire and to dismiss four jurors. The singlc >
€ariation in procedute was that the ttial was viewed by ‘jurors on six television . *
, monitors placed in the spectator section of the courtroom, rather than being seen liv:.
The judge'sJpreliminary instructions to the jury addressed this diffetence, explnninv
the split-sc en sy‘}h and ‘adiionishing ‘the :Jutots that, although the trial would be
viewed on television, it was fully ‘as important as*lny trial they had sat on during
. ~their term of jury service. Visual exhibits were. disttibuted,at the appropriate times.
9 At the vconclusion ‘of closing atguments, the ju\dge enteted the courtroonm and read in-
structigns to the jury. ’ '

) As was the case with t:he live pte)sentafion of the trial juror,; ‘Were taken to the,
jury assembly room, where the 4perimentet administered ,t;he "jury siz;b*questionnaite
~After completing the questionnaire, a11 jurprs wete‘«eonpletely debtiefeef Again no ’
‘ -suspicion on the part of any jutot as the unreality of the trial wag either voiced or
noted on quegtionnaires, and again, jutots did not de‘libetat‘e. . \' ' - '. ‘

~ - ' . s . < 1\'«,;

Measut:l.ng Inatrumen;_ . The goals’ which ‘guided the construction of the neasuring

instruments for t%le present regearch centered on thtee key considetationa (1) a format
which would yield maximum information, (2) a minikally comislex set _of measures, and

3) a highly structured set of measures. ‘COnsideration ) cleanly is necessaty in"
‘Otdet to answer the questions posed bi the reseatch CofBiderations (2) and (3) deal’
with the attempt to obtain data that would be highly reliable, and therefore highly

generalizable to all jurors. ' . - . . i
The research questions posed ﬁ;s fat‘ concern five main variables, and conseauent]ﬁ‘(, ’
the development of the*questionnaire dealt with measures destgned to deal with each of
theée»queﬁtlons: (1)’ Was the defendant in fact negligent, and if 80, was the plaintiff
guilty of "‘contributory negligence? (2) If the verdict necessitated a monetary award to
4the plaiatiff, What ‘was the juto% Judgment as to the magnitude of such an award?
-~ : -
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(3911011 did, the jurors evaluate the credibility of the attorneys?’ (4) How much

" substantive information about the trial did’ the jurors tetain? and (5) HOy motivated

and interested were the jurors? .

The negligence \meaeure was deriye_d from the presiding j\iﬁge s inatructions to the
jurors.z The neaeute follows closely from the .substance of the judge's remarks. Was, ‘
in fec:tk the defe%dent Fr:nk Clark, guilty of negligence in the case under consider-
ation? Second, if so, was the plaintiff Marjorie Nugent also guilty of eontributory
negligence? The measure consists of a direct ‘question about the jurors’ evaluation of
each of theee questions. There are three possible responses (1) ‘Frank CIark was not
negli;t (2) Prank Clark was negligent but Marjorte Nugent was also negligent; and

(3) Prank Clark wvas n%igent, and ‘Marjorie Nugent was n{g }uilty of contributory I

*

negligence. (
jprore. 1f a juror found Frank Clark guilty of negligence, and Marjorie Nugent not .
%uilty ‘of any negligen(:e (3 above) 'then that juror was required to speeify the agount
of noney due Mrs. Nugeat. for pain and suffering, Gﬁen the eontingeneiee of this

N 9ntiqglar trial, the juror was allowed to award Mr. _HNugent a maximum of $3,136 and

Mre. Hugent a mxinum of 542 500.¢ Presented with these ins rm;:ions and linitatione,

v the juror reaponded by writing his or hetr judgment of & just award for both lir. Rugent

® .
and Mrs. Nugent, which couh} range frm $0.00 tg the maximum fi-gu:es cited above.
There was a mTure of credibility‘ for both ‘the plaintiffs’ attotney. Mr, Simmogs,

and the, defendant's"attorney, Mr. Albright Both measures consieted of a set of 13

¥ semantic differential Ascales. A semantic differential scale is forned by separeting a

set of bipoIar adjectivea by a line, whicir is divided into seven segnente. For -
example: . . ' . ‘ \ - , .,

' . . .

ot , bad : 1y : ot good

‘“l

\
’ 'rh.e jurors' task.w’s tp pla\ce, a check over thg, one line segment which best expres-

"ged his or her opinion of each attormey. = . L1

The retention measure ccnsisted of a 40 question examination, hade mp prinarily of

" multiple choice and true-false items, but ,also containing some “£111 in the blank"-

' type items. These questions wete selected from a larger set of items, originally
written t-q test retention. This. larger set \was édited by pretesting the ‘{tems on

undergreduete Comminhication 100- students at Michigan State University, who were teed s

' pbrtion of the trial and then administered the eppropriate items. The value of en

K}
iten vas judged on, the basis of the reliability of the iten i.e., its eoneistency of
medsurenment .’ Thia approach suggests two sub-griteria. (1) difficulty; %.e., what

I i f.
\
. .
o -

. i
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The avard meagure was Talso derived from the presiding judge s instructions to the *

]
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'p:oportion of persqns correctly answe

d the itedm: and, (2) discrimination; i.e., did
. the petsonp who gave correct answers fo particular questions do bettier’ on the test as
4 whole than those who gave incortect answers. The items of highest reliability were
, the chosen items were diatributed apptoximately

«

chosen fot the queationnaite Fina

equally over. the duration *of the, tri 1

. The meaﬂurement of juror interept and motivation alao consisted of a set of seman~

. tic differential scales. These scalfes were of the same structure as those used to \\
measure attorney ctedibility, however, they contained different~bipolar adjectives.

These adjectives were chosen for thg specific purpose o ‘tapging the motivation and

‘interest of the jurors.

o“ . \ - ) l‘ Lt
Results and Discussion . N

o For all statistical tests the |.05 &evel of significance was employ d. Analysis of

4

the data yielded the following resylts: . : ’ . ' ,

( ] ‘\' o ~ LY ;‘
A . 4 o S
Question 1: Vhen examining the pgsaible'effects of the medium of ptesentation on

jutor actributions of negligencepnthete were several ways -that the vetdict measure
. could have been analyzed We had khe choice of looking only at clpat negligent or. not
;‘negligent decisions, consideting contributoty negligence on .th patt of the plaintiff

" as a third category, or pooling < ttibutory negligence with ed¢isions of pegligent and/

ot'not-negligent: Although we belfieve that the best gtouping consists of a three step

a.quence kno&.negligent-both neg ent—negligent), we have grouped and analyzed the
‘data on' juror attributions of deg gence in all four possible ways, both in this study
and in lubgequent ‘studies desctibe in this report.

’ -Table I‘(Appendix B) summatiz

in the Live and Videotaped Prial c

s the frequency of each type of verdict for jurors
ditions. Analysis of these data revealed no evidence
that the mode of pteeentation influpnced jurors' attributions of negligence. Feor Q&l
four analyses, the obtained chi squdres are nonsignificant, although in some instancgs
the observedaialuea approach siggifi ance. We are still investigating possible e ecta
.of sample. diffgtences in snch variables as agy)and education oq the attributi n
negli%l'bgdgeasutes. We know such diffferences exist,xfor ingtakce, age and eﬁucation,
:both of which are cotrelated with the atttib;tion measure, are ewha® diffétent for
Jurors i' the two trial conditions. )
Question 2: -In analyzing the award data, we used ‘the ‘mean awards to both Mr. and

.~ Mrs. Nugent granted by all jurors in the\Live and Videotaped Trial conditions, incIBdins

those jurors who did not stipulate an award. For Mr. Nugent, the mean award was $932 in’
S ) ) :

5 : N
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- the Live Trial gondition and $1,307 in the Videotaped Trial condition,*while for Mrs. v
Nugent the mean award was $6, 760 in the fotmeracondition and $8 322 in the latter.’
Comparison of the mean awards granted to INr. Nugent by jurors in the/two conditions
yielded a t-of 1.23, vhile the t obtgined for the//ggpagison of Mrs..ﬂugent's award
was <l. Sinte neither of these values appfbaches significance, there are no grOunds -
for concluding that the type of presentation influenced the amount of award received Py
the plaint fs. ’ . — -

One precautionary note should be added to the interpretatiop of this finding.
Obviously, the dollar awards for both plaintiffs are ger in the’ Video-taped Trial -

"condition, At first glance, it may appear that theseﬁ%iffefences should be signific;nt,

but the range of a 5 given within each -oadition varies so much that it militates

aga;hst significant differences between conditions .This proved Yo be a persistent - /

problem wben dealing with the award data. To use common statistical tests, it is /J
desirsble that ‘the data cluster around: gome Eentral point of the distribution Thus,
if a’ mean award was $20, OOO, the majority of jurors should group into a tange of $18,000-
$22,000, a few others in the ranges $13, 000—318 000 ahd $22, 000-$25 000, and very few
into the categories ‘of less than $15,000 or more than $28 000. Unfortqnately, the

' design of the legal system does not take social science into account. .The award pro-

"cedure ‘engures -a VeEy different histribution of awards; many jurors award the plaintiff

nothing,’while many others give extremely high awards. Re}atively few gﬂatds fall in

the middle.’ In subsequent analyses, we hope to develop procedures for dealing tiore’ -
sensitively*ﬁith data that gre distributed in this fashion. oY T - b
) v / ) ' . \ ’ . *\*.
Lo ) . . . N ) -
L Question 3: Thére is no gvidence that the medium of presentation had a’eignific;nt

impact on jurors perceptions of attorney credibility The laintiffs' attorney,'Mx.’&
Simmons, received a mean credibility rating of 5.42 in the ‘@e Trial ‘condi_tion and a
gating of 5.27 ingthe Videotaped Trial condition, a difference that resulted in a non-
significant t of <1. In a similar vein, !r. Albright the defendant's attorney, re- ‘
cejved a meen credibility rating of” 5.61 in the E!ve condithn and a rating of 5. 53 in
th
maximally favorable rating on 'the scale used is 7.00, both attorneys were perceived as
highly credible’ ’ .

It is tempting to conclude ‘that these results should quiet the fears of any lawyers

who antlcipfte/a loss in their courtroom effectiveness due ' to the adoption of videotape.

Videotaped condition, a differencg :hat a’so Droduced a t value of <1. Since a

| , Such a c¢onclusion must be treated with caution As we indicated earlier in this report,

the courtroom skills of both attorneys probably ‘exceeded those of the typical trial

[
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Moreover, both are actors with considerable experience in the television and

§ -
3

£film meﬁia. Whether this same degree of relative effectiveness hnlds for'attorneys

without extensive media experience remains a question for further research o

N o »

- ' - ' . . . R

ggestion 4: Jurors' retention of trial—related information did not appear to be - |

ignificantly affected by the medium of presentation The mean retention scor®‘for
3

&urors in the Live Trial condltion was 31 1, while the 'score for jurors in‘the . -,
Etdeotaped Prial condition was 79.3. The resultant t of 1.37 for -the coémparison of
these mbkans was not significant o ', . . ”

Py

We regard these retention findings as preliminary and tentative As indicated L

earlier, there are differefices in educatioral level between urorc in the two conditions;

" and as might be expected eduqatlonal lefel 1is positively related to retention (r=.52).

We are now conductiqg m re ex*entive analyses that should make it posaible for us to

arrive at more precise statements about the relationship of the tedium of preﬂhntation
AN i ‘e

to retention of triai—related information . R
L 2 * ‘ -
! ) < - ) . P
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‘ gges;ion 5: Apparently, juror interest and motivation did not wary’ significantly v
as a function of watching a live or videotaped trial. The mean rating of interest and
motivdtion for jdrors ig the Live Trial condition was &. 51, while the mean for jurors
dn the Videotaped Tria‘ condition was 4. 24 A comparison 6f these means reaulted in a
non-significant L' of 1.12. Since the midpeint on the scale useq to measure juror in-
terest and motivétibn is 3.50, we may conclude ‘that both groups of jurors wete moder 3 ;
ately motivated-and interested. : % ‘ : L
The . £aet~€hat the two conditions do not differ significantly suggests that there 18
nothing inherently less interesting ‘or motivating about watching asvideoﬁaped trial,
rather than its live counterpart This conclusion is huttressed by interviews with
1ndividua1 jurors from both conditiaons. By and large, jurors in the Vidcotaped Trial
condition were as favor;hly disposed toward their ‘task as jurors in the Live condition,

and’ some instances, they wsre more enthugiastic.

Juror Information Retention I (Stimilus ID) ° ( )
> .ﬁ M - N
This study“investigated the effects of monochromatic and colored videotapEf!'iseﬂ-

tations and the strength of witness testimbny on the amount of - information retained by

jurors and their perceptions of the: credibilitr, authoritativeness, and character of the

* N

witness.
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Regarding the mode in which a deposition is pre3ented research has suggested that

" monochromatic and colo: ed fiodos of presentltloji may be conceived ag different types of

N

‘

stimuli Which may elicit different responses from viewers, i.e., each mode may be. more
conducive to transferring difrerent quantities and different types of information. For
example within an advertising context; viewers tend to retain more details ftoﬁ:a
colored presentationt but retain pr.nciples to a greater extent when material is
preSented monochro*&&ically (Kumata, 1969. Schaps & Guest, 1968). Sfmilarly, Katzo¥n
(1971) found that a color presentation results in the retention,of peripheral informa-
tion to a greater extent than central information whereas monOchromatic pYESentation-"4-~“

:

results in the retention of more certral information than d0es color pre5entatZ1 c
pon -the

Additionally, certain virness charicteristics may have different, effgcts

)

amount. of , juror information retentlon ané ‘the. perceived credibility, authoritativeness, .

_and character of the witnees. x,Ioreover, these effects may vary with res’pect‘ to the mode
u

of presehtation,' they may irnteract with the presentational mode. For example, if the
witness is a "stron<7 witness'--1i.e., assertive attentive, and unhesitant--then the

jurors may be more apt to retain the wlt*fess' testimony and they may be more likel\to

- perceive the witness as credible, authoritative, and/or of high: chafacter., On the

' ,comes may result for one mode of prnsentation, l:ut not for the other. .

matic or a color mode of presentation.

"other Hand, if the witness is a 'weak witness -~i,e., un&artain fumbling, inattentive-

e

then jurors may be less likely to retain the witness' ‘testtmony and to perceive the -~

witness as credible \autnorltatlve, and/or of high, character, In a&ition, thege out-

.
—
~
[ - " 1]
L] . . A}
- N
’ .t
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In order to inveszlgate ‘the relationship of mode of presentaoion and type of wit-f

ness, a study was desi®ned in which three witness types were shown in either a monochro-)

(\ \
e ) L = - -
The stimt}lus consisted ,of a videotaped recording of z; deposition which was Selected

-im consultation with legal advisors. The content matter of the deposition concerned an

industrial acéident. A professional aﬁtor played the role®f the yitness, amd two

actual attorngys took the attorney reles. The setting consisted o6f the “three men seated ,

at ¥ oma1l table. o S E . 5 ,
- The type of witness manipulation consisted of the samemactor playing thre*’fer-‘
and

ent roles. In the Strong Witness condition, the witness was assertive, attenti
unhesitant. In the Weak Witness condition, th}7w1tness éxhibited certair® ¢ues to sug- .

gest that he was uncertain, fumbling, inattentive, and hesitant. ‘&n the Modal conditionm,
the witness metely read the testimorfy, simulating the gituation in which a deposition is

read gn court by a third party. The testimony was identical in each ,condit'ion.

~ .

A



B . c { .

\ Subjects for this experimeuﬁzyere 198 volunteers from the Lansing—East Léhsing area,’
who were paid five dolli. for *heir participation. the setting fo6r the study consisted -
of a fairly large rooa with comfortable seating. Three monitors were placed in the
front of the room 80 that every SubJect could’ clearly see,the stimulus. An additional
audio speaker was placed in the frOnt to facilitate sound quality, Once the Subjects
— were seated a brief 1ntroduction was deliverpd Y ) ‘ ’ ) . '
. Aftex the<videotape was/concluded the Subjects were served refreshments, Sub—
sequently, they retu'peo tc Lheir seats and filled out the questionnaires., Following
the completion of the questionnaire SubJects wene debriefed o \

~“The questionnaire utilizea in this study contained a set of information retention
items, the cxedibility scaleg of Berlp. Lemerc and Mertz (1969-70), NcCroskey s (1968)
authofi;ativeness and character scaieﬂL ahd certain demographi‘.huestions. The infor-
mation tetention items-weve mul;iple -choice items with oneycorrect answer dnd'f;ur foils.,

-

Th¢3e foils were ordered with respect to degree of correctness, thus yielding Eive-

. .

point, quasi-i&terval scalls . ‘ : .

N ' N ¢ - \ 5 . {

s

Results - : o
4
Initially, the va!dity of she witness manipulation was pretested 26 iichigan -
State_ﬂQ;::rsity under¥ graduates were shown,12 minute exce®pts from the beginning of .

each of three Conditions‘qtihey were then instructeg,ép rank order the tapes,ac—

cording to how stronrg, assertide, and confident the witness appeﬁﬁed to be, with a rank
of one equalling the most strength, assertiveness, and confidende. The measures of
central tendency for these data‘are Rresented in Table I, Appendix B. The data
clearly support-the efficacy of the strong witness manipulation. The other two con-
ditions, however, cannot be so ‘learly differentiated depending upon the meaaure of
central tendency, theﬁord of witness strength igs variable. The problem may be’ “due
to the 1 ility of the subjects to rate ‘the modal witness on factors of strength,

T asaertivE§ZBs, and confidence, . . . ‘ ¥ 4 .

* Analyses of variance were performed.on the data “to assess the effects of the mani-
_;hlations on’the derendent variables. A significant main effect was fbund for the type o
leof witness manipulation on information re*ention, both-when information retention was :

. construei as’a continuous measure and as d dichotomous measure. In the former case,

’ incorrect responses were scaled as co their relative degree of correctness, in the
4 ¢

/" latter, they were scaled either tg;rect or 1ncorrect Neither the main effect for - ."
{ mode of presentation nox the interaction was significant for either measure of retention
‘? . - Tableé (Appendix B)" contains the means for the continuous information measure

for sub ects in the six conditions as well as the summary of the two factor analysis of

-
v
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variance Subsequent t tegts revealeo that. tde d1fference bé!%ean the Strong aﬁd Weak . r~
Witness conditioris was not sipnificant (t = <1;df = 64) Subjects in both ‘the Strong.

- "and Weak Witneﬁs conditions retained significantly more’ information than did subjects in
. the Modal conditions (t, Stroﬂg ys. tfodal = 2.57; t, Weak vs; Modal & 3. 31; df = 64
P < .0_50, two-tailed). o - l : -
- The same pattern of re5u1ts wag obtalned for the d¥chotomously scaled information
' measure (Table IV). Again, “the Strong and Weal Witness conditions did.ngt differ (t =-
< 1- df = 64), while betly the Strong and Ueak itness conditions retain::>bignificantly .
more ,Lnfomacion than the iodal condition (t, Strong ve—Modal = 2,91; i1 Wegle vs. ‘Hodal=
3.37, af = 64, p . .05, two-t giled). Thue, regardless of how information was gcaled

subjects in the ctrvng and Veak Uitness conditions retained significantly more informa-
.

Yy

~ tion. than subjects in the llodal condition, but the two former groups of subjects ‘did
‘not differ significantiy. from each ot ex.

Analysis of variance Jas aln uscd to assess the effects of the experimental mani-'
pulations on witness oredibillty The mean® credibility scores and a summary of the
anaiysisﬁof variance are found. in Table V. (Appepdix.B) A significant maihﬁeffect was,

- observed for the type of witness manipulation.’ Moréover, the Witness Type by lode of
* Presentation i;:eraction was also significant. Examination of the pattern of means
suggests that the significant interaction resulted from the fact that the strong and -
weak witness -were perceived as more credible when pzesented in cq or, "while the modal
witness was perceived -as more credible when presented on monochrdpatic vidéotape Sub-
‘sequent_t tests revealed that the main effect for Witness Type ulted from the fol-
~1qﬁing'orderingiof cfedibility ratings. The, trong witness wa rceiyed aslsignifi-
cantly more credible than either the modal (&F 4.18; df = 64) or the weak (t = 7.07;
‘.64), while the moddl witness was perceived as significantly more credible than tive
weak (t = 2.86, & = 64). Thys, the credibility ratings are consistept with the mapi-
pulation of'witness type. 9"
Analysis ®f vaxiance was also used to test, the effects of the experimental manipu&
*lations on percepbions of witness authoritativeness (Téble VI, Appéndfx 3) o signifi-
cant main effect for the type of witness; manipulation was. observed. As with credibility, ‘
the strong witness was percelved as m5¥; authoxitative than either the modal (t, Strong '
vs Modal'= 2. 82, df = 64 p < .05) or the weak (f, Streng vs Weak = 3.24; daf =.64; p <
05) Bowever authoritativeness r inos for the weak and modal witné?s d¢id not differ
° significantly (t = <1). There were some dirferences across modes of presentation but
none were sufficient to produce a significant interaction effect ) _
Finally, an analysis of variance to test the-effects of the experimental manipula- -
tions on charter scores and the analysis of variance summary for charter are found in

Table VII (Appendix B) '
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Juror Information thentio- T' ‘A Rep?? 1 .ion (Stimulus II)

The study concerninotstrennth of witness and aedium of presentation was
- A - . ’ .

» '

replicated. . LT

= ‘ .

Procedufés ) ¢ - : ' e
There vcrn-four procedural. dif forences betveen txe orizinal stody and this
. replication° - ' !
« First, the “modalr oitness condition oas omitted. This decision‘was nade
for two reasohs first, we considered the condition to be unrealistic, in that
theré is no circumstance toda}7 where a deposition i%*read ihto the.record on
» ‘videotape,’ second, we found in the orlginal study that the subjects Were unable
- to _respond ponsistently‘to the presentation. Many did not grasp the notion of
having a deposition read into the record by someone other than the actual witnessi
) most were probab1y~uqsure 'of whether the credibility elales were to be’ employed
“ to rate the actual witne;;\or_phe resder. Thus, we thought it best to. delete
that condition and concentrate more precisely on the," strohg aqd ‘weak' witness ,
v conditions. - c L ) d T - ’
Secoo?, the information retenﬁlon portion of the questionnaire was qégnif—
icantly improved The data from the original; study wefe treated as a pretes\, )
and used to eliminate retention items that were too.easy andVor failed to dis- - /

*criminale well. Thee. items. wvere replaced with more powerful items tappirg

the s information . p
. Third, in; analyzing the scales previoﬁsly grouped as_‘'credibility" we have

opted-to separate them into their three constituent dimensions: safety, quali-
~ ficatipn, and dynamism. “This change allows more sEecific analysis of obse;ved
differences. " ; . . ' .

Fourth And finally, the nature of the samples ‘was changed. Vhile the
original study used primarily college students, the replication was ctonducted
using adultsﬁrecruited from a church group, an historical'society, a_gemeologi-
cal.society,1and a senior citizens group. ' . )

Results ;d ) ; Q; . X
.Six deperident Yariables have béen analyzed: jurow ihformation retention,
witness aythoritativenese,, witness character, witness safety; witness qualifi<
cation, aZd witness dynamism. All six analyses took the Eorm of tWo:way analy~
'ses of varTence with the .05 level of significance used in each tase.
Table VIIL Appendix 3 indieates that there is sighificantly ;ore information

- - -~ .
retained from the mohocromatic nresentation than from the color. There is no

| S




:8igni£iéant£ difference for witness type, nor is there any significant inter-/‘- &

- a

? action of medium with witness type. ) [ . .
) ,Table IX {Appendix B) indicates that chete is no s:.gnifi;:ant diffetence in’

\a juror evalyations’ of witness authoritativeness between “coléry and monochromatic
presentations, although the F xatio fid approach significance (B.< 10). Thete a o,
is a signtficant difference between ‘weak and strong’ wmtness with the sttong

" witness being rated as mote authoritative than the weak witness " There is no

.
. e S .

significant intetaction. . : . . . .» 4 ’
Table X (Appendix B) indicates that there are no significant diffetences
i juro*s percontions ot”'mtnﬂs~ charatter, althount *tae interaction cf wit- '
ness type with tedium cf 1pt‘esenta...ion 10es aabrcachﬁ s:ati;ticai'signi‘ficance
. (ps. 10). - ‘ e, ' ) .
~
Table X1 (Appendi\ B 1udicates Lhat &&hmse, is no si"nificant 4iffetence in
jurots* evaluations of witness safety tetveen colof and monoc! x*omatic nresen-
’tatiok_howevet, the observec diffetence does approach significance (_g:l())
There iB8 a significant difference-in Jurots evaluations of the strong and weak
vitness' safety, with the strong witness rated as more safe. Additionnlly,
thefe is a significant interaction effect, represented primarily in the strong y

color condition. . . -

Table ‘XII (Append\ix B) reveals that there 1is no si?nﬁicant difference in

. jurors' tatinys of .witness. qualification ‘between color and monochromatic pre-

‘sentations. 'I;hete is; howeve_t, a si'gnificant difference in the q-ualigication

ratings with gegatd to type of witness. The strong witness is, of course, per-

" ceived as being the more qualified.’ :lo siwnificant intenaction was observed.

~ Table XIII (Appendix B) indicates that there is %ignificant difference

’in juror petceptions of witnese*dynamism between color and monochromatic ’medigr

The ﬂiéness is rated as hore dynamic im hte color condition. Additionally, -

the sttong witness is ratgd as mbwamic in the-color condiy Thete vas

no intetaction between type of witness and medium of pteqentati‘nn ”‘ ( ] wm
:%‘ , . | - A

~Juror Infom’ﬁon Retention K (Stimulus )

) This study sought to determine what, if any, differences in jutor reten-

_tion of j.n{omhtion and juror perceptions of credibility exist between live,

black_-anddwhite, and color trial ptesentations! Specif'ically the gtudy ad—

\ ~

dtesaed the following two questions® . \

?’ I‘l LR
- 1. " Are fhere diffe-rences in the pattern of information \retained ’ .
by Jutors viewing live, black-‘and—white, and color trstimony?

' : o« 2 - * i' * 4
,
.
R ' ’ £
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It is possible that even though, overall scores on information tetention
might bé ne‘rl‘z the same, hie pe tern of information tetention for jurors -~
' ‘viewing live, black-and—white, and golor modes of presentation may diﬁfer
due to the diffetences in tly; 1evela_:ehd”pattems of att’tion in-the 4
three groups. _ s NN ‘ L. o~
Research by liiller and Campbell (1‘“9) .sug gests’that if people are .
i,nterested in a 'presentatim they will remembet the last per.tion “of the
message to a greatet wmt than the first paﬁ: On the other hand, 1if
S presentatiqn is unintetesting, recall of the first part will“be better - - :
. than recall of later segmentsy ptesumably because 1istenets/:ime later . o
sections out. This mechanism m:i.ght be at wotk when we predent trial sego ‘
mentg to- jutots in ‘thé various mod,es > If the live mode of pregentation .
‘results in mote personal involvement for jurors than does the video&pe
. we would expect jurors viewing -d live trial to temembet earlier events to
a- greater extent. Si.m11ar1y, 1f color television is more Mfelike than
blael(-and—white, tetention pattérns sho§d differ between the two modes.
_'This p‘ossibility‘is supported by Kumata (1960) and Katzman (1971) who o
report digsimilar patterns of information ptocessing for black-and-white
"--and calor television.* Schaps and G,uest (1968) also found that subjects »
watching color }elevisi,dﬁ had bett‘ér recall of advertisements than those
yho_ viewed black—and—white commencials X '
Consequently, we might expect viewers of live trials to tetain in- 3
: formation given near the end c?ra—:;tial to a greater extent than color .
or black-and-white viewers. On the other hand,. black—and—white viewers
/should have a bettet recall of waterial given at the outset of t'he trial T

m'

than thei\&unterpatts in colot or live conditions,

'j\<
NS

» ' @ ' ~
‘ ‘-2. Are* there differences in perceptions of ctedibility of ) . e
_ attomeys and witnesses among 1urors viewing live, - « )
black—-and-swhite, gnd color testimony" . <t >
Other studies con’duzted under the rvrmt have dealt with this ques i/gn.
'
The present study offered an oppot":vxitv for teplication. Moreover, if\at~ ~

. tentien factors differ qpong live, black-agg-white, and color presentations,
- this diffetence might also be expect?d to exhibit itself in jutot percep-
. tions of key figuf in the trial. ’ " : . ’
: L @) . ' R - ’ . -
Procévres ’ ' . ot % L

\ Thirty-one jurors ftom the 65th Disttict Court in I’lint Michi , were T

' . ! « -

< . . ’ 23 ;1, / - .. - ‘/‘. »
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told. by thtiptesidlng judge that.ipey wese viewing an actual trial whete
the potties 1nvolvea had agteed’{o participate in a jury size study. They
, were also told that the parties.to the trial had agteed that the trial
could be halted ftam time to time so +that ques*ionnaires could be admin-
_ istered. . R _ ‘\@
The jurors viewed a live,teenactment was videotaped in the.couttroom,
the Jjurors having been tcld that vioeota ve vas being used to keep a record

.

* of the trial. i T - ..

After the reeractment the jurors were excuséd for lunch. When they re+
turned a questionnaire designed to measure retention of information frem the

+ second hour of the trial and totap t1e authcritativeness, character, and
overall ctedibility \for the witn:ss and both attorneys was administeted
" The second hout of the ttial cousisted of the testimony of one witness and

. waséghﬁsen fot the measurement to avoid confoundlnn effects of delivery
style and different credibility leveis that might result from testing Te~

: cali of the ggstimony of more than one witness. While the jurors vere fil-
ling out the questionnaire they harbored. the impression éhat the trial ‘
would resume when they were done. Vhen they finished the questionnaire -
they wete debriefed and dismissed )

x The videotape of the reenactment was shown in color and black-and-
white respectively to two other groups of thitty—one &8th District jutots.

. »The judge appeared in the coutttoom prior to the videotape showings and
instructed the jurors that they vere viewing a videotape of a trial where
both parties had agreed to accept the judgment of the jury who viewed the
videotape The jury 57.e cover story was also used. ‘The same questionnaite
given to the jury in the live condition was- administered under the same

., conditions. ' o

a

;,]'«‘ In consttucting the retention measure, the hout—long testimony was

divided into fout, 13-minuta.patts Equal numbers of questiong were asked
from each part., This was done so-that the pattetn of retention could be
ascertained for equal time periods: (1) by compatinp~tetention from cot—
) tesponding 13-minute segtions across 1ive,.b1a¢k—and-white, and coldr and
(2) by pegforming trend analyses o: retention in each mode to derive re-

'y
tention curves for the three modes. The thpee curves detived by thé second

- method can then be comzzted By dividing the data in this manner the *

following 3 by 4 data matrix was generated: /




- e Retenjivn for: . T .

. ) ‘ lst  2nd. - 3rd. . 4th. )

' i . 12 min. 13 min. ~ 13 min. 13 Mn. oo

. Live v , .

Mode . . . .
of s + Color ) . . . oA
Pre¢entation - ‘ -
t ’ Black-and- - - .

< White ‘ ~ ' '
Results and Discussion » S ' '

The .05 level of significanbe was chogen for all tests ) ¢

épestion 1: Media of presentation had am 1]lmost significant effect
over time on juror retention of trial-melated informafion. Table XIV
Lover la—miuute cime intervals.
In all, thre= modes of presentation re-ention was highest for the

(Appendix B) summzrleb tevention scoies

first 13 minutes and detiined thwoughout the presentation. The differ-
ence was found for media effects alone (F<i). . “ . R
For the effegt of media presentation over time, .lowever, a differ-
ence approaching significance (p = .055) was found. It appears,that de-
crement of attention over.timevis greéter for live than for cogor of -
black-and-white presentation Overall it appears that for longer perioda
of_viewing, videotape results in better retention of trial-related infor-
mation. ‘ ]
‘ This difference: perh;;; auppnrts the attention hypothesis discussed ‘
above.‘ Videotgpe presentationg 'may. hold juror attention bettér over long . ,‘)‘
periods than do live trials. éu;ther'explanation for the”inte;actibn
effect may be found in the replicafion of Juror Inform&tion Retention I
tep‘}’ed earlier in this section, where retention of information from -
black-and-white Jideotape was significantly gredter than retention of a
‘colox presentation. .- bluckand~qh;te 48 thé most effective’ mode of pre= ,— . -
seﬁtatiaﬁ,'we wauld expect retention scores to be skewed in favor of black= 2
.~ .and-white over time "Table XIV «(Appendix B) "shows’ thatfééné%aliy this is
the case., In a ceconiary d.la Culxfid, whiee blatk-and-white and color
respohses were, collapsed ipeo™ :iugle yideo" category, no significant in-
teraction effect was found betWeeﬂ mode ,of presentation (11ve or video) and *° ..
tine This lendsgcredence tc the nggestzbn that black-and-white holds
juror attention better, possibly be¥ause 1it. xequireﬁ more eﬁfort to view ’ -
and teaults in higher perceptual stimulation. The emotional arousal study

5

reported in this section also tends’ to suppoft xhis:réhsoniﬁg.

* - ('()." : - ’ e
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One alternative explanation;nay also be suggested To -the extent that video~
tape is a novel tool in the courtroom, viewers may pay’more attention t0'video-
tape‘presentations. Determining whefher or not thig is the case requlres further

. investigation.' ‘ -

Question 2: There dis no evidence ‘that nedium of presentation had-a signifi- ’
cant effectron jurors perceptions of credibility of trial participants. - Credi-
bility scqres are summarized in Table XV (Appendix B): ° Analyses of these data
show no signiflcant difference in attrlbations of authoritatiVeness or character
for the witne8s and for both attorneys For all six analyses F tests are non-

significant. This finding prqvldes additional support for earlier studies which

found nohdifferences in authoritativeness or ‘chatacter. attributions across mode of

’
— ? » ’

" presentation. . '

A second interesting finding emcrged from: the analysis of jurors character U
and authoritativeness evaluations. Authoritativeness and credibility scores
for the witness and Hr. Stein, attorney for the proponentsi'were highly cor-
related, whilé) the same .8COTgS for the witpess and g; White showed very low
‘correlations.’ These correlations are summarized in Table A (Appendix B).

The differences in correlations of author1tativeness scores approaches signifi-
cance. The differences in correlations of character scores are significant (p<.001).
" These results indicate that Juror Judgments of” the withess’ and Mr. Stein,
the attorney who called him, are closely reldted. On the other hand, Juror at-
tributions concerning the witness and lir. White, the cross—examininq.attorney,
vere unrelated Table XV (Appendix B) indicates that the actual scores of the
three trial participants were very close. For example, for the liVe condition
the witness tir, Stein, and Ar. Vhite receiVed character scores of 68.9, 69.9,
69. 6 respectively, which is a non-significant: difference. We can conclude,
then, that althoughlthe actualﬁscores of the three participants are-almost the
same, the pattern of credibility response was different«in the case‘of the wit-
ness and Mr. Stein from that of the response t¢ lir..White. ”

This difference suggests that jurors tend to evaluate a witness and the
attorney who called him as a 81ng1e unit! That is, whatevér attributions of '
character and authoritativeness jurors make for the witness are reflected in
thuir Judgments of the attorney who calls him and vice versa. These findings
must, however, be regarded with some caution. "The witnesslgortrayed in the
reenactment scrupulously avoided any actions which might lead to attribution of
extreme characteristics, such as ‘extreme wealth of very low social status or in-
telligence. It is ‘wot at all certain that/maJor differences in the attorney and

witness would be reflected in -juror evaluations.s

Q
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!f!octo of Physiological krousal on Informatign Retention (Stimulus I111)

’

g ) The use of videotape in legal proceedings‘is increasing As members of

* the- legal communicty consider procedaral changes which would liberalize restric-
tions.on the use of videotape in courirooms and as more courts comsider acquir-
ing videotape qﬂpabilities,’an important question becomﬂs:. should the courts
invest in color equipment or are black-and-white tapes just as effective? Use.
of monochromatic instead of color equipment by the courts would be more econom-
ical. Black-and-white equipment is also much less complex than color, -and the
uge of color equipment requires better *trdined technicians and increases the
possibility of technical problems Still, jurors have always experienced the
live trial as a colol phenomenon, anc .f auy credence, can be givern to McLuhan\s
(1964) statemenr that ‘tno mzdium is the message,” the‘ef{fects of changing
trials from color to monochromatic avents shduld be carefullytexamined Invthe
. past, when development of new fila and tejevision technology’ offereo the public
a choice between monochronatic and caior vieving, manv viewers opted for the
color .experience, even at an incfeased cest. Researchers project that color® —7
,sets will be in over 90 percent of the homes in this country by the 1980s
(Katzman, 1971).- This preference for color media implies that seeing a cdlor
a8 opposed toa monochromatic presentation fosters a different experience, even
if the difference is simply, greater eniz;ment for the color -viewer.
‘ E&rly'research on the effects of color versus monoshromatic presentationﬂ
. has yieldeq:mixed.results. Previoua researcn on the usé¢ of instructiondl films ~
and instructional television (Vandermeer, 1954; Kanner & Rosgg;;ein 1960a, -
1960b) revealed no significant differences. between the amount of information
retained by students who viewed a color stimulus and those who viewed a black-
and-white stimulus. However, results from studies by Burke Harketing Research
. (1960) and Schaps and Guest (1968‘ found that color apparently increased the '

recall of information contained in the commercials. These studies used q;f-~ ':/})>§

< ferent types of questionnaires to gather data. The studies finding ne dif-
'ferences between information retention €ov color and blaﬂk-a1d-whi*e presen-
) tations used multiple choice questions which tested for retention of informs—
tion central to an understanding of the subjects that viewers were being taught.
The,studies‘finding significant differences between the amount of information

retained by the two groups of ewers had pérticipants write "as much as you
.can remember about each comme cial aanything you can remembef, no matter how

irrelevant it may seem, should be fully described’.




g Katzman (1971)'amd'Kstzm£m and kyenhuis (1971 attempted'to reconcile these
onflicting findings by distinguishing between retention of central and’ peri-

- pheral informstion. Using a television program as the stimulus, Katznan defined
‘ entral information as’ 'program content that is relevant to the. basic infor-
mation, message, plot or theie" (Sntzmany;197l p.7). Both s;udies found thst
. viewers of color presentations had better recall of peripheral information than
;:' viewers of black-and-white presentations~“/Katzman (1971) concludes that colo
. does not improve the legrning of visual material central to a presentation.
The evidence, however, dndicateH\that in entertainment media the presence of

olor |ay alter the balance of central’and peripheral material recalled 1f the
dpen-ended questions of Schaps and Guest (1968) encompass both peripheral and
central information while the garrower multiple choice items of Vandermeer (1954)
andJKanner and Rosenstein (1960a; 1960b) test mainly central information,
Katzman s Tresults may reconcile the differences in information retention re=y
ported in these studies. '

differently to monochromatic and color presentitions. These differences appear
, to be most pronounced with respect to,minor or peripheral dimensions of the
presentation. Just how these differences nay be manifest in a courtyoom sit-‘
uation remains an open question Not only may the two formats produce varia—

tions .in juror s retention of testimony, they may also influence jurprs’ emo-

' tional responses to testimony. , For example, a color presentation provides a \\
_——great richness of color eues, and in tumn, may lead jurors to respond differ-
ently to the warmness, sincerity, or emotionality of witnesses.

The emotional responses of jurors to testimony could be related to their

'informati n processing and verdicts in several ways. In a personal injury case
in whici( witness~described the pain and anguish experienced, jurors would -
probably feel sympathy for the victim. If they later found for the plaintiff,
this sympathy could result-in greater monetary award. - 1f an attorney- was part-
icularly vicious during cross examination,. a juror might become angry. This
anger could also affect: the verdict. v é..

« ¢ The easlest way to assgss the emotionaL responses of jurors to. testimony
would be simply to ask them what their responses were. However, demand char-
acteristics present in & courtroom situation probably mitigate against this
kind of self-repo;t measure providing a valid assessment gﬁ differences in

emotional responses. For example, in personal dnjury cases jurors are ex-

. In general then, previous research has suggested that Viewers respond M
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* plicitxrsald that cheir'uympathies foEsan accidentaﬁictim‘hhould not affect
their decisions ab0ut tngase They Would, therefore, probagbly tie reluctant
to truthfully report th hey had felt. sympathetic.« Jurars comé into the v

courtroom with many such perceptions abput how jurors are sugposed to behave

and respond. Self-report answers areCiifluented by these predispositions,
and since thq predispositions are relatively constant; regardless of whether
jurors are exposed to a color or monochromatic presentationngit 1s unlikely ’

. that any differences in the emotional reSponses of jurors coﬁld»be detected
by self-réport. An alternative method of assessing emotional response is N

. needed. ~ w . | . t

At least one theory of emotlon suggests that for individuals to experience
emotion two componentd nust be present (Schachter, 1964). The first is-physi-

:ological arousal. This arousal is identical regardless of wbether the specific
emotion experiemced is anger, fear, sympathy,'or whatever. that differentiates
theee emotional states phenonenologically is.a cognitive or labeling component.:
Individuale observe the characteristics of a situation and differeptially label

' their atgusal according to how they think they should be responding emotionally
based on these observable cues. According to this- conceptualization, phyais—
logical arousal provides an indicant of the magnitude.of an emotion an indi-
‘Vidua{ is experiencing o

- Schachter and Singer (1962) ccnducted an experiment designed to support
this conceptualization, Subjects*were injected with either the drug epineph~
‘rine, or a placebo Epinephrine is-a synthetie-adrenaline and causes symptoms
of'physiological arousal, such as sweaty palms and heart rate increasea Those -

- uho rgceived the placebo did not have similar symptoms. A third of_tEE‘iﬁbjects
who received epinephrine were truthfully told that thd drug wai causing the

) atouaal, a third were told that the drug resulted in symptoms unrelated to

told nothiqg The’ subjects who received the placebo

¥
were also told nothing about the drug's symptoms

arousal, and a third were

- The subjects were then put in a waiting room with another individual vhom
they were told was also a subject who had been injected with the same drug.
Thig other individuat'a&tually was' @ confederate working for the experimenters.
The confedetate had been instructed to engage in one of two sets of,behaviors
For half the subjects,’the confederate—behaved as if he were angry, whiif the
other half observed him engaging in euphoric behaviors. Immediately after the
" ‘confederate finished.his routine, the subj ect was asked to tndicaté his or her

own present emotions. ' . .*
;) ! ’
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Those subjects who had teceived both the epinephrine and information about
its effect generally indicated that’ they had not experienced much emotion of

1

| f~any kind, regardless of whether they obsarvéd the euphoric or angry confederate.

Tbey felt physfologipally aroused but they had a ready explanation for this
feeling. the drug. The response of those Suo]ectS\Yho were misinformed ox
not informed about epineshrine's affectq was quite different. Those who ob-
served the angry confederate indicated thcv had fel* angty They had ebserved -
" an 1ndividua1 whon they tﬁought vas having-an. expetience simiYar to their own,
behave angrily. "hey then'tandea to label their own arousal, for which they —
had no other ready exblanation as anger. Aralogously, those subJects in the
, uninformed or wisinfbrmed coﬁditions whe observed a euphotic confederate tended
'to report that they felt hépny Most iuportant for the present study, the
placebb subjects generally, indicated that thev had ecpetienced less emotion
than the drugged- sublgctagk ‘Even though: they had been given the same jnformation
and experiences as the cpinephrine-uninformed subjects, they didyno@‘jxgptience ’
emotional responses as intense as the subjects Qho had received the dfag.: This
study and other tesearch by Schachfer and his asseciates (Schachter & Wheeler,
1962, Singet, 1963)-ptovide good evidence for the two component theory of emo~
- tion, They demonsttate the importance of arousal in the experience of emotion
and suggest that arousal can be used as a direct measure of the magnitude of°.
- emotion. - . ye ] ’ jy///’7 . (-
The'' physiological arousal of jurors may be related/to their infermation
ptocessing and verdict in other- important ways. - Jurors who are aroused also
woyld tend to be alert. Johnaon (1959) found the physiological arousal of .
electronic equipment operators to be good measures of their alertness ard ¥
ovetall efficiency, Farmers. and Chambet (1925) and Stanley and Schlosberg
(1953) founiithat arousal decteased ovpt me as dheir subjrcts became fabigued
Self-tepott measures in whidh jurors aze asled how interested they were in’
testinony or how closely they attende&\\o tplal proceedings would suffer ftom ’
the same kind of’demand chatactegistlcs self-reports of enotional response.
Jurors would pqobablﬁfbe'¥eluctant to® report truthfully that they had not paid
attentiop to -some aspect g( a trial, since ipattentiveness is not appropriate
.behavior. A direct physio ogical measure would avoid this problem. .
A thitd way that arousal could ‘be related to information processing.is

——

with qgspect to information tetention "Behnke (1966) found that informatipn

that resulted in phvsiological arousal in subjects was better retained than




L] L ' - —

1 7 \ -” ._'
.$aformation which resg}ted in less arousal. One possiblelexplanation for this .
telatignship i3 that Highly intérestin: mdtetial iz more fﬁkely to be qg&ained

| than 1ess inter!sting materfal. Informacion which is of interest is also m ' :
likely to result in higher physiological atousal. '
The present study, then, dés designed to test for possible diffefences
’between color and monochromatic television formats on the pqysiological—arousal i
of viewers. One possibility is thac .the f@rmat may affect ;rousal level : (;;
re&gtdless of the interest value or emotionality oi the testimon& , However,
a more reasonable hypothesis is that ﬂnly in response to testimony which itself
results in telabively high arousal will d ‘fferences resulting from different '
formats be manifesc. In other wo.ds, juro.3 miht respund at the came level a s
tb'felatively dull testimony rega<diese ~. the format and respond differen-
., tially if the testimony were intzresting or emoticnal. To test for this poé- ;'
sibiiity, tﬁ;~ﬁ§§£¥éte stimuli wvere preparea. .ﬁach hag tae samg:witnesseé
presenting the same testimony, bit in cne condition the testimony was presented -
in a very straightforward, matter-cf-fact, ngn—emotignal way. In the ;eéond
condition, the testimony was presented in/a highly emotional manner. - 4 ' -
No directionaf‘hypotheses are offered for -Ehé relationship between the ! §
formag of the presentation gnd physiological .arousal of viewers.- intqiti@ély -
it might seem ‘that since color offers the potencial fot'gteatet richness and Qz":? =
variety of color cues, arousal would be higher during a color presentation. )
HGWevet, _the work of many portrait photogtapheta and film makers attests to -
" the potential by high impact of- black-and-white materials ®ompared with their
color counterparts. Since previoius research offers no clear-cut basis for

directional prediction, none were offered. . i ‘ /o
Hgthod | - ' » e

erview: Two color videotapes, each with two witnesses® giving testimony .
in a- ;etsonal injury case, were prepared. The wonds which the 'ctot-witnesees ,
used were identical in both conditions but~in one condition the testimony was
given in a very straigut:orwatd and ﬂOﬂ’GK::ionaL way. In the oLhet eongition,
the testimony was presenged emdtionaily.‘<0ne witness becamg'angry dnd ;pe other
became sad These tapes were shown individually to I*j‘Ss in a soundproof toom.‘

"The Ss were randomly assigned to one of four conditions. They sav the tapes in «
either color or b%pcl:%;j:white, and heatd either the emotioﬁel or non-emotional
vetsion‘gi tye testimony., Their physiological arousal was directly measured as ‘ 1
fhéy watched the.teatimony. They also filled out a questionﬁﬂite designed to ' ‘

. |
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méasure their degree of information retention, perceptiopns of witness credi-'

bility, and theit;assessnent nf the cmetio.g they were experiencing while’

L] PR

watching the, tape. ' ) R

‘jeasufement: The most commornyaeasurc of phyeiological arousal-in psycho-
physiological tesearch is the Galvanic Skin Response (GsRr). As individuals )
become aroused, small amounts of sweat are secreteé,in the skin which increases
Its electrical conductivit It is generally thought by psychophysiologists to
be the most sensitive and accurate measute.of arousgl In GSR meaSutement, two
emall electrodes arz attached to the lower golm of sthe § s hand and the responses
are;then electronicaliy amplified ant reCOrded on z polygreph. The specific
machine used in this study was & two Chaznne. Beckmaa typ% RS dynograph. The
paper speed was set at one millimeter per cecoid. JThe amplifying settings ‘are

adjusted to-f4 the respons~ levels cf individual Ss and can be adjusted at any
time -duoring meagurement 1f the response level chapges dramatically The setti
durjng this stpdy was usually 1.C w1crombo per centimeter, which is a standayd
GRS measuring unit. For §s who display low GSR, the machine was usually ad-
“justed to Q.05 nictbﬁho per centimetef. A very respQFsive S would-have the.
machine gdjusted at about 2.0 micromhos per centimeter. The opetator wrot
_the adjustment on the record next to the respgnse and the data coder then topk -
difﬁftences in the machine sensitivity settinés into accouht in tgansferrin .
the raw records into numbets

. The questionnaire the Ss filled out immediately after seeing the sti
tape measured five categories of vatlablesf* Semantic differential type scales
were used to measure the credibility of theé two 'witnesses. ®nformation teten-
tion was measured with 20 multiple choice and fill)in the blank type qu tions i}
Semantic differentials wete also usedy foy the Ss to teport hgw (th we
feeling" emotionally at part cular p ints in the testimony. Ss also yere asked
to indicate the amount of award they would give the plaintiff-if ’ﬁé won the .
case. - Several 'kinds of demographic information were also collected on this\\\\\
questionnaire. K j — )

e Sub]ects: Participants were 11A male and female Michizan tesidentsJWith

a mean age of 25.1. They were drawn from two separate populations. Twenty-six

~

-

Ss were zembers of the Holt, Michigan, Lions Club. % flve'dollat_gonation was
made to the Club for each patticipant Eighty—eight Ss were students entolled
at Michigan State University who were given class credit, for their participation

-
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So,p/people fail to show a GSR ag a measurable level. Such persons cannot

reapond?differently to manipulated stimuli and in this case would not, provide

a good test of the differeiices between color and monochromatic formats Twenty «, o

8s fell into this category and they came about €qually from the fourfexperi-

nental conditions. GSR data from these>Ss were distarded® The digcarded data

F,were selected by a psychophysiologist consultans who~had no knovledge ‘of the ,;

experinental condition from which the data came,. Nineteen Ss were discarded

‘because of procedural errors during ,the experiment such as electrodes.oming

Iose. GSR data were thus obtained from 75 8s. Data from alt. 114 8s. weretg

.. used t:nSTamine their 'perceptions of credibility, degree of information reten—

' W,

-

tion, nd award.

7 Stimulus: .A script was written specifically ‘for this experiment . It”in-
cluded the cross examination of  th father of the p\hdntiff in a personal injury.
Buit resulting from an automobile accident. The defendant's attorney waé\euite )
_.ohatp in his examination, thus permitting an angry response from the witnéss to
appear natural? The next witness was the plaintiff, who utiderwent direct exam~
ination during which she described thgjreture and seriousness ofsinjuries she
heq sustained in the accident. Both wftn

memorized their lines and used the same words during both tapingn The tapes

esses were professlonal actors. They

~Consisted of close-up shots of the witnesses only. The enotiouﬁl version of

| _the testimony was about 17 minutss long, while the uiemotional vers‘on was about
-16 minutes long. This lehgth discrepancy between the two versions of the tape
necessitated analyzing them separate instead of includtng all four conditions

* in a'two by two dnalysis of variance with repeated measures.

Procedures i ’. .

 Each S signed up for a specific half-hour tine period. S8 were told'be-
forehand only that they would be participating in reoearch using a GSR machine
and that the researchers were examining the way people responded to trial
. :ostinony. ¢

_Upon arrival Ss were met by the experimenter who explained they wbuld be
"!gtching a short videotape of actual testimony which occurred in a civil trial
in Detroit t’g past year At this point the Ss were given the opportunity to

i ui;..dgawfrom participation and still receive the promised compensation. They
wére also told that they could terminate their participation at anypoint durdng

the procedure. None exércised this option at any point
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The Same experimenter greeted and brieng each S. ‘The GSR measuée is
so sensitive that variaﬁlgs such .as different experimenters ptovidiﬁg in-"
structions to'ais have be:ﬁ shown to préduce,significant differences in Ss'
response’ (Fisher & Katses, 1974), ' '

The electrodes were attached to the Ss by the expetimentet The. Ss then-

sat alone for 10 minutes to become used to the electrodes and allow their ve-
sponse levels to étabilize: They were then taken into a soundproof room
which contained a color television, a chair, and the electrode plugs. . The
,GSR machine, videotape recorder, and other materials were in a room next
to r soundptoof room. The televisioﬁ set was about;_ six feet away from
each S. The Ss were told to make themselves as comfortable as possible
but to avoid any sudden movements that might tear off the electrodes
They were also told not to adJust the sound or pictute on thg set. The
" dast thing each-§_dés told befote,the_éxpetimentet left the soundproof
toom'was to pay careful attention to the tape.
The\experimenter then went into the room with the equipment and the
GSR operator. The opetator had already flipped a ‘card on.which the exper-
imental condition the S was to be in was indicated. The condition was
wEandbmly aésigned to the cards. The GSR machine operator would then run
the tapertw the appropriate position so that ;heig éguld see either the
aﬁbtiqpalj;¥ non-emotional versidn of the testimony. He also\took care Eo
lay the tape in the approptiate color or, blackrand-white format. The ﬂ
~ 1 ep&timenter was thus blind to the condition the S was in until he entered
the room with the equ1pment This procedure eliminate& the pogsibility of
- the expetimentet somehow differentially tteating the Ss baged on their ex-
perimental condition. The experimenter thgn looked at the card which had
been flipped, checked to see tﬁét the GSk-machiﬁzﬂopetatot had prepared
the right versign of the tape to play,. gnd gavé the operatpr the OK to
start the GSR machine. - After the S's responses had become;stablé, which
usually required several minutes, the tape was started.‘ I
The GSR machine operator made a note on the GSR teéotding of the sub-
ject number and condition, above which he made a note of the subject num-
ber onlyk 'He also menitored the machine continuously while the tape was
" running and made any necessary sensitivity adjustments.
After the tape was’ finished,\the experimenter went back into the oo
sound-proof roo;, removed the electrodes from the §'s hand, anq took the S

to a third room fotcomplepe the questionnaire, which topk between 15 and 20




minutes to finish. .

After the ﬂaestio"ngire had been comrlated the Ss were thanked for
their participation and #11 wed to leaved They were not debtiefed at this
point because of the pos?‘bllity that th6§ would reveal to othet Ss who .
bhad not parcicipated that -the tape was not an excerpt from a real trial
This uec-stpn was justif%ed because of the'minot deceptio& involved. Ss
were ‘later dedriefed—in ?he&t classes about all aspects of the study:

Any questions they| had were answered. : B
J Data\Coding: Codets were t;ained by the~ﬁsycho§h siologist consultant

The conditiou was emoved from.the GSR data sheet sa\E;Pt anly the subjéct .

number ‘renained. [Tlus code.s vere blind .d the condition, elimina“in any

POSaibL]l*y of bias on the1r part. ) L

The GSR data aheets for each version of the videotape, tne 16 minute
tional version and the 17 m*nute emotional vetsion,'wete btoken,
30 second tlme segments, yielding 32 segments for the non-emo-
tsion and 34 segments for the emotional vetsion For each time
segment three pieces of data were coded! the start level: the level of
atousal.of,the S at the start of the segment; (2), the peak: the highest
1e6e1 of arousal for the subject during that segment, and i3), the number”
of responses, the numbér of times thage wag’a sharp rise in the arousal . °
level of the 8 ddting that segment. Coders also recorded the highest |
and- lowest arousal level for each S acrtss the whhie videotape ‘
In order & assess the relatienship between self-report ‘of émotion and :

arousal level, six pieces of emotional testimony were indentified. Coders

T\‘*nﬂicatsd the’ location of these pieces of testimony on the ‘GSR sheet for
‘ each'S. “Arousal level for this bit of testimony was computed by taking,
tod dfference hetween the S's. arousal level 10 seconds prior to the tes-

L3

timohy add 10 seconds after the téstimony. These arousal -levéls were later - /7‘
compared o a S's self-report of hisilevel of egotion during the piece of :
teStimony. . ’ - ¢ ' '

(
All together these coding procedures yielded a 'minimum of 104 GSR
- q . -

measures for each S. - 7

- - PN
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Resultd and Discussion ‘
Manipulation chéck: - Two semantic differential scalesywere includéd .

with the ¢redibility scales ta assess tje success of the emo ionality man-

ipulazion. 'fhe relevant 's'cale for the male witness was angry'/calm; for the
N N

A
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female witness, happy/sad. Table XVIL &Appeaﬂix B) reports the means,
& p : ‘ .
t values, and probability- levels for these scales. An examination of this
table reveals that the evidence for a~successful manipulation of semotion-

ality is weak at best. bnly one of tﬂe four t tedts’ was signifi ant and

none the othet three approached 31gnificance ' Sinca the evidence for

-
the success of the manipulation of emot1onality is so weak, it ii perhaps

. " e

the other 3
as opposed to a distinctly different experimental situat101 TMe reader

best to conceptuélize one version of the tape as & teplication

should be aletted to the apparently ninor diffetences between the two -

vetsions - -

= |

Physiological Atousal Tahle YWIII (Appendix B) ptovides%the mean

' atousal levels fot each condition summing across all time frames. Both
"the mean' start level and mean peak level are displayed An examination of*
Table XVflI (Appendix "B) teveals a consistent pattern of highet arougal

fg‘ in the black-and—white cond1tions than !n color conditions 'Since Ss were

- randomly assigned to condit1ons we can )assume that within the l’.‘dts of

; probability, the’ mean initial atousal levels of the groups will be equal.

;z-» Unfortunately, this was not the case. The GSR measures stgrted before the
stimuli tapes, thus providing a pre-stimulus measure of arousal. Prior to
the start of the tapes,. Ss in bgth the emotional and non-emotional black-’
‘and>white conditions displayed highet arousal levels than did those in the
color conditions. -Table XIX, (Appendix B) displays the mean arousal levels
for each condition 30 seconds ptiot tofhe start of the stimulus tapes. - -
While none of these in1tial differences are statistically significant, '
it 1is nevettheless clear that at least some of the diffetences betwten

* the arousal of those who $aw the tapes in’ color and those ého saw them in
black;gnd-whi;e are due to these _initial differences

&o control for Shese initial diffe;ences,\an analysis -of cgvatiance )
with tepeated measures -was calculated using each S' s’atousal level thirty/‘
seconds _prior to the start of the-stimuli tapes as the cdvariate. Table XX,
(Appendix B) displays the results of this analyeis using bodthe frame
etart and peak atousal levels zs dependent vatéables For th noniemotional

k”\é ‘vetsion of the tape, when th7 peak arousal level. ixom within each time,

frame was used -as the dependent variable, those inbghe black—and;white con-

dition displayed significantly more arousal than’ did those who saw the tape
ih color. When the start levels were used as the dependent vatiable. this

. difference apptoachgd but failed to reach significance. For the emot fonal

°
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veﬁ:[on of the tape, the trend of‘,the data also indicates _that those Ss.
who saw the 'black—and—ivhite tape were moye aroused than those who saw it
,in color Hopever, these qifferences were nqQt significant for either
dependenn vaniable When the number of spscific responseg,/within each

timesframe was ised as the dependent variable, no \nsi%tsnt trends "

acrpss time frames wege found. - oo, .
Tbe rational‘ for including both a non- ional and emotional version
of the testimorly was that only under conditioms when the testimony itsekf -
¢ resulted ‘in relatively hi gh arousdl might @dditional arousal differences
respIting from fhe fOrmat become manifest. In 1light of this rationale it
it somewhat surprising that the effect oﬂ format was most pronounced .
in the non-eﬁatlonal condition. OUne possible explanation for this result ,
may be that fhe emotionality of the testimony in the emotional version
Moverwhelmed the field That is, the emotionality of the testimony may
‘ have be;n A more powerful variable in Affecting arousal levels, than the ‘
for:ust of presentation Any effect that format mayihave had in the emo-~
" tional conditiqp may have been masked by the presence of this more power-,
fu,lA Variable. In any event, the finding in the non-emotional condition
that.hlatk—and-white redulted in greater arousal than color is supported
by the fact that the trend of the data in the emotional condition was in

.
the same direction ) o . S Ve

. ’ . \‘\

Post’ hoc explanhtions A ‘mmber of post hoc exp}anations could'ac-

count for this findi,ng It could be that the color itself in the color
o format distracted Ss from paying attgntion tg the arousing content of the
testilnony. For example, theﬁichigan tat flag, whith 1§ bright blue,

was. vi'sible over the shoulder of \t

esses. It and pe;haps other per‘
. ipheraf objects Qay have been more re¢ ly visible in the coloﬁxzonditions,

and could have been more distracting than in- the: black‘and-white conditions.

No differences were found“on the information retention measures (see ) . a

below)\ beptween the colo'r and monochromatg.c formats.and this would' seem to

argue again’st the distract‘1on explanation. However, the information re-

A

tent”idn measures were probably less sensitive in detecting di-fferences
than the GSR. masure . o oot - T

’ . »

Another possible explanation 'ié that black—.and—white television is

l

* "
—s novelty for many people . The majori‘ty ‘of American televiston programming~
is in ccﬂor, and the majority “of homes in America have at least orle color+*

-
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A "televisio'n. ?o y fave been more 4roused in the black-—and—white condi-

Y a

tions simply because it was uniqie fot many of thed to be exposed to ma- . ot
. - terials on- televiéion in a monochtomatic format. )

' . Anothet possible explanation is ‘that ptesentations which contain ot ~f

less information require more involvement by the VieWet The viewers . .

may beosme more involved since they have to‘F'll in the nissing details
;' ‘ It has been argued that,tadio drama is potentially more inv%}ving than
. drsma on film television for -this Jeason. The black-and-white pre=- ~ ‘
Coe sentation obviously contains less 1nformation than the color presentation

and this q.pld account for the differences in arousal ..
. A final possibility is that it is uncomfo;table to watch black-and—

vhite television relatdive to color. Since black-and—wh,e is further

rehoved from réality, it may be more difficult to relax when watching the % -
. ess natural’ black-and-white formaf The ttends of arousal levels ovet ’
the entire 16 or 17 minute versions of the tape tend to support this ex-
planation Prior research’indicates that GSR readings show a dtop over '

time. If the'Ss in the present expetiment had been allowed to sit by
thamselves with no stimulation for 17 minutes, their response levels
would have slowly declined In the non-emotional color condition this o
° indeed happened responses fell a mean of .6609 micromhos in the 16 min- ) . . .
. utes between the»begdnning and end of ‘the tape. " Their natutal tendency to B -
reiax wds not fully offset by the stimulus tapes. In the colot emotional ’
,conditior@wers responses fell just slightly: 0867 micromhos Appar- R
‘ently, th otionality of the testimony negated much of their tendency to )
relax. In both thekilack~and-white conditions, however, the GSR's went up & L 4
over time 2490 in the non—emotional version and (5000 in the emotional. 1f " ~

‘~’ diffetences resulted ftom a novelty effect rather than a(ﬂiscomfort é&fect,

' the difference Qﬁtween black-and-white and color should ‘go down over time ' ’

as. the novelty wore off. Cleatly the opposite, happened
Procedural Explanations: Several riva hypotheses need to be ehnsiq

deted as possible explanafions for*¥he result that Ss who saw the tapes in y' e

-«
»

hlqpk-and-white non-emotional condition displayed more arousal than their
* :counterpaxfi who saw the tapef in colot ., During the sessibns in whiCh Ss .
were debriefed it was discovered that fome S's indicated that dt was the ‘:,*

- high quality of the tapes which‘led to their suspicion It is posqdble
a1 that those who questioned whether the ‘tape was teallwete less aroused

for this reason. If the\eylpt ptesentation provided an additional cue .

» R « W

- B L V%




.o‘

o A . . .

that the tape was not real, this. differential believability could be medi—
"ating the relations hip between *format or presentationﬂd arousal. The
'experimanter had been instructed to try to datermis hm!pthe extent to which

¥

each § believed that the testimony they had seenh occurred fh-an actual
trial. This was accomplished by asking : several open-ended questions after
the subject had filled out the questionnaire. The experimenter then as-
signed a nymber between one and five to each S which constituted his es-
\timate of the ektent to which the S believed that the tape if color had,
a mean rating of 3.183, while those who saw it in black—and-white had a

mean of 3.21. fnis difference was not siénificant. This measure does
provide some evidence that the differential believability of the color
and black-and-white stimul. tapes does not account for the differances

. ‘

h . . N
r N -

- A second altennatiye hypothesis is more trouhlésome._ In addition

in arousal level. ’ -

1; Ss in the black-and-white conditions

It may have been

to having greater initial arcusa
may have had a greater propensity to become aroused.
this propensity which had alreacy resulted in their initial higher arou-
sal being greater than thac displayed S8s in the color conditions. This
possibility mitigates against a strong statement that monochrematic pre—
gentations result in higher arousal than color presentations. The‘co;:\\
cLusion at this point must be tentative. . I

Other measur;g» Correlatio s were calculated between self- ~reports

-

. of emotions at particular point

in the testimony and ‘arousal l;wels at

thqse~same points. None of " these correlatioﬂb indicated a systematic

' relétionship supporting the earlier speculation abeut the invalidity of
self-reports of femotions in thi£ situation. N
’ There was a consistent~;;ttern of mildly, (about .1C to 320),-pos-.

tiod. These ,

However, the

itive correlations’between arousal and inj"mation re
correlasions were, for the most -part, not 'significant,
-consistency of the pattern sugpests that chance is not rerpdnsible for
. theae positive coryélations. This relationship was stronﬁest for those
_ who saw the present:E!Uh.in b]ackhand-white. o

) K\ The format of the ptpsentation did not affect viewer perceptions of

witness credibility. The same was true of monetary award and information.

retention. Particular care should be taken-in interpretlng this.Laat
finding. Information retention i§ extremely difficult %o measure. In .
" - A R - .7 o 7 14 ¢
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- thig situation. every S was explicitv to&é to pay. cloge attention to

-

e
P . . . 3
. .

’

the tape which was, at most, 17 mingtes -long. Oaly~a limited amount of

'1 information cduld be presented in this® time and it may be that the mea- , |

éhres of retention were too crude to pick up subtle differences. ‘This -
is one reason a physiological meagure was used in the sfudy. The format

of presentation might make a measurable difference in a‘longer presenta-

tion with detailed retention measures.

i All analyses were dgae - separately for the Lions Club and student /\\

samples ‘ The Lions C e was too small to allow firm conclusions.

.. However, in the emotiomal version of the testimony, the black-and—white

format was consistently found to result in"higher arousal levels than
the color format. Wo difference between the two formats were found for i

the non-emotional version of the testimony.. b
- . ' 1

i, s ' -4
Effects of Physiological Arousal on Informatrpn Retention Beplication (Stimulug IID

Experiment 1I was conducted for two reasons: tlf to directly,re-
plicate Experiment 1 and hopefully allow firmer qonclusions about the re-~
lationship between format and arousal and ° (2) to provide data- bearino *on T
the post hoc explanptions suggested for the results of Expertment‘& .
An effort was made to make- Experiment 1Iyas’ Similar to Experiment I ° |
ag possible. There were, fidwever, three major changes., First, 88 yere J A |
exposed to the emotional.version'of the testimony orilly. Second, a£§-4{ ," J - )
audio only condition was added. Thi;-was done.in an effort to provide : '
evidence relevant to the explanation for the results of Experiment I 5’
which suggested that Ss had to becopthmore involVed in the &&ack-and-
white condition to fill in the missing details. If Ss become-ore in- . '
.volved anhd consequently more aroused when less information isépresented
they should display even more arousal ‘when no visual information is pre-
sented than when the tape is viewed 1h either color or blackhand—white.
This modification creatqd a three group one—way anglysis of variﬁace de-
sign.;iFinally,;items were added to the questioqnaire which Ss filled

out after being exposed to the.stimulus tape whiﬁh attemp!ed to ‘meabure !
“\ .

— -

variables relevant to the other post hoc explanations e

1
B ) . P » . P
Method . _ § * . S

4

Subjects‘ Ss were 78 male and female students enrolled in ‘introduc-

tory communication courses at Michigan State Univeisity They received
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class credit for particrpationw Eighteen Ss were dropped from the analy-

.8is because of‘procedural errors of because they did not provide a GSR

o
, \ N

b, “..o

Meagsurement: ™ Physlologlcal arousal was agaln measured as the GSR

of measurable level.

.of Ss.. The uritten questionnaire thgt S Ss filled out after viewing the

tape was similar to that used. in Experiment I. ‘The self-report measures' . .

" of emotlonal resporsts and comprehension measures were dropped from this

questionnaire To provide Zata bearing, on the ‘novelty explanation,‘gs
indicated on a seven-boint scal. whether 'hey uSually watched color or . "

: black- and-whitc television, and also how many hours of television they
watched in an average week. If the novelty of a black-gnd-whfte format
were resulting in greater arousal in‘thése conditions, thos Ss who tyﬁiL
cally watched colgé television should“hisplaf greater arousal in the.

- black-and-white conditioms than Ss who usually watch black-and-white
television (and vice vergaj Further, if this. effect were strong enough
to agcount for the results of Experiment I, S's in gederal should indi- .
cate that they watch ‘more olor television than black-and-white tele- ‘

. visiorf. This questionnaire also had a seven-point scale item dgsigned

to meaghre'Ss relative enjoyment,of the presentation, across formats.

-

<

“ An ejforf was‘made to determine if Ss were distracted from paying
attenéion to.thé gontent of the testimony by other aspeats of the tape. . ‘ A
".'Sistraction was assessed in two ways. 3Ss were exﬁlicitly agked -to in- - : ‘@

dicate on a. seven—point scale how distracted they were by peripheral
objects visible on the tape Tney were also.to I!st as many. objects 4s [ ,
}hey gould which were visible other than’ the witnesses and to list in as
much detail as Eossible what~ botu w1tnesses were wearing Those Ss who\\
could list more items might have been more ﬂistracted by them and they .
should display less arousal.than, Ss who, could recall less.
Procedures. The procedures used in ﬂkpetiment II were as nearly
' ident%cal, te those used in Txperimen* 1 aa’ possiblg for those Ss in the
video conditions., Ss in the audio oni! oonditlon received the same in-
structions as~Ss in the{video conditions until they were seated in the
sound proof room. Qgte: the experiménter determined from the condition

cards that the S in the room vas in the audio only condition, he informed

them of this via intercom. This was done so they wohld not think some-

thing was wrong with the television gnd so that the experimenter would ’ )
- /j ’
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".remain blind to t/he S's conditien dut‘;'i.n all igteractiouns except the

. intercom announcemeﬁtf'cAfﬁer'nhis announcement,. S8 vere given ‘a mini-

mun of four minutes alone in the sound prcof‘rbon to allow their respon-

" ses to stabilize. - T s : ’ ‘

‘ 't The same exﬁeriﬁeﬁtergconducted both ex;erimedts: .

}’. ‘J
v

Results and Discussion B A
The mean arousal levels displayed by subjects im the three conditions °
30 seconds prior @ thc start of the stinuius tape were unequal (Black-
and-White = 6.40: Color = 7.36"@udio Only = 6.74). Ccnsequentiy a rey
peated measures analysis cf covariance 7as usad 73 take tHese differ-
ences into account. As in Zxperiment I, the even nunberéd time frames
only were used in the snalysis. Table “II (Appendix B) displays the

) results of tiulis analysis with both the start level and peak level from

-

within each time frame used as dependeqt ‘variables. An examination of -
- this .table makes clear that the format differences do not exceed what
could be expected by chance for either dependent variable. There also

was no significant effect for time nor was there a time—by-format inter-
‘action for either dep@hdent variable (Start 1evels - time, F= 1,10, gg =
16/41; p < .383; Time-by-format, F = 1.01, &f = 32/82, p < .464; Peak
levels - time, F = 1.56;*9& = 16/41, b < .326 Time-by-format, F = 1.32;

‘ df = 32/82; p < .158). . gs
. Summing across time frame start 1evels, the mean drousal level with—
*in each condition,was: black-and-white = 6.62 michromos; color = 7. 31
michromose; audio‘only =5 81 michrcmosi_ Subt?acting the arousal level
. 30.seconds before the tape began from each of these conditions indicates
that subjects in the black—and-whitevcondition went up a medn of 24
mich&omos SubJects who say the color format went down .05 michromos,
‘while subjects who were exposed to the audio only went down .93 michromos
Thus, the direction for the absolute magnitude.of the raw scores for the
color vs. blackhand-white comparison is slightly i e direction of that
obtained’ in Experiment 1. As indicated, howevet these means are eaéily
accounted for by chance and +he results cannot be 1nterpreted as supb
porting Experiment 1. .
. The difference between black—and-white and color formats on arousal
‘in ‘the first experiment “was statistically significant in the non-emotional
conditioq.onlﬁ. There was a strong trend in the same direction for the
¢ " ! .

o .
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enotional tape but this trend did not exceed chance>expectxtions. It was

the emotionsl version of the tape which was used in Experiment I1I. There '

- 18, of course, no ‘way of knowing what the results would have been had the

non—enotional version been used, but this could account for the failure

‘ to teplicate the results of Experiment I. \\This explanation is lesa than

sitisfying, however, because the trend of data in Experiment 11 is much
weaker than was found in Experimentsl. The most appropriate conclusion 1is

that it has not been demonstrated that format and arousal are related.

Other’ measuteq\ No differences :/foss conditions were found for per-

ceptions of ctedibillty for -either wifness. No differences were found for

:subject self—reports of interest in the testimony or reports of how tense

-
Since the results.of this experiment are inconsistent with tbose

—

obtained in Experiment I, interpreting the data bearing on the po ost hoc

they felt as'they watched it. : '. : 'ié;f

explanatio “for Experiment 1 is problematic No suppqrt is provided for
the differential enjoyment explanation since there were né differences -

on self—repotts of how enjoyable subjects found the testimony. There were

.also no differences in how distracteé subjects felt they were by petipheral

objects which were visible . ’ o "
'Excluding the audik only condition, there were no differences between
the amount of detail which subjects could recall about what the witnesses

‘were wearing or- the number of peripheral ‘objects which were visible. A

correlation between arousal and recall of peripheral detail was calculated..
This correlation was +.25 (p = .059) indicating the more arousal change
the more recall. This is the oﬁﬁosite of what would be expected if a dis-

traction effect explained the resulfs of Experiment I. Thus, there is no

'aupport for the distraction explanation for the results of Experiment I.

) Thete also is no support fot the novelty explanation The oversll

sample indicated that they watched black—and-white television slightly

_ more often than colog. Also w1thin concditions there were no correlations

between arousal and the format of television the subjects usually watched.

Witness Information Retention (Stimulus V) . . -

A goal‘of the United States legal system is to obtain accutate accounts”

of events, deemed salient in determining the guilt or innocence of accused

* persons, from witnesbes. To facilitate the accomplishment of this goal,

Lo N ¥
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strict sanctions are imposed upon tnose wrb intentionally violate the norm
of “teliing the truth, the whole truth, and nothing Bu: the truth', pro-
vided that their false swearing’ooes not go undetected. Perjury aside,
there "are, however, manv reasons why 6ne's\account of an event may be an
innaccurate. one. This study secks to address one of these reasons,.the
length of time which accrucs betveen viewing the event and testifying D
ccncerning the event. Additionally, advocates of videptape technology in

the courtroom argue that the 1mp1ementation of videotape to record W1tness
testimony shortly subsequent to the cvent, while the event-is still fresh

in the witness mind, woulo preserve a more accurate accouqt of the event

and hence, proVide a more objective fouadation upon wnich to adjudge guilt

or innccence. nowever the additional stimulus of the videotape equipment -
may affect witness respo ses in a variety of ways. ‘Tn{s s;udy will also 4 -
gseek to ascertain what effects the presence of videotape'equipment has-cn

wvitness response. *

Several lines of prior tesearch exist which suggeSt that teatimony wil ~

change over time For example, in literature reviewed by Keele (1973) th¢re.
is ample evidence to support the notion that, other things%qual, persons
retention of information decreases over time_for each of three memory pro-
cesses: short-term sensory storage, snort-term memory, and Idng-term i
memory. In the samg‘rein, a plethora of studies have found that witnesses

are likely to distort’ and/or forget events as tqme from the occurreace of
¢

the event increases (Givson, 1929. Petersdn & Peterson, 1959; Conmad, 1964; s

Posner,. 1964; Hintzman, 1965, 1967).

A second research theme has condentrated on how events which intervene

between the percept}on of an initial €vent and the subsequent attempt to

(Bartlett,, 1932; Attneave, 19

recall the event affect recall. It has been shown that these intervening
events produce distortion, not only in the recall of events, but also in
their 1mportance in relation to other events (Gibson, 19%9;~Levine & Murphy,
1943). ’ o g ‘

L N N -

A third piece of evidence entertains the notion that perhaps witnesses

.

may be able to retain accurately information over time since, in the intesi\\-~
between the peroeption of ' the event and the report of the event, they may
have rehesrsed their testimony ‘The avdilable evidence, however, suggests
that rehersal may deter from, well as facilitate, recall “of detail
sz' Additiona}ly, in reviewing the litera-
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" ture concerning repetition and rehearsal,- feele (1973) cites thret. important’
pieces of data. Inicldlly, hWe points out that repetifion and rehearsal

are only useful when the material which is rehearsed is organized Se-.
condly, he argues that organization is necessary if material is to be

. storgd;in the long—term menor; systen. }inallya he states thas.when types
of\?étentionrérrors are analyzed. errors of overgeneralization occur more
frequentry than errcrs of pseudodiccrimination. Hemce, one may.reasonably
conclude from this. date shat the y;OCQS;hOf recdlling information over time
involves organizing the material into some neaninnful format; however, the
process of organizat.on enteiis the 1egac§ of information loss. This con-
cluSion 1s.conslstent with a similar one nade by Shibutani (1966) when ex-
‘plicating the concept of assimilation he attached phe label "aggimilation"
to the observed phenomenQ whereby accounts of. events tend ‘to become more
coherent vith the asstﬁp&ions'and 1ﬁfere¢ts of the indlvidual giving the
account. AN ' . )

Two diverse strands of research have produced contradictory results
concerning the effect of tne presence of videotape equipment on human be-
havior. Lange, Baker, and Ball (196%) argue that media presence has a
substantial influence upon persons in a .riot situation. They noted, that
the presence of television cameras was sufficient to spur a fairly docile
protest group into action. They conclqdeﬂby observing that, ' . . . ob¥
viouoly it was not the same event once the cameras were on' (90). On the
other hand, ilacccby, Jecker, Breitrose, and Pcse (1958) found that the .

'presente'of cameras'nad little effect upon students in a classrodh setting.

¢

They state that: g

. )
. . . the students éxperiénced no difficulty in ignoring the -
camera and paying attention to thefinstructor.. Students were
obviously aware of being filmed, and of course suitably ime .

pressed, bLut were avparently not SLIiOUSly distracted from ) (
instruction. The situation appeared to resemble the per- o
. - formance of players in televised athletic contests. When ' ¢

—

play is not in action, players occasionally attend to the
camera, but when play starts this is rarely the .case. (14) -
Zajonc (1968), in a review of social taeilitation literature, goncludes
that ‘the presence of others faC1litates performance but!inhabitsg learning. )
- He goes on to explain that the vresence of others” is arousing. , Further,

a consequence of heightened arousal is the enhancement of dominant responses.

What it means to say that a task is well-learned is that the orrect re-

sponses have become dominant. Hénce, presence of o Eilikates
PN ' o
[ ‘ - ‘ *
- <

i
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one to stipul
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perfot;ance. However, during the process of learning, 4. e.:j;efote ma-
tetial is learned, incorrect respunss~s or. coninang. TnetglCte, ptegence‘
of othets inhibits learning. <

It may be speculated that the dynamics of media pIESence are the same
as the dynamics of presence of other persons. Because of a lack of experi-
mental conttol it is difficult to apply this interptetation to the Lange
et. al. data, and since it is not clear whethet or not the classroom re-
sggnses were well-learned it is also'difficult t9_apply this interpteta-
tion to the i ccoby et. al. data.- However, ZaJonc 8 atgument does allow

i&e Certain expectaticr®, namely that the presence of a
camera will produce less recail than wils the absence of a camera.

A}

‘rbthod \ "

~ Subjects: The sample fo=, this study consisted of 103 volunteers from
the Lansing area. These 5s were primarily drawn from vari P.T.A. or~

ganizations; bowever, 10 Ss were non-P.T.A. members. Ss were domly as-

) signed to the ekpetimental conditions, and were paid $10 or $15 (depending‘

on whether the expetimental condition was immediate or delayed) for their
participation. .
” . ] . [

Design The variables, c;hera-no camera and time delay, re mani—
pulated so as to £6:n a 2X3 factorial, independent gtoups desi The
former vatlable was dichotomous and the latter was ttichotomous, including.
an impediate condition, a two week delay cond#tfon, and four week delay
condifion. ’

. -~ ) .

Procedures: Upon arrival Ss were seated in a waiting room, a class-

2rocedures
room with a’seating capacity of 35, while the stimulus wa., being prepared
for fiewing. Following the preparation of the stimulus,Ss wexé escorted
into the stimulus room, another‘classtoqm with a seating capacity of 35,

and the following instru.t'oms were g.-en: )

Today you will be seeing a marital atgument Please

do not be offended by any lauguage used. It is im~
portant that realism exist$ and, let's face it, some
people do talk this way when they are angry. For the
purpoge of this study, pretend that you are the (bro-
ther/sister) of the husband. Yov just dropped in !
unexpectedly and are able to watch the fight unnoticed.

After hearing these ins,tuctions,.the Ss viewed,ajvideotape shown on

-
- T
-

~ . -
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- a wonochromatic monitor. As many ss 10 S8 and, as few as one S saw the tapé
at sny‘one time. The content of the-tape involved a patital argument in |
vhich a man comes home at“8:00 A.M. to a waiting wife. An argunent deve~
lops -and such toplcs as money, the baby, and each other's socializing

¢
p

provide the:volatile ingredients for a moderately violent confrontation. T,
Following the presentation of the stimulus further instructions were

-

glven; .

This quarrel proves to be the last straw and your
~sister-in-1aw brings charges of assault and baty
tefv against her husband. You, of course, are an
~eye witness and will be asked to give testimony
when called upon. )

- Immediate Report: ' v B . -
-Please return to room 102 (the waiting réom). Please -
do not talk to anyone about what just saw. After .

all, it is you and only you vho have seen the fight.
. This is extremely important research and we need to

< know what you think..

Delay Condition: !
L’ (Person organizing the group) will indicate when you
should return to complete the study where you "will bBe
asked to testify. Please do not talk about this to
anyone who has or will be seeing the tape. After )
e all, it is you and only you who have seen the fight. .
This is extremely important tesearch and we need to .
know what you think.
The S then waited until called ifito the testimony room, a carpeted
classroom with a seating capacity of 50. Thtee raters and an exsminer were
« present in this room. As the Ss entered theywere seated. and a microphone
wag placed around their necks. The examiner then informed each S that -they
were (were not) being videotaped, asked ﬁbtmuiated information retention .
- o= » .
and demographic questions, snd debriefed the S/ the camera-no camera vari- .
,dble being manipulated by either having the camerh, monitor;"and VIR present
in the testlmony room or by Raving them abs¢ : om the testimony rooe. )
Y The 8 then returned to the waiting room where he filled out a questionnaire

and was dismissed.

.

Measurement -

Several vatiablesVVere measured 1n ehe questionnairé., Initially,
demographic 1nformation~was sbtained. Secondly, three dependent variables !
re measured: information retention, witmess knowledge, and nervousness.

AY
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nervousnees that he felt while participating in the study. Two scales

- - : ‘ ’ =
.o ' N\
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The former measutement consisted of 22 items which either had yes-
no answers or required a'short explanation. The correctness of some items
was contingent upon respormding cerrectly to a. previous item. Since an )
. audio record of all testimony was available, two r?ters listened to the
audio tapes and coded 'S responses on a scale ‘rangiang from zero to two: 8
"the formet being completely incorrect and the latter being completely *
cotrect. .. .

Vitness knowledge was calculated by the rater estimating Row much -
Lnawledge the S had ‘of the stimulus, given thagkzeto knowledge fs no know- .

ledge of .the stimulus at all and that 100 1s the amount of knowledge of

the stimulus that an average person would have after viewing the video-

tape. u/ -~
The nervousness méasure consisted of a gelf-report by the S of the

-~

were used; they differed only in that/the former was a seven point scele

. and tﬂe igtter was a 100 point scale. This ptoéedhre'was followed in

the hope that if the latter scale, which 1s more sengitive in aecertaining
‘variance in netrvousness but 1ess likely to be reliasble, was not Eeend to
_be reliable, then the former scale would still provide a reliable measute
of the variable,-albeit a measure not as likely to be sensitive to indi-

vidual differences in nervousness.

-

_ Results and Discussion ° - ‘ T,

Initial analyses assessed the reliability of the judgients of the
two raters. A zero-order Pearfon correlation coefficient was computed

between the total information te&entﬁbn scores and the tofal witness

."knowledgé scores of the two raters as an estimate of the reliability of

their ratings. The former coefficient was extremely high (r=.95), sug-"

gesting that the judgments of eorrectnéss of items between raters was

" very reliable. Further, the mean and standard deviationbbtatistics sup- . -

‘port the notion that the absolute magnitude of the raters' judgments

" were_also very similar (§=22.22, $+6.69; and X=19.89, S=5.87). The wit-

nese knowledge scores were only moderately correlated, however (r=.72).
Hence, “there is someigormidable measurejent error in these data. In ad-
dition, although gtandard deviations ard similar, there is a large mean
difference between the raters' judgments (X=69.77, S=23.52: and X=91.72,

3

§%26.43).

i
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Additionally, since the information retention measure was composed

of a number of -items, the scale was analyzed for internal consistency.

These coefficients were not extremely bigh\\alpha .75 for rater 1,

P

and alpha’= .72 for rater 2)- however, these figures are attenuated
somewhat since the correctness of some items was dependent ‘upon get- - T
ting a previous item correct. Tn general, there is no evidence to :
) suggesr that unreliability might attcnuate any effects of-other vari- .
ables on information retention, and there is not suflicient unreli— ’
abilicy in the witness Lnouledge data to expect thefeffects of pther
variables on witness knowledze to be seriquly attenuated. $o
An analysis of variaace was performed to assess‘the*effects of
the camera-no camera maninulation and the time delay maripnlation on-
information retention, where the latter variable consisted™of summing
the, information retention "scores of the two raters for all subjects. . ‘
The results this" anal"Sis ar'e presented in Table XXII, Appendix B, .
-Observation of this table shows a significant main effect for time
delay, such that as time delay increases, information retention de; T
ases\it a decelerating rate. Further, this relationship is fairly
strong, such that 37 percent of the variance in information retention
is explained by time ,;le‘lay .This finding "onsistent with expecta- -
tions developed from previous research However: no maip effect for . .
the camerd-no camera manipulation was found, contrary to expectatiéns. .-
Additionally, camera-no camera and time delay did not combine to pro-
duce a significant interaction effect on information retention. ° -
The same resuylts were obtained from an analysis or Variance per-
formed upon the raters perceptions of w1tness knowledge, although the
effect for time delay is somewhat weaker (R 34), perhans as a func-
‘tion of. tne unreliability in the witness knowledge data. The results
of this analysis are preséiited ih Table 2. This similar finding is . |
. not surprising since information retention and raters’ perception of
yitness knowledge are nighly’correlated (R=.91),, and therefore, to a
. large ektent are tapping the same underlying variable.
. A final analysis of variance was nerformed on each of the two -
. measures of nervousness. These results are presented in Tables 3 . , '

and 4. Although there are no significant main effects or interac-

tions for the seven-point scale measure of nervougness. there is a ]
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trends toward significance for the camera-no camera manipulatien such“

“"  that thete is greater nervousness in the camera conditior. The 100 v

~ e e

point scale _measure innervogsness .8 somewhat more sensitive mea-

—

- sure, teflect; this trend to.a gréater degree and statistical signi-

.ficance was ootained {p<.05). Do main effect for time delay was (\\
. found, however, and there was no significant interaction. The some-

. what discrepant findings®obtained from the two measures of nervous- //// d/;:ZP

-~ | ness are not surprising sinc the twoascales'were only moderately .

: correlated (R=.74), which ﬂ;l reflect either measurement error ‘or ’ ’ ,/ .
that the 'scales are tapping sahewhat different dimensions of the .. : N
nervbusness var1able ! ' v ' . 3 ey

. " Followinz ‘onc s reasoning it has been argued that the pre- '
. ‘sence of media would heighten 3rousal whichLWould in turn, enhance
dominant tresponses. Given, that persons had lear:gd the stiﬁulus
material, the presemce of a camera was expected t& arouse nervousness
which would enhance the perform;nce of the witness. Although the .
¢ presence of the caméra did seem to arouse nervousness, nervousness
did not facilitate information retention (R=-. 05, seven pointxnet— > '7} s ¢
vousness scale, R=-.02, 100 point nervGusress gcale)! Sevetal ex- : *
planations may clarify this Yesult. Initially, of course, it may be . - L
. the case that Zajonc's reasoning cannot be extended to medka pre- ' L

sence. Secondly, it may have been the case that the camera-no'@!ﬂ-

-

- '

era manipulation was of insufficient qtrength to trigger the theore-

tical predictions. This interpretation,has some support from the p
data in that the mean .nervousness values are not of ‘great magnitude

(?-3 52.in the no.camera condition: Y=3 98 in the camera condition

for the seven point scale, and X= 28.50 in the no camera condition:

X=38.91 in the camera condition for\shg\lpo point scale). Finally, ';////
it may have been that the eo(rect responses to the information re-

tention items were not well-learned prior to the recall task. If J o
thia were the c93e,‘then Zajonc's reasoning would not apply, since e Z,,
it is a necessary condition of his theory thft the responses be well- : .
learned. The data also offer some rt for this interpretation’in . e
that the mean information retention scor;e were not exceedingly hiph ©
(X-42 12 on "a scale which potentially ranged from 0, to 84). :

// e . ’ - ' '
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« . mef;:,tnalyaes of the demograph data ptoduced lictle in the |
;-uay of‘*s:lgniﬂcant results. 'Oae find,i of some’ :lnterest hcqvever, is

" thit t.hose who' had “#een pqrtv to a suit in “the pas tended to ain
: ., more information and were judged t_o be more knowledgeable of e sub-
) Ject: Mtter. . ('hese relationships were noe however, exceptibnally )

- stronv (rz- 07 and r2= 035.' I'Tev‘er;heless,,_thig, finding grovides some ‘
;g' bdbis fot speculat‘.mg that expetience-with legal tasks. facilitates ’ f“i“’

7 one's retention of info;r‘anon 1n one's subsequent legal experiences. .
o T s T e o
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TRIAL PARTICIPANT CREDIBILITY . ' T e
. —— — _ . K o y
. . - : v ! "N
e Effects of Full-Screen versus Split—Screen Presentation §Stimulus I) ' ..
>0 K . »-
" As 1nd1cat¢d in sthe Tech«nology section of.;.h,;.s ?eport we developed two -taping '
'sys*tems for use in the live versus v1deotaped presen‘cation study; a split—screen ,,

system and a full-screen system. In order to gain furthergiryformatlon about possi- o
ble 'differences in juror res@onses to trials conducted‘via the two systems, we con-

.ducted a preliminary study using adulbj\mjerts who were asked to role-play” jurgs-- (
2.e.{ to behave ag if-they gerd serving as “jurors in an actual trial.

e

Perhaps the greatest differe'?ce in the two systems lies in the amount of detail
that can be capt’d by the cameras, Although/ﬁﬁ single camera full-screen system .

has the advantage 'of* pnoj;riding ]urors with a realistic shot of the entire -trial area,

P,

'the. technical limitations of relatively~ low-cost eq,uipment prevent the- screening of
.clos’e-up views of d;artimpants, ia?mularly when panning and zooming are ﬁro-
‘. hibited. Thus, while the full-screén

pagipants, it does not permit them to pick up many subtle nu‘ances in facial ex-

t enables jurors to identify, the various

don,gesture, and the like. ‘ _ A S
By contrast the triple camera, split-séreen system allows the juror to study
the@diosyncratic responses of tri/al participapts in greater detail. The twd camera - '

" shots that comprise the upper half of the screen--i.e., the shot of the witness in
the upper left quarter and of the questioning attorney ahd, the ben®® in the upper

* right quarter-—prov:.de much ‘yre detailed shots pf the particivts because,the ca-

- meras are focused ‘tightly on thoge portions ofa t}he ;rial area.” The greatest poten-
tia’l disad\antage of the s&lit/—screen system is 1ts lack of realism, unlike the full-' <
screen system, which communicates a s1ngle shot of a familiar setting, the split-

¢ screen system §ously@eﬁies upon technology to create a more highly xisible, yet

- somehow m{re nun®fturll ", uct. ' . '

How .are these d1ffer2:s likely to affect jurorn responses, if at all? Agei‘h
we ﬁelieved it pé‘ssmlﬂo make pltsible arguments for gither, ort several, opposing
outcomes. On the one hand "the greater detail of the split-screen system might pro-
vide more information for jurors, . thereby allowing them to make finer discriminations
~in their ptions of trial part1c1pan}s or to assimilate more trialvrelated ;nfor—
mation. Of the other hand the contrived nature of the split-scréen system might it-

self be distracting, causing jurors' curigesity to wander to questions’ concerning the
’ 4 . ‘

- 1 . ~ ’ ‘ 4
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ways that the effest is.achieved. .To the extent that this- migft happen, we would
expect assimilation)of trial-related information to suffer, - . . v
Since we were uncertain which lines of argument might prove most fruitful, we

T
decided, as in the hve vs. v1deotape study, to pose questions rather ‘:han to test ..
hypotheses. . More speciflcally, the quest.ans anestigated paralleled those of .the .

L}

- —

. earlier study closely:.t ' . ‘ ’

1. Are there differences in attribution of negligence between. jurors exposed
to a fuli-*reen tr1al and ]urors exposed to a split-screen tr.ial?

2. Among jurors Finding for the plainnff are there differences in the amo
of awdrd between those who viewed the full-screen *trial and those who viewed
. the spljt-screen trial? -

-

3. Are there differeices in perceptions of attorney credibi ty between\gurors
? exposed to a full-screen trial and jurors exposed to a split-screen trial?

Y, Are there difflerences in retention of trial-related information between

& jurors éxpoSed to a full-screen trial and jurors exposed to a split-screen oLt
trial? . p J oL
8 Are there differences in motivation and interest between jurors exposed to
. . 8 fall-screep trial and jurors exposed to a split-screen trial? .
- V ’
o - i - . ) . ‘
J‘& \ i .
A | R
Procedures ) L ) ]

Subjécts were 57 adult members of g Catholic Chﬁrch group in the greater Lansm
ar‘eg Aside from the Q:v.ious bias 1n re‘hgious affiliation, the subjects' demographic
fchaf'aeteris‘!icsne g, age, occupation, and educational level--were similay to those
of a ty%cal juy* panel. Con’straints concerning the aiiailabilit of a courtroom and
of actual 1mpaneled jurors led to our declalon to conduct the study outside the, court-
roen setting.™ \ . . ' [ : ' v
- All subjects particlpated in the study on a Saturday evening ia early Febf'uary,
\ 1974, Upon reporting to the Church at 6\ 30 p m-., each subject was¥randomly assigned g
to either the Full-Screen or -the Split- Screen condition and was given, instructions “~
to repdrt Tothe appropriﬁa.te room Two large social roons, well separated within

the Church, were used Mtudy. . ' . "
(J‘

®  jhen the subjects were. assembled 1n the experimental rooms, their task wasex-

Y

plained to them. They were told that they would be V1ewing a reenacted trial con-
cexning an automobl}e injury case and tfxa;,,they were to assume the role of jurors.
It was furrther exp 1ned that th® purpose of the study was to as,sess both the effects
of us:.ng v1deotape in courtroom trials and the effects of jury size én the responses "

of ind1v1dual jurors. The 1mportaﬁce of éntering into the xrdle of juror was stressed




-

and.it appeared that most of the subjects assumed the roleéigrnestly. .
After the instructions had been given, subjects iIn the Full—Screen‘condition-
saw the single camera videotape of Nugent yersuS'dlark while*subjects in the Split-
Screen. condltlon saw the trlple camera tape of the same trial. Two monitors were
employed in each of the experlmental rooms. As.in the earlier study, at Flint, the
“trial was shown in 50 minute segments, with the subjects:taking a 10 minute break '
‘between each segment whlle the researcher put tae next reel on the machine Subjects
were cautlonbd not to discuss the trial during breaks, and as mentloned earlier; %he
two experimental rooms were so widely separated that there was no opportunity £8r con-

versatlon between subjects a5>igned to Gi rant conditions.

After the trial was completed, all subjects fllled out the same questionnaire used
in Study I. Vhen everyone had finished the questlonnalre, the researchers thanked the

subjects for their assiStance and excused them. R

Results and-Discussion ; .
For all.statistical tests, we employed the .05 level of significance. Apalysis -

-

of the data yielded the following results: R .
L J
[

guestion 1:. There was.no evidence,that the'typé of presentation (split-screen

versus fuIl screen) had a differential effect on_the role-playlng jurors' attributions
of negligence. As in the first videotape study, ther» are several ways the verdict

; data can be’ brokes down. " Tab¥e xXIII (Appendlx C) summarlzes the frequency of each
_type of verdict‘for sibjects in the Full-Screen and Split-Screen condltlons.

None of the four ch1 squares calculated for the various ways of splitting the
verdidt was significant at the .required .05 leael nor do apy of them approach sig-

n1f1cance. We conclude, then, that the type of preséﬂtatlonjaaes not seem to have
a Statistxcally 51gn1f1cant inflyence on jurdrs attributions of negllgence in the

B yﬁ“ ., . . . .
. Cﬂse . . - Tl . . . .,
N I. f - N .
; , . .
[ o — - Y
-)N - ‘ '
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Question 2: We analyzed the aata for amount of award in two ways: first, we
w—-——h— .

.
*°

cOmpargd only those Full Screen and Spllt Screen ]UPOPS who stlpulated an award for

I (yzn. and Mrs. Nugent, second we ¢ompared thg mean award for alIl- furors in the Full-

creen and Spllt Screen condltlons, 1nclud1ngethose jurors who did not stipulate an

¢ , . | . . -
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l level required for sxgplflcance. : S . Y .. 0 o

[ h * . . ‘; .\’

.

For the first hnaly51s, the mean awards to Mr Nugeqt were $3,137 in ‘the Spllt-’

Screen condition’ and $2,919 in the Full-Gcreen conditlon. Comparlson of these means
yielded a. t of <l- which, of course, failed to approach 81gn1f1cance. Mrs. Nugent
recexved nean award of $2l,200 <in the Split-Screen condltlon and a mean ‘award of
$19 308\?1 the Full-Screen: condition. Again, the _t_ for the domparxson of these two

. . . , .

means is <1. . . .

¢ .

Por all jurors in the two condltwons, Jncludxné‘thqeg who»dld not stipulate an
award, the mean award for Mr. Mugent in the £plit- Screan condition was . $1,569, whllé‘\
‘the mean award in the Full-Screen condltlon'was 81,459, Mrs. ‘ugent received a mean.
award of 510,000 in 'the éplit-qcreen and a mean award of $8,097 in the Full-Screen
condit%on. Both the comnarisen of Mp. Nugent;s awards and of Mrs. Nugent's awards.
'yielded t's Sf * <l. - ' S ’ o

Thus, there ‘is no evidence w*‘ats'oever':hat‘ the typegof presentation to which’
.@urors weye exposed affected the amount of the award\granted -To be sure, the mean

award is con31stently someyhat higher in thé SplltrScreen cond1t1on, but the variance

»

_in the amount of award within each condition is 3o high that xhls dlfferenbe is read- .

ily attrlbutable to chance fluctations as the very small t—values for each of the

comparisons indicate. s ’ -

/- t .
. . . ~ .

' Question 3: Although there is some imdication that the type of presentatfon
“may have 1nfluenced the j%rors' ,perceptions of attorney credib%&ity, the evidence is
1ess than overwhelmlng, since the difference is significant for only one of the at-
torneys. The pla;ntlff‘s attorney, Mr. Slmmons recelved pean ‘credibility rating
of 5.19 in the Spllt S%Feen condition and a meandratlng oftv 81 it the full-Screea
c&ndltlon. The comparlson of these means yleldedda 51gn1fi¢ant t of 2. 23 indicat-

ing that Mr. Simmons was rated signific¢antly more qredlble.by those 3urors who saw -

- hith'on the spllt-screeh system. By contrast the meatt éredlblllty raeings fofz;t;
" AYbright were 5.47 in the Split-Screen and 5.12 in, the F‘l;-ggrden cohditxon 1-
though the restiltant t of 1.75 has a p value of <.10, it does not reach.xhe. 05

-
- [ . . .

He had assumed that the greater detall prov1dbd by the spllt soreen system ‘'

. might resplt!in more favorable perceptlons of the attorneys, e_pecially 31nce bofh~

were skilled courtroom performers/ A¥though, aamlttedlv speculat,ve, there 1s a

poss;ble.explanatlon for ®the fact that this Zffect was mQre pronoqpcedrfor Slmmons

b \than br Albm t., As a° result’ of 1nformally bbservmg the two attorneys we " "7
o ) 1 . .. C . L . - ,
. v f " . ¢ r
V4 - ’ ~ NN
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,J‘ » \ < . ' L) -') - ‘. - a . -~ R -
A : -



- . R . » .
/ o T R . ®
9 .
' ’ 5"% . -
Q' ¢ o . -~ PR

concluded that Hq& Albrlght s strongest rhetorlcal tool was his vacal dynamism and
pover, While Mr. Simmon's primary rhetorical strength seemed fq lie in his expres-
sive nonverbal behaviors and his skill¥ful use of props such as his’ glasses. Obvi-

ously, such ‘nonverbdl talents could De, observed myre easily oﬁ the split-screen while

the vocal abilities of Mr. Albright wculd be readlly recognlzed in both conditions.
Hence, we believe that the credibility of.a skilled trial’ lawyer may be enhanced

..

——by the splzt-scneen system, at least when relatlvely inexpensive equipment is used.
Qf course, if the single scresn shot could be megnified by means of a projection sys-
.tem, this dlfference might be e11m1nat~d Mcreover, we have no data to suggest whe-

ther the converse is 2150 true, i.e., that a relatively unskll%ed attorney would prio-

flt from;the loss of detail that occurs with the full=fcreen sﬁstem.

N AT

This study provided no evidence that the type of presentagion exer-

cised an effect on jurors' retention of trial-related information. Jurors if*both , -

ondltlons had relatively high mean retention scores: of a;poss1b1e score of 39, the
mean. for jurors' in the Split- Screen condition was 30.70, whlle the mean for jurors in
the Full-Screer condition was 31,02. As mlght be expecte& the comparison of these

means resulted in a t of <1. Thus, we conclude that there is no reason, to expect

that one system or the other is surerior ir terms of juror retention of trial-related

information.

Question S5: In terms of juror interest and motivation, there is no clear evi-
dence that the two podes of presentation were differentially effective. The mean
ratlng of ]uror interest and motivation was 5 31 in the Sp11t -Screen condition and
4’ Qu in the Full-ocgeen condltlon. Although the resultant t of 1.52 has a E_value

of <.10, it is not s1gn1f1cant~at the .05 level. Thus while there is a trend to-

ward higher self-report ratings of interest and motivation in the Sp}it-Screen con-
o

dltlon we cannot conclude that these.]urors were more motlvated »r found the task

more interesting. ) - o lemsﬁﬁi“ L

It.is worth notlng that the maximyd: possiBlegbaéing of interest and motivation

‘was 7.00. Qonsequently, jurors, 1n 6th conditig ns reported that’thelr interest and
‘ motivation were well above the mldp01nt (3 5¢) of the scale. "This fact suggests

that nheither- group found the task of viewif g a v1deotaped trial unmotivating or un-
1nteresting, a conc1u31on that bodes wel for the use of either system in actual

trial situations.- ... '

v




« A Concluding Note of Caution

-

~

’ materlal from a trlal, preSentlng the trlal in its varjously edited forms tp groups

>
¢ ﬁay be determined.

(Stimulus 1)

i Save for perceptions of attorney credibility, the two taping-systems do not
appear to produce dlfffrentlal effects on-the ‘)uror ‘responges measured in thlsieudyf
There are, however, som2 admhgted problems ln f=111ng to reject the ‘null hypothesis--

i.e., the hypothesis.of. no differences between the two groups on the,varlables mea-

sured. Specifically,“we caﬁno peel‘y a si gniflcénee leve for our flndlngs of no .
differences, as we can ;p tne cne %?staroe where tbe two condltlons dlffered signi-.
ficantly. Many possible sources cof error may have contributed to our failure to ob=-" ’\\

gerve differences between groups: errors associated with the measuring instrument,

errors resulting ‘rem the adninistration o? tre trials by the researchens, errors

£

stemmlng from: charzcteristics of

. b - A . » . hd
our instruments carefully and Were careful *o keep the administration as constant as

the subjects themselves, etc. Still, we: developed

pOSSlb e in both ccnditisns. Consequently, we have as much- .confidence in tHis sfudv

as we do in most studies that support the null hypothesis, and*a good‘deal more than Z:

~ 1

we have in some.

-

-

The Effects of .the Teletion of Inadmissible Testimon; from a Videotaped Trial *
= T -

-

Proponents of the ise of videotape in trlal procedure have_ argued that an ad-

\

vé\%age of videotape is that instances of legally 1nadm1551b1e testimony maylgiread-
1ly edited from recorded videntape before jurprs are.ever exposed to such testimony.
This is said to 1rsure that no testlmony or ofher irformatlon not legally necessary
or permi551ble would taint a jury's verdlct

: ﬂhiS'proposedaadvcﬁtaoe is based on the assumption that, while jurors are in-

strqsted by judges to .disregard such ins*ances of 1radm1551ble materlal they may

-

well not do so; or perhaps they canrot even do so.

Vldeotape recording procedures, including edi iting procedures, certainly do allow
inadmissible testimony to be deleted from “rizds before they are shown to juries.
Videotape also offers a ready means of measuring the effects‘of inadmissible testi-

mony on jurors'/serdlcts— By systematlcally edltlng varyisg amounts of inadmissible

of subjects, and then measuripg juror response tosthe varying forms of the trlal
the effects of inadmissible testimony itself, ard of edlt*ng 1nadm1551b1e testimony,

-

N »

- . 1)
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;
ned procedure, then,

' ' .
~. ..
‘If trial procedure may b= thought of as a nghly rule-govern
~jurors car be assumed to have expectations parallelling these rules; that is, ]urors
would expeet that attorneys woulc not violate courtroom rules. If tnjie rules are
extensively violated by an attorney, thzm one or both of, two contln rencies might be % /
predicted. The rule-breaxing attornzy miznt be perceivad by jurors as having know-' , /
ingly-and intentionally broken the rules, in which gase th; attorney would be per-
ceived as less trustwerthy than had he not brokgﬁ*fzz riles. Alternatiyely,_;he
e per f the rules of-tri§l prace- /
oy Derc __‘)/
/
o

. rule-breakimg’ attcrney mizht be perceived ac ignorant
in ta: jupene
could #ell influeTice his client's
in one case, jurors may re-
, .

an; ’JF <
ceptions of his leral competence or

L4

b -
S
dure, leadindigp z dscrement in
L
i that thi nt
~f e

sented hy. the rule-breakirs attorney,; 1n ano-

for the client and react more favor-

expertise.
It may be hynothesiz.d that this cec eny
sull Tave o o

forms?

_zase. Again, this effect ¢

act‘&nfavorably tcward the Eli8tt4;ef

ther, jurors may feel some measure of s}rpathy £ t

+ client' & '

g analysis involves a number of compiex*‘pompet-

ing, curvilinear relationshtips, no experirantal nypotheses were tested. Rather, the
. L ..

ring

ably toward the client's cas
* Since the precediﬁg Hymotket ical

54 si le testimony in a trial?
aintiff, are there differences irn the amount

study was desizned to address the follo Quegtions.
fnzes in ution o' negligence among ]urors exposed to

1. Are there dif;@ré, zes
dlfferlng afounts of i
finding “for tae pla

one

/o have been expgsed to differing amounts of
2§y jurors

‘ 2. - Among jurors find
of award among th
inadmissible testirion /

“there diffegp=rce
exro ed to di

3. Are
who have been
.

S WL
s in perceptions of attorhey credibility amo
Ope hundred and twenty jurors serving on the ¥avne Courty Circuit,Court (Detroit,
who voluntarily returned for "further jury senv1ce" during

differing amounts of inadmissible testim

.

-

‘layne Vountv from Michigan's

Procedures
the week following the end of their term of jury scrv1ce, were imstructed that they

Wichlgan)'Fobruary, 1974,
would serve -as jurors in change of venue trials moved to

v

'

deletions of- inadmissible testimony to six deletions of inadmissible testlmony)

L1 RN

upper peninsula.

The jurors were randomly assizned to one of seven experimental conditions (zero
Each group was shown into oxperlwﬁntal rooms containirg folding chairs and videotape

r

equipment (oné—v1deotape recov”nr one monitor per roon).
.
\

~a, gt
~
.

S H2
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y,

% The jurors were then showR the stimulus triel described earlier. Recessesh

aQ{SO minute intervals and a lunch breax were allowed. Visual exhibits‘were dis-

it;ibuted at the appropriste ~ime.

; ,
~”" At the conclusion of the judOé\§ instructions, *he representatlve of Mlchl-

-

£an State University was 1ntroduceé\§hd aAmlnlstéred\the Mupry size" question-

»nalre This qu- ;tlmrﬂa*rr was essentially the same ‘as thpse used i Studzes I

and II, with the an‘LlOﬁ of five q&eutlo1s vhose answvers referred to inadmissi-

ble portions of the trial. After the :ompletlon of the questionnaire all jurors

were completely deb# :F~l. .o jurcrs simress~1 suspicicn of the procedures used

in the study; in fact, & dirber of ~hem expressed a desire to move on to group

deliberation sc as to rsach 3 verdict. As in previcus studies, no group deliber-

E]

'atioﬁ'occurred. R

Results s ’ !

"

To test for effncts of the deleticn of inadmissible testimony. on juror at-
‘tribution of negligence, a series of chi square tests for differences in attri-
bution of negligence among the seven conditions wag performed. Téble XXIV (Ap-
yendlx C) indicates a generally nlgher proportlon of verdicts for the plaintiff,
but this does not significantly vary as the amount of inadmissible testimony in-
troduced to jurors vargg;. _

To test for differénces in the amount awarded to Narjorié Mugent, a simple’
analygis of variance of award among the seven coqditions @as performed. Only the
awards @adé*ﬁy jurors vho had found the defendant negligent and the plaintiff not
negligent were considered in this analysis. That is, since no other jurors could
' legally have made awards, only these who found the sole ﬁegligence tdgbe defen-

dant's were considered. ‘ v )
The mean amount of awards made by jurors in the seven conditions 'is shown
in Table Xkafﬂppendix C). A simple qvalysis of variance yi lﬁed no sig?ificant
differencés in amount of award attributable to-the amount.of$;hadpissible testi-
mony included in %he trial (F < 1).
To test for the effects ‘of the 1nc1us;on’of inadmissible testlmony on the

credibility of attorneys, sets of. sca;es previously found to be highly reliable

K

-

~Tindicants of perceived Lrustworthlness and of ‘bérceived competence were analyzad

for both aftorneys.. Since the plalntlffs attorney was responsible for introducs

ing the additional inadmissible materials, some change might have been expected

K ' ~

59 6.3
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over the seven conditions. .. simple analygxs of variance of trustworthiness ~
scores of plalntlffs attorney;rialdnd nn slgnlflcan+ differences among the-§\:9n
condlt;gns{of inadmissible testirony (F < l). Slmllarly, a 31mdle analy51s

variance of competence ratinns of plaintiffs' attorney among the seven conditions

-

. produced no significant diffcrences (F = PIT\\ )
Similarly, the atrquoy Por the defendant suffered no 51gn1f£!ant decrernnt
in jurors' ratings of his g¢redibility'as a result of the varying anounts of in-

admissible testimony ir the seven ¥orsions of the trial (F = 1.39 for trustworthi- -

>

ness; F.< 1 for competence). f‘ change was ex-ected over condltlons for these ¢ _

v

measures, since the ppposing (ttorney was largely reSponS1ble for introducing,the

additional inadmissible testimony. Had any Incremert in credibility measures
i p)

been observed for this attornmey, it richt have reen as a result of, or as a man-

ifestation ofqzﬁe decremernt in perceived credibility of the opposing attorney.
s ® OPPY 3

. _\\\ “e . , A

Effects of Inadmissitle cstimonv: An Extended Replication ,

.
.

Ct A probleﬁ may have ari;éh in the first study dealing with inadmissible tes-
timony because of our attempt to detect very subtle differences. In that study,

ve deé;nded on single-item differences in admissible materials to produce varia-
tions in juror-response--i.&., olr use, of seven conditions relied heavily on the
possibility that one a?dltlonal item, or one less item, would exert a pgwerful

inmpact on juror behavior. Given that _we have ;o precise way of gauging the psy-

. .o .
chological impact of each item,

4 A
is procedure involved definita experimental -
: f"' : _

-
v

In this follow-up study, we sought to discover if more mo)dr discriminations
4

risks. . . . ‘ .

wopld have a differential effect on juror response~ We used three of the seven r
b . .

conditions employed in Study III: the version of the trial containing none,of f .

<

“the six acdlglonal items of inadmissible materlal “the version containing three

”~

of these items, and the version containing all six. The questions 1nvest1gated

parallelled those tf Study III. . . - i

+

ences in attribution of negllgenCe among jurors exposed,
ourrts of inadmigsible testimony in a trial? -

.¥7 Are-there
to differif]

aintif% are there differences in the

2. Adong juro ding for t!
. amount of among tho urors who have beon exposad to differing
amouhts of dip, dm1351bl timony? . .

s . -t

3. - Are there djfferences in perceptlons of attorney C?gdlblllty among
» juro™ who have been exposzd to d&Ffefiﬂg amounts of inadmissible

testimony? : = 4 . ‘ . .

Q
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- Procedures y » :
- Because of riritations im the availability of a courtroom setting and actu:l
]

. . ~
-impaneled jurors,  lub undergradudte students at Michigan State Unviersity role-.,

. played jurors in this study. Pojentldl surjects responded to advertisements re-

I
questlng pald é!glstance in a le{al research. project, and those who agreed to

participate were xandomly a<51gned to cne of the three conditions. \

»

. The study was nondu&tOu over 2 Qer;04 of three evenlngs with the same large

-

17 -3

classro:b used each tira. ona of thc conditions was run each evening. Three te-
moritors wW.re Lse n > oon condizicr,

lu‘f_iSiO
Subjects were 'colfJ that they vould Be viewing an actual v1deotaoed trial
and that their task was to role-nlay 2 conscientious juror. They were® instructed .

to assume that timir v-rdizt vould oe binding on'the plaintiffg and the defendar

Y s,
After ascerta’n 1ng tha* *tne subje c ~ understood the instructions, the re-

searcher started tHe ‘recorder erJ layed the appropriate version of the trial.
.. Subjects were glven a*lO »inute break avery hour while the researcher changed
s ' tapes. They were -admonished npot to talk about the trial during the breaks.

* Following presentztion of the 'entire trial, the/subjects completed the same

questionnaire used in the earlier study. They were then debriefed by the re-

* searcher, thanked ‘or their participation, and excused. Most of the subjects

expressed 1nterest in the prowect, and it appeared tlhiat they went about their

task of role--layihg jurors cqgsc1entlously

L S

Results . ‘ ]
- . For all statistical tests, #he 05 level of .significance was employed. Ana-

l}sis oﬁ,tﬁe data yielded the following results:

.
| :
» - N . ~ t N
L4

*

AR
- Question l:- Once again, there is no indication that the amount of 1nadmls—
’ sible materials affects iurors attributions of negligence. Table XXVI (Aopendxx
| S C) summarizes the frequency of each type of verdict for subjects in the 0 Item,

3 Item, and 6 Item conditions. For all four analyses, the obtained chi squares

= do not approach significance. As usual, more jurors found for the plalntlff, .
but the frequency wlth which this occurs is not affected by the various versiens.
pu— ' ,
of the trlal - - ;
L ~ Quest®n 2¢ There is no compelling evidence that thé amount of inadmissible'
B K M .
| . . . . .y
&) .
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testimony introduced it the trial influenced the ewapds of, jurors fin@ing'in fas'
vor of the plaintiff. The 'mean award for !lrs. Hugent in the b Itemn condition “as
$lS 526; in the 3 Item condltlﬂnd $17, 806 and in the 6 Item condlt*on $14,96u.
Although‘thls Rattern of means, is consi tent with our eﬁpeﬂtatlons-—l .e., when
compared with.the Base line ver51on contajning no additional inadmissible mater-
1als,.urs. dugent's awerd waent upg with the addition of three items but deﬂllned d#j
"with the furthsr addf on of three more--the resultant F of <1 does not approacb

significance. -

o . 3
v

- Ouestion 5: Thera is rno evidence that jurors in the three conditions per-
ceived the plalnt iffs' attorney, i'r. 53i Trons, 3S differentially4creéible, sug-
gesting trat his introductior cof ‘inadmiszible *ate"iale did not have a deleter-
ious effect. on his courtroom imagz. Cpecifically, the nean ratlngs of Slihpﬂé'
credibility were as follows: 0 I:em_condition, 4,71: 3 Item condition, 5.01;
and 6 Item condition, 4.70. -flthough these méansfcorrespond with the pattern
observed on amount of award--i.e., Simmons' credibility increased when he intro-
’auced threefitens of Inadfiissible te;;imony'but declined wher he increased thé
input to szx itens--the T obtained was 1.70, which is not significant.

. A;?r ht S mean tredlbl‘fty ratings are somewhat more stable than those of
Simmons: 5.32 in the G Item condition; S5.21 in the 3 Item -condition; and 5.42
in the 6 Item gondition:f & simples:analysis of variance of these ratings pro-

duced an [ of 1. o . N

Detecting Deception (Stimulus VI)

“litnesses often ‘report different aceounts of events during their testimony.
. ~

Al

"" Much of this confllctwn? testlmony is probably a.result of honestly differing

perceptions about the facts of a case. .owever, conflicting testimony may also

‘" be a résult of actual lyin-. Tho rules @ocedurn governlpg trials are de-

signed, in part, to help ]UPOPS fairly resolwve instances of conflicting testi-

mony. Cross examlnatlon helps to tect the credibility of witnesses thus giving

jarors addltlonal information on which to base thelz~ﬂfc151ons regarding the

truthfulness 3f testimony. The detection of deception, or lying, ‘by witnesfes

is thus an important matter for ]urors and a crycial determlnant of the ]udlClOUS

‘rendering of .verdicts. If a juror's ablll*j to detect deceptlve ‘testimony by -

.
2 » -

Q ' - ‘ ‘e | . . ’
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L witnesses is influenc:d by the type >f videotape presentation--i.e.; colored.’
versus monochromatic——this would be important information to have prior te
adopting éne of the systems..~Color, for example, may prov1de the opportunlty
for nonverbal Pehavior such as faciel flush and perspiratlon to be more accu-
‘rately observed.. This study was designed to sunply data bearing on jurors'
ablllty to deﬂgft deception: whem Vl“Wlﬂ, moﬁoch“omatlc ancd colored tebltimony.

" A recent experiment (Ekman aqd Frias on, 1974) demonstrated that when indi-

. viduals lie, they genewate :nuverbal cugs that sbservers can use to detect this
R lyin; with grescer than chances tslugac~.  Further these "laakage' cues occur
mote readllyufrcu ‘tne liars' .odies tnen from their faces. Dresumably this is
because individuals vheo 2re lying are quite aware of their fac1al expresslons
and take cars to control them. They pay less atterntion to what their body is
doing; thus aklowi¥ng those 1dfakere cues to ererge. Ekman and Friesen's subjects

were able to identify more accurately lying when they observed the body only-
0 N 4

‘ than when they observed the head only. An important question becomes: how much
of a w1tness' Y ody should appear on.a v1deotape to maximize the posslblllty of
jurors belng able to accurately detect lying? Subjects in the Ekman and Frieser
. experlment saw either the body only or the head owly of the people who were ly-
‘ing. Those who saw only the bcdy may have been more accuraté than those who s
vqbnly the head Pecause trey were forced to cbsarve the body; i.e., that was all
they had to observe. If the head had been :available for observation, it migh
have distracted subjects from noticing the leakage cues whlch were emerging from

. the\iodyi In this exPerwment we have included a head and Lody condltlon to al-
N

low for this poss;bility

. ‘The Ekman and Friesen study (1974) dealt with nonverbal: cues only; i.e.,

ubjects were not allowed to hear what individuals had to gay, but only to see
‘ue way in which they said it. !napp, Hart and Denvusl (1974) suggest that it -

‘may be the dlgzregancz between verbal and nverbal cues which prévides the best

information for 1dent1fymg lymg I‘c is St known how the avallablln.ty of ver-
bal behavior would interact with different nonverbal components such as head on-
ly, body only, or head and body to prov1de jurors with the best posslblllty of
detecting deception. This experiment was designed. to answer these questions.

When witnesses consciously present false testimony, it is probably safe to

assume that it is-eéxtremely important to them that they é? believed, for thﬂy”
are usually highly ego involved with the success of their lying efforts Fkifan

'y -
. . s . - ’
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A and Friesen (1974) suggest that it is exactly- under these circumstancas that . ﬁ

successfully in a matter-of-fact or fllppant manner than when the success o

leakage cugs are most llkely to occur. Apparently people can lie sOmewhat ;frefg»;

L] 3 -

the lie khas important consequences for th('llal. For this reason, -great cardi

. ¢ 3 3 . !
was taken to assure that the inaividuals who pro3ldeé us with samples of true’ ,‘

and false ‘testiony were highly ego-invelwved w;fh their success. ? iy

<t » . .

-~ .

-~ *

Procedure .
" ) . [ . -
Creatlng the Stimulus. Our "liars were 21 male an *hget female criminal

justice majors at Michizam State University. Lach of them planned a career in -
the law enforcement area. The Cheirman of the Qg'artmen; of Crﬁmlnal dJustice
" sent ‘each of ther a latter invitine ther to part1c1pate in "a rcsearch progect
a1med§at 1dent1fy1ng certain nersonal characteristics of indiVviduals which might
contr1bute to their successful performance as police officers."” Several days
‘later they were contac;éd-by phone and given the opportunity to select a partl-
cular time per;od to partlclpatgéhﬁjhen they arrlved at the site of the experi-

ment, they were told that resea had 1nd1cated that successful pollce officers

tended to be better liars than less 'successfu 3.ofit;ers An elaborate ratlonal;\\\\%;//
was included to make this cover\story credibl example, Ss were told that

police &fficers frequently were aced with situations in’ v%ric'h"'they had to behave
in ways other than the Way they adtually ?glt such as appearing calm in an emo-
tianallyrcharged atmqsphere. They wkre further led to believe that thelr success
in Aying would be g good predictor of thaix pgtential as” pclice officers and that
information about how well they had done would\be given to the criminal 5ustice
school which was 'very Jnterested" in how well t y performed They were then
shown a videotape of one of two events and 1nstrp ¢d vhen to lle and when to’
tell the truth reaardlng the factual content of the~tape. Ve hoped to, thus in- "
sure their ego-involvement in the deceptl m; ’ .

. . ¥
At this point, Ss were taken to the television dio where the taping was

to take place and introduced to a detectlve from the East La police depart-
ment. The detective reinforced many of the things the Ss had been told: For
example, he explained }hat in hlS own work he frequently. used an 1nterrogatlon
strategy of falsely indicating that he had more 1nformat¢oa about an event than
he actually had as a means of eliciting informatiort from the. suspect. Of course,

he said, only to the extent that he 'was successful in maklng the suspect,belleve

4 ! 3 .
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that he indeed had th;s mfovmatlon was’thls a viable strategy No S cuestioned

the authentmlty of the cover. storj ‘at any pomt., " N ;

The 1nterviews, dumng which the stimulus Lapes were made, consigted of

~ ~ four segmems.' hwst Ss wwx'*e asked five questmns about peysonal charactems-

tics. They always a“s/verer’ chete trutnf'u.uy ¢ was -noted ecarlier, Ekman and, §

Frlesen (1974) werec aLle to =u port *helr he\. vewéus Bods accurac rediction
PI Y y P

[

e only when they provided the mbsvr'v ~re with a sample” of henest behav1or flI‘s‘t. , <

:I» hav: .ome, fmls._u;«um.*“ the bohavfor of- an 1nd1v1dual
f
m order to be zble t> ider rlﬁ accurztely lyrn;; at'a 'rea-er—man—char‘ce leve],.

It may be necegqar'r t

The truthful ‘egme. T was provided tc 1m“e:as-= the lugelﬂ"cod that observers R

wo.ld be able uccurataj;y 4“7 detect l,rwna anv thus the manipulated categories of
o ;,nforretlo‘n would e mqm@k ly to-ma Ve\ 3 sys.tematlc diffepence. A similar seg-

'ment is pt’Ov&(}"(’ 50 juwé;;s wﬁer w'*npssef ‘ar: sworn .in and sked to state their .

A narges.. & e : ‘ ' ' o
¢ 7 Thé second segment mvolved questlons about ‘the factual content of a video-
., tape Ssx\had seeﬁ,@gfore ’bemg inferviewed. . -hey _were shown one of two versmns °
of {his \udeotape Both vensmns showed the sentencmg of a cr1m1nal whé had .
been trled anﬁ fo';l guilty of muraer. The 1nd1v1dual who was bemg sent“ced ¢’

reected on. ﬁhe tape very viclently. He swung at hls attOrney, attacked the pro-

- secutor and ba1!1ff ,-and had to,be fowcibly removed from the courtroom. In the

. L 3 .

“

’

other version of th tao-. the individual was very passw° in hearing hlS\ sen-

tence. He llsLened tor&{le ’}qu"P politely and was very docile as. he was led ft‘o;n

¢
LI

. the courtroom. Ss were ips¥ructed tc lie tc the first three of the five questloﬁg
'~ they wepe” asked about the content ef this videotape and to tell the truth to thﬁ

" last two questlonS, or vice “versa. s who were ,mstructed to lie were also told«

; what to say., Thls was done to ‘cut downaon the vamablllty of the .content of the

lyg.ng resgonses. If Ss kad been able to make up thelr own lies, e content of
,thosé who were tellmg th.e truth would kave been very consmt!’xt across, Ss/, whlle

» "the content of those who wef‘e lying would have had great variablllty The Vvari+

abllllty factor Rrobably would’ spuriously increase observer accuracy

-

* The last of the five questlcgs duripg this second segment was open e‘ded and.

-

>

s

simp asked‘ for a descrlptlon of the ‘defendant! s réaction to bemg sentenced/

S's typically took con51derably lmgﬁ to’ Janswer thlS que‘stlon than the other fouwr.
On’ this q,uestlon, the answer whlch lying ‘s were mstructed to-give was donsis-

’tent vhth ‘the ver<;1on of the tape which they d}d not see. In ot_her.words, those.

~
. v ’ )
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.- this fifghtqqestion, E

J ‘ -

*who saw the violent versior verg told tc sav

Zéry doc1le manner whlle those who saw the rdnviolent verclon were told to say -

e reapted v1olently Thus, the same answer

lie for the other.

wers givin a siip of
=

. <
4 - . - s
summarizing thg reaction af the jefendart on

did not See.  This was gesianelpto nel, <her

¢ ponse. This second serment of thg lntervieﬁ

of lvxng or ‘truthful behavior in the

Th@ last tﬂ“ serments of the 1nter\1e:°

ings or emotions which Ss were ewper
- 2 %
creer,hnqtcpt of then.

—+¢elevision ,0.2 =egu

and éhowed‘sce.‘

guence of sii
ously burned.
immediately bef

' true”

either the word on 1t;

\ .
truthfully about their feelings. If it said

answersfwhlehéwewe the opposite
some Ss would see’tJo eeQUqgcoﬁ
pleasant'slldeq, and some oné;of each. < They

be,prefaced by the word rua'

To further cut dom on the varlaulllty of the answers ko

i?nc1“s as they watched

If it said true™ thej were to apswer

A o s
of their true feelings.

and which Jith

L

that the Adefendant reiponded in a ,

[

could be truthful for one 5-and a N

- -

raper on which phra es were wrltﬁgn

the version of’ the Jtape whidh they -8

recall the form of their lylnnges

is labelled the ‘''factual"
o 0ol
study raport. :

,egpent
thie )

L 7
. v

consistad of ‘questions about feel- .
color slides on a
nca of sii dCo was verv pleasant

The othér se-

Sq were® Q9ld that

sequence of slides bepan. they would see a slide w*th ) .

"1ie€" theéy were to respond wigh

Theygwere told that o ¥

of pleasant .slides, some two sequéhces of un~ e

—

did not know Wthh seouence would

"li=." Actually, the word Wtrue"‘~ .

always prefaced tbe pleacant sequence, and the word ”lle” the unpleasant sequence,

Thus the Su-élwayv reported tk&;

gardless of. whlch alldes they wgre viewing.

of slldeé‘was shovm was randohized across Ss.

‘will subéequently‘beﬁﬁabelle

4

In summary, tapes were made of each 5:

they were EXP riencing oleasant feellngs, rey,

The order in which the sequences -

These segments of the interview L.

the "amotional'"’segments. : ..ot

(l) telling the truth 1n~answer to *

questlons about their personal c'haractemstlgs1 (2) lying and telling the truth

about theafactual conteh}.of the v1deotape they had seeny (8) lying about: théir

‘feelings as *they-watched prleasant slides

feellngs as they. yatched pleasant slides.
%

Ss yere v1deotaped w1th two color Ycameras as they were belng interviewéd.’

3 (&) telllng the truth about their |

)

.“ . ¢

One’ camgra shot a close -up shot of theS's head while the other shot a fUlL bhOf ~ e

of the head and body, including the feet. °

"The S ras seated 1n.a moderat\}y

7 . 1)
/ \ , o ) ,
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comfortabie chair. Two Sony 8600 1/2 inch‘reel-to-reei videotape recorders vere

W\

used to record the te¢t1m0ﬂy A .profeszional video technician ran all recording

o
equipment and adJJated the close- -up camera for each S e also controlled the

f;Im chaln operating in t‘he control rpon through which the slides were shown to
th° Sona television monitor. Dot cameras were about, ‘25 feet away from the S

and 81tt1ng next to e€azh other, tnu. %ecuwrv the angle or the two shcts rela-

“tively constaﬂt " The close-'p plcturr"as achieved with 2 t ephoto lens. This

camera plucemert result .d in carmerm siot anrles from slightlv to the left of
_“,‘ . . . :, -

'
there the officer wis sittinr-. Thig, i° lockin% a2t tre cfficer as they answered

queatlars, Ef‘uere Looking SllghtLV to the left of the cameras. The television

‘monitor on vhlcn the- gltdea arpzar:d d\rln" the enotronal cegments was sitting
on ar cight-inch hirb _l.crorﬂ in frent ﬁt-tne cfficer's desk-and srlghtr§ to his

right. The S thus had to look to the of icer's left and sllghtly do&n to watch

"the sdides. The monitor was 12-13 feet/from the S. The offlcer could hot see

the monitor from where he was sitting dnd consequently from the S's point of view
q P

‘Tand in reality) he d1d not know which'siides were being shown when. <

Taping procedures were completéd for -23 Ss. This resulted in approx1mately

four” hours of lying and truthful behavior on tape--two hours of the head shot.

‘and two hours of the head- body shot. These tapes. had to be edited into master

stlmulus tapes of no iqnger than 25-30 minutes to made data collection in a S0 -

.

C

mlnute clgﬁs pOSSlble ) . v

. Whatever the observable cues from which inferences of veracity are made, it -
is safe té assume that not everYOne emits them equally. Fay and Middieton:(19u1),
-for examplc, found that*neo e were 1udged accurately by as few as 50. 99 of the
observers and by as many as 62.8%.. Gone Ss in the present experiment probablyk
emltted mafly .cues- whlch w%yld llkely be percelved'by observers as indicative of °
lying both hilg they were lying and truthing. If by chance a lying segment were
selected from such a person and 1ncluded on a tape‘Fbr judgment -observers' ac-
curacy scores would probably *he spurlously 1nfﬁated ThlS would not be bgtause
they were able to d1scr1n1nateebetween.the lylnp and truth*ng behav1or of thls
person, but rather ‘because Ihls person looked like he was, lyfxg\rwgardless of
what he was d01ngr Other people may not give off many cues which are interpreted
®as leakage cues resultlng from lying.. TheSe persons would probebly look.like
they were teIllng the truth all the tlme If a trpthful segment, of this'typg of

peréén's behavior were 1npluded on a tape, accuracy scores would alse be increased;

SN . ’ '
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. ' ment which was: either truthful or not. uJefore each of these segments. an an-

- -

e again, not because of tlie observers' abllity to detect this person's vera-
" opg P

dity, but because of an 1dlos§‘cr\'asy of that S's begavior Analbgously, if the
opposite segment of behavior-were selected from thgse two Ss observer aCCuracy
. scores would probably be sgurlousI] deflated. -An effort was made to solve this
prohlem by creatlng two tapes, one of which was the exact inverse of the other.
, Thus, if a truthful segmerdt of an S were ‘selected at random for inclusion on
. ,Tape 1, a lying "segment” from that S 1rould be 1ncluded pn Tape 2,fand vice-versa.
A Whether a segment‘bf»any giveq S's hphav1or was included fZ:m the factual
oy the emotlonal portron Sf” hlS' intépview-was assigned, at random except in cases
where-the S's failure to follow instructiens resulted'in only the factual or the
. emotional segment being available. Eight truthful and elght lying segments were
assigned. at ranﬁom to Tape 1. Of these, four of each were factual ahd four of.

L

each were emot;onal Tape 2 was ~reated by:taking the opp081te behavior from

the same. segmént (factual or emotional) for each S. .
R The format of each master stimulus tape was identical. "Each $ vas shown‘

.

: twice. “Th truthful ségment appeared first and was followed the "test" seg-
gm p

b

nouncement uas fnade on all’ tapes wh1ch told obgervers which segment they were
: about to see {truthful or’ test) and wh1ch S was aboyt to appear.- After the test
. segment the announcer gtated, "fhat was the test segment for Subject number 1,

N
2, ., v o 16 please mark your questlonnalres ~ Theré was then a ten second

. ~ pause’ to glie ‘Sbservers a chance to do this before the truthful segment for the.

" .next S vias annohnced . ) , .- .
Four tapes which included the audio portions of the qUestlons and answers
were made:s Head Only, Tape 1; Head and Body, Tape 1; Head Only, Tape 2; Head
: and Body, Tape 2- The final number of master stimulus tapes was doubled by
the necessity of maklng tapes, whlch contained fhe visual behavior only. This
was accomplxshed by maklng a copy of ‘each of the above four tapes with the audio-
recording jack removed during the segments of ‘the Ss' behav1or. Thus the tép%s
_ to be used in the v1sua1 only conditions were identical to those in the video.
and audlo c0nd1tlons, xcept for the absence of the audio. The announcementa

- 4

of segments and subject nunbers were on all tapes

-

All tapes were in color. In the black- and-whlte condltdons they were piayed
by using black-ané-vhite television monitors. Tape 1 was 27 mlnutes and 15 sec-
onds long, while Tape 2 was 26 minutes and 20 seconds long.

L4
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‘The transcript ¢ondition for both tape vers1ons was made from the audio

. condltlons. It included the “verbal answers only -All parallngulstic cues such '

as "ahs," "mmms " and other audible sounds whlch do have corﬁesbpnd1ngfv§rbal
. » .

§ymbols were removed. ‘. oo .o Lt

The audio only condition was created by playlng the audio and visual tapes
* . V]

w1th the ‘video portlon of the television monitors ad}us%ed.so fhatlfhere was a
blask,screen. Thus the sound qualaty-was 1dent1cal tosthé~sound which, yag played
r

in the vided and audio ¢onditions. =~ - - . . R
. . ) - ~. .
. . . ) . . - . To. '? ] oo, /,)_‘ N
Collecting the Jata . . - T » -

Observers: Tbe observers who 3udged the, veracxty of the Ss appearlng on ’

-

N thesst1mulus tapes:were 730 undergraduate male and female stucents enrolled in
18 introductory comnunwcatvgn‘cla°ses dumna the spring term of 1975 at M;chlgan
State Up1vers1ty The two classroomssln which all classe t each had room le
- viders which allowed the class .to be broken 1nto tWo-gro This .was done by
“having *students WIth even student numbers on one side of the d1v1der and- thOSe
‘\—-»uzth odd student numbers on the other. Thus there were 36 separate lntact groups

.
-

wh1ch were randomly a531gned to the 28 experimental cowéltzona (the- number of
- cells in the or1g1nal design was\doubled from 14 to 28

ith the additlpn of Tape

£3

2 which was the inverse of Tape 1).~ Thz\énly conséralnt on this randbm assign-

ment was\that tvwo ccndgt;oﬁs which contained the audio band Nere always run at

o . ~—1.-~ - e

' proof.. - .- co . AL . N

: ‘Since some questhn exlsts ai to how closely a sampie oft student’s resembles .

. a jury, .a. second proup of adults from the Lans1ng area also served as observers.

Every effort was made to vary the compos1t1on of the. adult sample so ‘it m1ght

L/ -match that of aatyp)cal 3ury The sample 1ncluded members fnom various‘serv1ce'

) organiz tlons, veterans groups. and~ch§rch groups. Businessmen, anﬂ a nd;ber of

s 1ndxv1duals presently unemp loyed were also obServers Because ofvthe d1fficu!l
ties 1n obta1n1ng adult observeﬁ§ only the elght eondltlonj most. llie eourtrOom
testimony were shown. to thlS group.’ They saw bd%h the head and body, and head’
only condittons ulthosound 'in black and—whlte and in color. The~fﬂ;\dngs from

.* the adultlsample wfre then compared to the s;paent sample in order to check for
‘
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the same “time. ThlS was done because “the room d1v1ders were not completely sound-

* d1fferences betwegn samples. | ' RPN ‘. .
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Questlonnglre * The queqtlonnaare ‘on which obseewers indldhted «heir judg«

v e

ments had three pages of Jn,tructtone ”Pe 1nstrUCtlons explalﬁéd that~the re-
search was examlnlng peogle'” ability to detect lylng It descrlbed in some de-

tail the c1rcumstances undervwhlch the stlrulus tapes had been created.  For

. example, it waﬁ expla1ne¢ that the flrst eirht people were answering questlons
h -about a videotape thex,had seen and th& Iast eight were answerlng questlons about
. slides that they were viewing.. They vere told that it was very/important to each
of the Ss that they successfully deceive the pollce oiflcer who was 1nterv1ew1ng
them. Th fo fmat by wh15h the various se zmants on the tape would Fe‘presented
was also explalneg Qbservers wene, told that if they put the1r name and a sum-
- mer. malllng addresilin the place prov1ded they'\éﬂ;d be senf their peréonal ac-
curacy, score. " This was d01e in an effort to motlvate the observers tg, pay close
“attention| to the!tapes. it was emphasized that participation was voluqtary and,
thiey should do sé only if they were willing ‘to do their .very best "to accuratelf
detect when S3 were ly‘ng and when they dererta@llnp the truth .

. “An effort was made’ to avqQid &' response bias by observers such that they would

.‘xry to make an equaf number of judgmerts of Ss' truthing and lylrp by explicitly

ﬁglllng them that the particular taDe wh1ch they saw mlght contain mostly truth- 7

". v ful segments or mostly lying segments, or about equalmumbers of each. W was BN
the only deception during data ¢ollection, Observers vere told to’ make -‘each
3udgment indeoendent of, the1r<other ]adgménts} They were also told there was no

latlonshlp between ‘the lengtn ot a segment and whethér the $ in that segment
pas telling the truth or lyxnv, and tlat‘the same answers could be truthful for
some Ss and lies for ‘others. ' ’- : Lo
- Obsngers made ]udgments dlchotomously for each»g Foliouing each judgment
Tomy the questlonnalre was an ll p01nt scale on whlch,observers indgdcated how con-
fldent they were "in their judgment. There were 16 éhch segsaof measures, cor-
reép ding to the Lé test segmeﬁts dr each stamulus tape. Eac?,observer was
thué required~to ‘make 16 separate judgments of veracity and 16 -assessments of

their degree of confldeﬁcp Y

»

The questionnaire also collecf infammation about how successful observers
o]

Jpercelved themseres to be at*deteci é lyiné, how interected they were in par- -

ticzpating 1n the experlment ~and whether they were sitting in a2 good posMtion

S

to obberve the tapé a Standard demograph’c information was akeo gathered .

N
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- * Two _Sorwy color televxsxon menitors or | two black- and-xhlteqponltors were
a}t up in the rooms DPlO“ tc. the arrival of the obServers. When the body only"

dlsual cenditions were run, the niser tnlrd of tha monltor was blocked_from -
; Qiew with a piege of cardboard. Several minutes after the class was scheduled
. ug\begxn the ing

. ‘3? Communication who was conducting some 1nferest~ng research E briefly ex=

ructor intrcduced El as a graduate studert 1n.the Department

plalnpd that"the research was ‘being furdep‘hv fhe iTational: Science Foundatjon

, and was examinlng individ.. is' ability tg tec 'ljxng. It was explalned ghat .
isome students had been irterviewed by 2 pclice offlcgf the prev1ous fall and

had beep 1nstrurted tb lie &t eerta’r times and at other tlnes to tell  the

truth. Observers vere tcld that the¥ woull De watching tapes #hich were made \ -
- of these individuals, ir-they chose t«/ ;artlczpate, and attempting accurate\y

to detect the lying. - S . . 2

The 1nstruct10ps whlch were on each queStlonnalre were read floud and ob-~

\
servers were instructed to 5:?3 algnr —‘ter the 1nstruct10ns Wwere read, the

.. .tApe was started and the'o&s - "s watched the practlce example. After the
° practlce example was completed’the tape was turred off and gbservers were asked
. if they had an

_satisfied thhe all obse“vers understood what was required of them, the tape was

.

uestlors When all questicns were answered and the Es were

! .’\Agalysis ’ R _\\ . ‘ . .
, The data in this study were =nalyzéd by analygﬁs of variance. In the first
X analysls, the 1ndependert variables: were Colsr/Black- and-ﬂhlta,“VLsual and Audlo/
" Audio Only, head and Body/Head Onl y/Bodv Jnly, and Tape l/Tape 2 The dependent
Variables were Emotlonél nccuracy,'ractual 4ccuracy, and Total Accuracg'
: To~perform subseqte“f analyses on ‘these data, it was'necessary to combine
Tape 1-with Tape 2 for each condition. Since equal cells were required in order
. to ‘sum across the two tapes, the necessary numoeg af observers was randomly de-
leted fﬁbm the larger cells. A totalkof 85 observers were, deleted (68 from the

S

'~ student sample, 17 from the adurt sample). These data ware also analyzed using

S

' analysiaﬂof variance. The 1naeoendent and dependé t variables for this data set

”

b e » )




+ wepe the same as for the undeleted deta bet with the exceptlon that Tape was -

no 1onger an ;ndependent factor. Co :

In addition to the analyses mentiored above, t-tests weré¢ run to compare .

. the cells from the deleted data with the undeleted data. to ensure tMat the ori-

ginal data set was not dwstorted Finally, the adult sample data was compared

with, the student sample data to.ensure generalizability frowuthe results found

[ - - -

from the student data.“ . T . - . T
AT ' ro -
te : : s . Cos , . : -

‘Results and Discussion ] : .

- - s . . e e
~ I comparing the-undeleted data set with the deleted data set, no signifi- _

cant differences could bé‘founﬁ ‘herefore, the rgndom deletion of observers

did not distort the data. ror tl.e. remainder -of the results section, the results -

reported are from the data set where the twe ape'ver31ons are combined.

Y

. "When examlnlng the sbéerver's ablllty to detect accurately deception of .
emotional testlmony, a 51gn1f1eert,ma1n effect (p <.05) was found for “the Head
and Body/Hedd Only/Body Only corditiqn, Table XXVII (Appendlx C). The relation- _
sh1p was such that obsenvers could detect emotional testimony more accurately in

- the Body Only condltlon. shis finding is con31stert,w1th the previous research °

conducted by Ektan and Friesen (1974). . There were no other significant main ef-

Al

fects.’ Also, there were no 51gh1f1cant ‘interactioa effects. ’
« When examlnlng the obsQrver" ablllty to accur;teby detéct deceptlon of

factual testlmdny, two 31gr1‘1cant main effects were fcund, Table XXVIII (Appen- \
dix C) _The first of these was 1——\he vYisual and Audlo/Audlo Only condition

(f <, 001) whlle the second was in the Hnad and Body/Head Only/Body Only condition

(pﬁ<.011); For the first effect, observerz were rmore accyrate the Audmo and

. Visual condition' for the Second observeré were‘hor accur te in the. Head and
. Body condltxon./ This latter flndlﬁ is, more relevant to the 1egalvcommun1ty for
two reasons: flrst,,the ma]op;t; of the *estlmpn' offered 1n the courtroom is

factual in éature, secord it is hlvhly unlikely that- videotapged testimony will

con51st of decapltated witnesses. . o . .

Jhen examlnlng the~observer s total accuracy tq detect deceptlon (Emotional
ag:curacy'+ Factual, accuracy), one sighificant main effect tas found, Table XXIX
(Appehdix ¢). This effect was found in the condition of Visual and Audio/Visual

Only (p <.001). The relat’on§u1p was SUﬁh that observers were more accurate in

/" the Visual and Audié cdndition. The only other Fcndltlon that approached signz-
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ficance was the Color/Black-and-thite condition (p <.068). Observers were more

accurate in the Color condition, but not significantly. "There were no other main

effects or interaction effects ) c:;O

) One possible explanation fcr the lack of a significant main effec r Head - )
andiaody/Head iny/Body Onlv lies 1in the lﬁhatlon of the significant levels for

« Emotional accaracy and Factusl accuracr. The significant level for Emotional
accuracyuwas‘}he Body Onky*coﬂaition: 2%3 the‘sigﬁificaﬁt level for Factual ac- |
curacy was the Head_and Body condition. It appears that when the two.are added ,

together, the significart relationshizs tend to cancel eacr other out. .

.

In addition, wvhen exerining +he Eroti ona£ and Factual accuracy  in the Visua%
fo

and Audio/Visual Only_ccnd?%ion, it w35 found that this factor accounted for 10

percent of the variance of Factual accuracy and only .Og‘percent of Emotional ac-
curacy .. Thus, the main eff2zc of Visual and Audio/Vis&al Only for thé cbserver's
Total accuraly comes predominantly from his or her Factual accuracy. ‘
' Finally, when examining the stulent sample analyses with those of the adult
sample, it was found that the two samples.bere comparable, Table XXXM(AppenAix '
C). Therefore, the results frém the student sample are(generaiizable to the
‘gadult population. The reader should Veep in mind that the adult sample was SRR
tested under orily four qondltlons A1l obsefvers'from this sample saw and heard
the testimony of the stimulus subjects. }Therefore the Visual and ﬁudio/Vlsual :>
Only factor is not relevant for the adult sample. Also, the reader ray note that.
where the,Color)Black and-Yhite factor approached slgnlflcance fior the student
. sample, it did not do so for the adult sample ”hls is due to the fact that the s
number of aubjects in the student sample was much larger than the adult sample. .
Thus, the chances of getEang significant differences were greatly increased in
th;—student sample. The?efore the - findiné that subjects are}more accurate in
the Color, condltxon may be slightly dlstorted due to the large number of subjects
tested. . ’ r '
Overall, these results suggest +hat onverbal leakage fpom'the body facili-
tates detection of deception, when the witnes is testifying- concerning the state
of his emotions. However, when testimony is factual in nature, the verbal con-
tent serveS as an important component 1o identifyigg deception. Color as opposed
_to'black-anﬁ-whlté do€s not seem to contribute to tﬁ} accuracy of detecting de-
'ception. In terms of use of videotape-in +he courtroom, these findings would sug-

gest the use of.a camera shot which includes the entire body and head of the
R M ~ w .

) . . \ N
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witness.

tional.and factual testimory. The pessitility also exists that the present

Such a shot would maximize the detection of deception for both emo-

-

* construction of the witness stand blocks the jurors' vision of ‘nonwerbal body
cues which may aid in the idcntification of deceptive emotional testimony. |
. * »
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' GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

+ From the outset, our re¢search has ‘centered on a qingle objective:
to provide data bearing upon one issve relating to thé possible use of .
Videotape in courtroom trialss bbviously, policy decisions regardin’;
the introduction of this technolcgy into the legal,system hinge on
numerous complex legal, social, znd behavioral issuesé_ Hence? we
_ prefer to ge both relatively brief and reasonably_cautious_in draw-
ing conclusions permitting the xegsearch to 'speak fot itself’ in
those areas relevant to policy makine. 4A’tH01gn the question of
whether jurors resnond differently t, videotaned trial presentations

than to‘live oneg is an important one, we are cognizant that many

" ether comsiderations also affect the extent to which yideotape. be-

comes a ‘more prominent puit of the cou*troom communication milieu.

Havinv underscored this point; we oifcr the followin? as our .

most general conclusion. Within the procedural conf@nes gﬁ qur re-
Y < *

search, there is no evidence to suggest that the use of videotape
[

exerts any deleterious effects on the juror responses studi%d; in
- .

fact, as far as retention of trial-related information is concerned,

it appeais that videotaped testimony sometimes results in higher re-
3

tention levels. ' Given this assertion, we shall tempér it immediately

by memtioning some of the 1imitations.(or the ”procedural coqfines”)
that should be considered when evaluating it. ;,' -
First, our research has focused almost entirely on matters com-.
moniy dealt with in civil trials. . We reached thissdecision consciously,
since the most extensive use of videotape, i&_least until this time, has
been in the civil area. Uhether similar results would obtain in crimi-
nal trials remains uncertain though we are presently unaware of any
.bompelling reasons for argiing that the switch from the civil to the
criminal domain should dramaticaliv alter the Dattern findings.
Second, all of the studies described have dealt with simulated or‘
reenacted trials ﬁ& trial segments, rathe"fhan acuual trials. Having
‘noted this fact, we hasten to‘add +hat in several of the studies jurors~
were led to believe they were participating in actdal trials, and tﬁe~
available evidence indicates that they accepted thg veracity'of the
situation Nevertheless, there 'were also some stuﬁies where partici
pants were aware that they were role—olaying jurors ‘in a simulated )
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trial. To the extent that role-playing jurors and actual jurors be-
have - différently (a possibility we will comment briefly upon 1ater), . '
: the rfaults of studies using role—playing 3vror; may be subject to
j ,some modiffeation in an. actual trial 31tuation. } //// . <J “
} o Thtrd, even within the realn of c1vil litipation, we have sam- .
g pled from a relatively small number of types of cases -~ 1.e,, auto-

mobile injury, industrial acc1dent will contest—-and over relatively

L€ few time periods of . trial activity--i.a., less than an heergot testi- .
{ mony through a three and one-h1lf hour trial. Again, as with the "is- N (,

»  sue of using civil cases entirely, the 1nportance of these limited -
1 samplea is, directly -elated to th:i. nu bher of commonsevsﬂ arguments
one can construct concerning the likelihood that other types of case
content or" other lengths of. trial activity might yield different out-
comes. Regarding the formzr, we have bzen unable te think of any ) "L'

poverful reasoms why a.chang~ in case’ content (e.g., going from an

[T, Z. ‘
L e -
At

- “automotile injury case to a alip-and-fall case) wduld_be likely to ’
alter~drastically the findings of our studies. On the other'hanﬁ, we .,
have already mentioned.the possibility that trial length could af- . é
‘fect the differefices in juror retention of .trial-related information

T ML OB eesaans e

" that were observed between live and v’otapec’; presentatiops of testi-
~ .

- ~mony. Specifigally, “we granted that while videotaped testimony may

x .generate greater juror interest-land consequentlv, greater retentién - ' (
- of trial-related information——for the relatively short time periods . ://
st&!ied, this potential Jdlant&ge of the videotape medium might be ¢ - .!
dissipated in-a lengthy trial. ©Note that we do not necesSarily be- | —
Heve-this would bé the case, but we are aware that such an argument - P

-~ eeuld reasonably be advanced ~ Thus, .Zs we have alread .emphasized, . K
future research should aim at determining whether tbz/zelationahio :
between the medium by which testimony is presented to jurors angd their L
subsequent retention of trial-related! 1rf3rmat10n holds for a wider

« * range of time periods than has been® ekamined 4in our studies

Finally, se ral of our studies have yielded no significant . .

? x differences in juror responses to live and videotaped trial matarials.——« .'
) From an applied perspective, tris lack of difference creates no pro-
% blems ;TEFe it suggests that the th presentationai media are comparr . /‘
@ -jE;en Unfortunately, it does. pose sdme interpretative difficulties, g\\;‘\
- . - & .o




lying the reSerch wrovents ve Trom Wv’Zcbln" a¥ ﬁrdc ‘se leve
'nificance to our findln2s of jo differen%es Stated differéntly,
‘ failure .to reject tha scatistltar’;ETTEhypothesis in this case,
_ ure to detect significant differences tetween juror responses to live
) and videotaped trial materials--may rerlec€7a true ahsence of diﬁfer-
" ences between the two oresentatlonal media or it mav represent an in~
stamce of Type II error. Since the likelihood of Type_II error 1is
) affected by numerous consideratiend (e.g , sample size, measurement» o
error, etc.), we can only assess the p:obaﬁie,validity.of a no dif~
ferences findinp‘ <Oasideriug tgawadeqaacyiofﬁsgr reskaicn proced-
. ures as they relate to tnﬂse various conaiderationb
% In ote or two ifsy ances, we corcede ghat 3rocedural difficulties
contributed-to the hish Aikelihood of Type.II error. Thus, in the
_ . fPrst study dealing xlt? delarion of inaamissible te**iﬁony, a num- -
ber of the Jurors erlginally scheduled to partlcnpate in the research
were ﬁlled away to gerve fﬁ actual trials, and as a consequence, the
'sanple size available for the various trial conditions was. severely
( depleted.. This sharn.attrl ton in jurors undoubted{§ sharply decreased
= the power of our tests to detect difEerences 1in juror quponses to the
varying amounts of - inadmlssible evicence used in the trials. ,
In most cases, however 'we’ feel we have minimized those factors
likely to culminate the.Type I1 error. For the majority of the studies

sample size Kas bean robus%z'the research has~ en conducted in’ realistic

settings: and fhe 1nstruments used to measure jurok responses have beea
’ . ‘

carefully pretested and refined Al of these consi erations point

-
Tt

.~ "~ _ .toward a réasonably powerful test of the null hypothesis, and we are
quite confident that, 1 mest cases, our failure to reject the null ' .
results from a lack of \systematyc differences in Juror responses to

£3- Il 1t e,lcptr of

»

~\the tvo p%esentationa; u-di Jovend ls
the statistical model 1tse1f brecludés. fur:her evaiuation.

Having established a cautious perspective from which to view our
findings, several pcsitiwe asgects of.-the research merit, emphasls.
First, the realistic qualityfsskthe reenactments and simulations em-

ployed auger well ior the validicy of the ffndinms® in fact, we be- .

. lieve - and a number of legal expgrtsg agreen—that this research
-
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represents the best quality of simulation yet’ﬁchieved in studies iinking
the legal and psycholdgical systews. fn no 1nstances d1d jurors involved
in the courtroom studies questionethat they were oarticipating in an act~
ual trial. - The value c’ SUcn rea119t1~ >imulation lies not, of course,
in its own sake but rather in the fact tkat jurors probably responded *
as they would in an—actual trial settingz.- For th08e itho have questioned
_the extent to which the results of laboratory studies condycted in other
thak courtroom surroundings can be validly agneralized to real trial sit-

uations, our success in simulating a realistic climati.?hould be encour=-

. aging. . N <4 ’ : ) ) ‘. ) )
This is not to say that the results of the subset of sstudies employ-
ing role~playing jurors7—i.ef, those studies where sarticipants‘clearlyu'
realized thev were,not serving as,jurors in real trials~—shouid automat-
icalIy be disnissed as suspect. -aArory merbers of the'legal community, -
there seems to Be a credo of faith which helds that actual jurors wil
respond diff‘ently to their task than will persons who are merely\v\as
to play the rple to jurors. .Althoqeh this view is. intuitively appealing,
we have been unable to discover much empirical evidence dealing Vith the
igssue of comparapility of responses betw.en actual gnd role- piaying jurors.
’ Impreéssionistically, we concluded that most "of the participants in %ur
role—playing studies accepted the charge to take their task seriously
and’ enter consc1entiously into their roles*as jurors Unquestionably
there are differences between actual and_ simulated ttial situations,
still, we are-not necessarily convinced that these variations gnsure
,that the responses of aual and role-playipg Jurofs will differ dras-
tically. Uhat is needed are st&dies: eomparinaNﬁﬁe profiles of - agshal
le °

‘ it is optimailv desirable to coﬁduct research‘with real jury panels, =~ .

and role—playing jurors on a‘number of response imensions. For
the day—to~day business of the court, wh1ch does and should take pre-

5 | cédence over the research needs of social scientists, often makes it -
difficult to secure actual jurors. If it could be demonstrated that -
actual and role-playing jurors do not differ markedly~in their responlcs -
to‘trial materials—-orgaizzgﬁat1ve1y.‘1f it were possible tq specify the
ways in which the two grdups do differ——the Validity of studies using,

role—playing Jurors(w0u1d be less problemacic -g Yo e b ‘ ’ \\\\N
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“1aglies. The first invoives the nature of the trial process 'itself. \Our

/large extent, one"s aasesemqnt of the relstive- impottance of - X

sésearch described here 111ngés on his or her views concerning two L \

‘,d .

;, ' yesearch has-i)een grounded in the alssmnpt.ion th&-a tgial is a t“e-gover-— )

ned, “ipformation process ing event

‘that juror decisiog

a
| be in'flueuced .primetily by the facﬁand evidexﬁe‘of the

this as

ption, it makes, good sense to. wh"y about t

king should .. "

sq\ Given

“of emé eotape' medium on such jurer behaviors ap retention™of trial-
related informatlon amd On_ the other ‘hand,
\altemative assumptions about. "the natute of fthe ttial process are cer-

tual vetdicts and ;watds

. tainly defensible, and 1£ one accerts an altemati*ve assuupiion, other

tesea*tch ptiptiﬁies marv ‘be imphed Fot example, it has been suggeste

to-4s that .a t'rial is most wzfully “coriceived o as o ritualistic-of

dramatistic rite

.that the trial serves: the fum.tion of satisfying

h/e_\sible effects

-

€ ’

ocietx s need fot an ins

tution ther permi ts ord

Y n'on—violent.

. ‘ﬁsolution pf disputes

Qcc.eptanoe of this‘dtamatiatj_c viewpoint

impli‘s a different otdeting of research- pr!&ities

spgifically,

qugﬁtiona ooncerning the extent to whfch ;hemusé of videotaped rial ’

materials adds or detta‘!fs from the dramatis‘tic impact of the ttial \

o

would tecﬁve primary, yten'tiqn Henca ve _grgnt ‘that our deciqions

to eputsue cerain questions ‘t‘het than oth‘ets rest on our particulat o

s’

;. " view of the’ nat,ure and fupction of the trial ptoczess'_k , ’
At an even mote basic le‘\?e'l _one s assessment of the telative : ; A
.. .siguificance of o& fin{img's dependr his pr her respons¢ /f,g,, a _'

what kinds of evidence consti-

— .

_fundamental epiatoQological -questiorv

-gute the Best grounds fot making assertions about ‘the ptoba‘ble effects

of- 'vide*aped trial mager: als» on juror response? OObviously and not ) e
e ‘Lsurprisingly, we sub§cri'be'to the empiricist tene& that systematically .
gatheted behévioral data, drawn’ from tepte#ntative samples of juror E \;i .
- respondonrp, t’ido rn° ‘sogpdnst prev-is fo. mekir" infc.re.ncee 1bout T
3 "“: = the coutttoom effects of videotdpe. Thua while the findiﬂap of these
« studieq stop ﬂt short - o# es!a-blishing d finitive answers to tl‘ n

oup question Qised#they ptovide an impgav’ed‘ ei,fmate Vfo:: drawing 1n-

r'id

- ferencea, ince some data are better than no .data. at’ all.

L

With this ]
R ~modees‘claim, e

we rest our tase. -
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GRAN? INFORMATION DISSEMINATION . ¢
A8 ment-iohecl_ in our report on llorkshop 1L, our attitude towards Anforming

. . N
) the'pu!w about the .res?\ travcled the rather long road from show-and-tell °

at jlorlatop I to a gecuffdesire to fulfill the informational needs of the

legal, govefnmental, and acadez?c co\nrunitleé This section describes our

: »

eﬁorts in informatiou .dissemination.- . L »f N

f . N

In the begirining, theie wds nd mailing list. To ‘develop one, we ashed
everyone we knew who had some’ intetest in the area, or who, had been called . .
o upon as teaource persons during the deVelopmeut "of the grant p.toposal or bj

who had been appointed to t&Adv! orv Pf-mel to submitaa list of persons who
ahould be on such‘a list.. ﬁwe found hames. and addresses for major bar and °~
,'.othet law’ joumals in every state as wel ﬁommunication ‘and social scieuce
ublicatims with wide natigna), circulations. .At fit% we attempted a news
rélease format to genetate‘ interest in the research. This method ptoved to
be inappropriate: we were involved in a pf!j'Ect that made progress, but .

 there were no real bulletids warranting the shotgun approach ?news teleaae, '

newsletter as out ptimary, méans ot cottespmdence with those on the

list. . It described ptogt in the teseatch atea‘and pmvided upcs
workshop information as S‘Yh 'natenals became available, rWe called {{t
’1!9 tepteseﬁ:e scanning lines‘of a television picture tube -(and how
was I!kely to read i - and published it quarterly (see Appendix D). \ o
., every SCAN, we encouraged people to write us for information or for a ;lot on

Y
the mailﬁg list - and thay did Judging from the volume of new names eath

:egisttation packéts tad’ an uncanny way of genetating‘ even more correspondencg

.issue generated, those little SCANS got atound as wei hoped they would. ~ .

x_ A]Sptoximately six weeks fgrior to each wotkshop,,we sentw“i::tation

pacand ptogtam to our cottespondents w1th‘a Jetum card o})on which the}’J"
_could indicate theit intention to attend (See *Appendix¢D). Althougb -only & ,

small percentage ob those on our mailgmg list attended g&ch Wm:kshop. the
P

-with new peop-le. N . ﬁ .
- - At egeh wotkaho& save the, lau‘a we-distributed to attehdees. a teseatch\

.
[

ptogtess tepott, then. annoudced the avan.lability of*hg‘se :ln our next SCAN .

4

Y The citculation of these regortssptompted ‘requests for. them, evbryo:?e who
tequestd any kind oY 1nformation from us automatically was mcluded on the

mailing 1ist. o R . - a
5 ' ’ : ’ - , ! . . .
r P 4 » . ‘ ) ‘ . v . - ’ ( . .
» “_ . n ’ gn - .
| - ' N “ . - ) . , ¢ i - Qd , ~ ..‘ s )
.~ . e Lo ~ot : . . i . .

P
names before we abandone! the techpique We then settied upon a reguylar T e

L

.~
.
-
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Dutiné the cqixtse ithe research, the grant -te"am was QJ.nvit_eti"to submit
articles about owr progress to & gunper of law «nd social science publications.,

‘These are: . L . “ . .
Judicaturz (December, 1974) . .. .
Journal of Communication (Summer, 1974) s 3
lichigan Bar Journal (tiay, 1975)
x Law Enforcement Covmunimt;ons (]une, 1975) -
‘Brigham Young Univers.ty Law Review (Summer, 1975)

o Persopality and Soci.l Psychology Bulletin (1n press) . »
-bgok chapter.
Miller, G.R., "The cffects of videotaped trial materials on - #
/juror response " In G, -Bermant (Ed.)
Psychology and che Law: Research Frontiers
' - Lexington, Mass.. D.C. Heath (in press)

In addition various publications wrote. about us, including the Chicago Daily

News (Augﬂ. ),, l97.>ﬁ? and #)_s_giﬁ (July-Au ust, 1375)., Mow, at the conclusion
oﬁ the g'ant, our mailing list 1ncludu over 700 petsons \
] Generally speaking, L/f wotleshoos ptouded is witn our best,opportunities
- to,tecetve feedback en the resear;h effort from knowledgeable members of the
’ legal and ;g;:\demic sectors. In tétﬁml we étm’rided ptbgtams designed to
_encourage dfscussion ‘of the issues our research had taised and changes for-
people who-were interested-but unmitiatc‘d ‘to learn specifically about odr
. reg’ earch and oenefally abou‘ the state of videotape in the legal system. . :
* The wotkshops also allowed us to neatly dissect- ourutesearch :Lnto—phases- e T
" and concentrate- ovy enetgies anew pn each one. A brief ‘desctiption of each ’
of 'our three wotkshops fo'fl.lows" - T
Legal Communloation. Notkshon ’ . < . s
.March 14-16, I974 . . Y
Tﬁé Atlanta,Ametican, Atlanta, Georgia ' " ‘ .- L

I3 & . -

L ’ Prograt:1 Phrticipdnts - .- . ®
.

Ly U, .Circuit Court Judge Joscphelleis, Pittsburgh, PA
U Department of Communication R®earch Team - -, . .
Criminal Court of Record Judge Muttay Goodman, Dade County, FL I
“Dr rthur Konogka, A.P.R.T., NSF, Washington, D.C. .. - :
*g orrill, Horrill, Koutsky, Klomann and Chuhak Chicago, IL . o
M Baute'xce Stone, General llanager, Videc Tecoxd, Inc., Columbus, OH .
Dry Colby Lewis, Depattment of Telecou{ unications, !M.S.U. East Lansi g,
Etie County Court of Commgn Plead Judge James McCtystal Sandusky,

. . For this tirst, workshop, the 59 patticipants atfending were almost’

<%

.

: equally divided* a;nong judges pract:icing attorneys, fourt reporters, govern-
. mgntal representatives, and teﬁtesentatjves from colleges and universities
in the law and gocial science fields. Theae participants responded . e -
enthusiastically -to the presentatiqn of the research’ findhgs, .informal e .
™" interactiqns -’ amobg all workshop patticipants, and small "toup sessiong.on- /
he varjous shbtopics under the genetal heading of‘*ideo tape in tht.;legg.

-'EKC | S T ‘

Mmunnm N b, - . .. - . ’-.
) » . 4 ‘;83\ . . .
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‘system. Response was very positive to informa nteraction amoné workshop
'partibipants, anL we hatoditer .ot ih-o Nas vo“ks op ptogtams mdre oppor- '
tunities for diqcussjon ard, analys.s of resea- ch finddngs on mpte casual '
-hagis, an activity thac allowead thoqe with ext°nsiv* videetape experience to
answer questions f eouhy;;b or. an ;ndlvidual 1°ve1 This first wocck=

shop also gdu"bc L LML we wouid' 1ikely b: able to extend conference

durQF;on by a day with gegod success, due’ to the pr)winﬂ amount vf information .

to which we were acquiriug accpss uud cculd pass along to our attendees.

Legal Communication Worxstop II " . .| . \ A
January 29 - February 1, 1975 R
The Mansion Ina, Sacramenco, (:iiiorria . L

PSA San’ Ftanc1scun, “an Francisco, Caliparnia
. Proeram Paiticiparts / T N -

Dean Gordon Schaber, fazulty and staff megbers, McGeorge School of Law, °
“University oi the Tdacific, szcramento. A :

HMSU Department of ’dﬂanLcarlon Reseirch Tean ' -

U.S. Supreme Court Justice- {Pzt.} Tgomas C. C'atk . AN

Frnest H. Short, Erngst 4, Short apd Associates, Sacrarento, CA

Guy Kornblum, Attv., Adjunct Faculty, Hasting College of Law, .
University of Califernia, San ¥ranci¥co, CA -

Paul Rush, Television OfficL, University California - Betkeley

Dr. Pegcy Tantienbaum, Graduate Sc¢hool of Public Policy,
University of California - Berkeley . o .

.Dr. Gordon Bermant, Battelle .Seattle Research Center, Seattle, WA .

_ _ Dr. Gerald Willidms and Lawrence Farmer, J. Reuben Clatk

'School of Law, Btigham Youag University, Ptovo, Utah

Dr. Arther Kenopka, A.2.R.T., WSF, Wa&hington, D t.

After our first workshop in Atlanta, events and attitudes within the realm:

of legal dommunicatidh vesearéh as.maniLested in the work of the MSU graant Lo

PR * -

team led us to reexamine the w05ksh role and gtadually to expand it. .

"Truly hindsigﬁt is a rr)za?].ous ~hing. X:e utilized it to its, fullest

"after Atlanta, though perhapsWhot entirely onm a co ious level. We were

;N

e pleased with the response of our A;!aéta1attendees to thé teseqrch and to
each otﬁet, but we tealizéd"ﬁt'wete, in'faut‘ talking fo‘ourselves, and were - -
not diggilg #or the issueq oy at:e-dnt;nv to solacit legitimate intellectual‘
.couucer stands on v1deotape uge. In- the meantine, too, our small—scale-butr .
. steqdy efforts at Dublicfingormauion had otoadgnea our base. By January, 1975, %
we were cotrespohdina with a oteaclmanv practicing attorheys with.jddges in .
federal, state, and mUnicfpal ‘courts, w1th lawbdatudents asa.law school faculty,
with.a" surp:%singvnumber of court reporters, with businessmen and’ doctots and’ f;'
a wealth of others. Although Ghen the idga for holding the second workshop

in California was first discussed, we were srill dealina only with .the fairuéés
“of regionalizing the function, it soon bgﬂame evident that th= weet coast

locatfon would‘btovide us»with a wealth of related research, a nigh levgl/ 4
-

[]l\j: ) . A ;‘ o E)() 't - _ CTo. o . i |



. interest anong legal professionals, and a larger attendance ye were able‘to
benefit- from-all of these ih Sacramen;o/San Francisco, and went home feeling
" we had really performed a service - this time-—and could do it again From |
" smformal comments of various attendees at the conclusion of the California

& 13

workshop, we "sensed an eagernegs to particip;ﬂe "next‘time""
mning of "this section, that we

. All this neant, as mentioled aé the be
© saw ourselvee differently in terms of our functionsras a funded research .
project. As before, the research and the-geparts thereon*constituled our
primary justification and always “held priority over any other, functioua
But the response to this workshop “1ed us to understand 'just how compelliug -
infgrmation disseminatior can be Thus, we: shifted,rather naturally from a
mere reporting function to one ix whichAhe grant team began to serve as
the instigator of a continuing forum on the issués relatefl to introducing
communication‘technology into the judicial process. S 1y‘statedf we
bagan to marry information we Had gatheicﬁ to people we had met as a result
of grant activities. Ve gave everyone the opportunity to come together at - ) -

the workshops, -either to support one another or to lock horns, but certainly -

. to discuss and to ruminate and to go home thinkij. . . -
We strove for this in California in a mostly instinctive, tentative manner,
perhaps not really kdowing what would ‘happen witen so many points of view, 80
many' issues and extrapolations of igsues were tossed together. From all reports,
it Seemed to have been. a very stimula;ing way to hold_a conference.

‘At the California workshop, we did deliber;telv attempt to give our attendees

a variety of experiences related to legal ccmmunication’research, as well as. o~

- plenty of time to informally interact with one another, a%'we had Pr ed at

L §
B

thel end. of'the Atlanta workshop. Consequently,’ our g;%up was ablé a " K
couple of 1nstances, not only to meet the people reporting onithe research"
but alsd to view the facilities and equipme%t actually utili2ed. McGeorge N
School of Lawy Univergity of the Pacific, hosted the group in a sit—dovn -
tour of their renowme oourtrOOm of tne Puture, and although the planned
tour of Hestings Gllege B Law was rained, snowed, and hailed out of
~ formal existence, he school is "located fwo blocks froQ the PSA San Frag;
ciscan Hotel where the San‘Fran;isco portion of the workshop was held,
easily accesaible to curious workshop attendees in better’ﬁgaiber. The ,
‘nature 6f the presentations -encouraged interactions among people who « °~ /!
xprobably didn't know one anotheg‘before, and ably represented types of
. projects ongoing within the increasingly broad field of legal coﬂmunicatisn

research. ! . S

we gt e C/
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Legal Co-anicatiow Horkahop III . .
. July 24-27, 1975 ’ .
The Sﬁeraton Plaza, Chicago, Illinois - e .

;o‘ Program Parsicipants

Dr. *Gerald Williams and Dr. Lawrence Farmer; J. Reubax Clark School Qf Law,
. . Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah
 Hr. Edmund Simnott, ‘Atty, Yrialvision/Depovision, Chicago, IL . - “
s Ernest l’riesen, forme® Asst.'U.S. Attorney General, Denver,.CO "
p HSU Department of Comminication Researau Team : N
Col.) Myron Birnbaum, USAF (Ret.) and Haj. John Howell, Judge Adyocate .
3 / General's Office, USAF, Washingtonm, D.C.

R B. Thomas Florence, Ermest H. Short and Associates, Sacrammto, CA
y " Eugene Sattler, Jdational Shorthand Reporters’' Association, Hew York, N1
L Many Conrors, Sta{xford “University, Stanford, CA

- James Alfini, Ass't Director of Research American Judicature‘ Society,

Chicago, IL

Joseph Ehersole, D'eputy Director, Federal Judicial Center, Washin%tcm,g D. C.
Ca“lifornia ourt of Appeal Judge Robert K. Puglia, Sacramento,
‘ nr. “Gordon B rmant, Battel‘le Seattle Regearch Center, Seattle WA

Dr. Arthur Konopka, A.P.R.T., NSF ,@ashington,.D.C. - -

We had vowed, in p]i:.ning for Uorksho,p I11; to provide og\r attendeea ’
w?th 8 mixed bag in owr ¥in
! feedback ‘indicated that most’ participants were delighted’ and stinm’.lated by |

[

al program. To out sa‘tisfaction, post workshop

.this approach. In facc, many prondunced this final effort our best in
terms of infomtion exchange $ruly, there vas npoh to be- had Mr. Simnott
related his experiences using videotape systems !.n the taking of evidence
and recordﬁig actual trlals, also demonstrating the specially nodified . .
videou(pe equipment he\'has developed for those purposes. Drs. 'Williams
and Farmer gave a final analysis of the data from thesr multi-media trial
cmpariaon involving live, color videotaped, black-and-vhite videotaped,
. sudio taped, and read tr’anscript presentations Colonel Birnbaun and Major
ﬂ,lell reported on dévelopments in the u.se of videotap~1 niligry justice
and other legal pvocesaes and described\a new’ technique fd’t long-distance o8
reco&ﬂing at ‘videotape deposi};ions. Mr.,Florence described research ,
sctivities related to evaluation of impact of videotaped ‘legal. proceedinga
on jurora, judges, and attorneys and thé admin rative and, behavioral effects
of the use of videotape techn—oro’ﬁ on & contin g basis in the courts. .

v A

}fn _Sattler bresented the Nstional Shorthand Reporters stance on the. use.

of videotape in the courtroom Mg . Connors deMed behavioral redea:ch A
. ongoing at Stanford in the area of fesponses to video&pes Other naned '

partioipsnts aoted ag respondents ‘to the descriqu presentations. As at

the Califomia Horkshop, we videotaped all sessions and made the ta;ga avail-

“able for dubbing after the workshop. We dis'gributed the 1975 §rim ‘g_d__nﬁ

Bniversity Lav Review, which presented a symposium %n, the use of videotape

EKChe courtroom, to artendeeaz : , -

U -~ . »
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V ve, too, bgnefited from the dj ersi*y of the people we. met’, he opnottunity
tc plan and impiement such e ts, and che discipline of presenting our
findtngs to highly skilled audiences, well-versed in the issues‘ onfron;ing

- *

the legal system : ) -~ .

mn COMAMUNLICATION ENDEAVORS ' . . .
During the course of the funding period, we have been asked by a

number of organi atiors to address their membersiiips on the suhjecb of our/

(Jkesearch. pften we initiated’such ercounters in OPder racrueit adult v
subjects for.our studies lMost croups we addressgs 5 O:Sd a genuine °
interest in the researc® aid conce*n for tlie notential effecto of videotape
in ‘the legal~ system. Our p"esentati&ﬂs to fraternalu civic, church, and
parent/teachet organizatione netted a wﬁlll g cadre of subjects when we -
needed ‘them. And, in tumn, out'subjects-—w ether volunteers or unsuspecting

‘ Jurors--expressed almost uqiversal en iasm for their experiences -at the
conclusion of the studies in which they partieipated We are most grateful
to all of them and glad to have had the uncommon experience of conducting a
researcH project with a public. * ) S

ADVISORY PAWEL MEETHGS
\
It would have required amazing sleight of hand for a group of docial

~ selentis to-suceessfully-complete a-series of studies dealimg so

intimate y with the legal system had we not had the wise counsel of .
our Ad‘*sory Pane%, whose membership is noted in the Acknowledgements '

(Appendix E). At the ,outset o§/each reseatéz phase, we asked them to

meet at MSU with us to hear our plans for the hext studies in the series.
Particularly at the beginning of the funding period, when we still had mich
to Iearn about the rules and procedures that govern the legal system, their
advice and eager participation halped Je;‘our course, steering us away from
Yalae issues and maximizing the efficacy of cur dealings with’ court =

ad‘lhistrators, ju@ges, and\attorneys
Each Advisory Panel meeting provided both researchers and panel

Benbers the chance‘toLshare current developments i the field of legal
Ng\couluﬁf:ae;igsi to presenb.ideas for studies.or futza

re’ researdh,)and to |
analyze prop ed study,designs for their applicability to the legal syst
and their credibulity with the members of‘the legal profession Thué,ﬂ
like many University-based researcn teams; we never concocted our schems B
in ‘the isolation ‘of the ivy -c#vered tower, - We were committed to designing a
program of regeadch that would have real usefulness,'dnce'cdmpletéd, for™”

L

[c S




+ the policy-makers of the legal system Out Advisory Panel meﬂbers always - K "/
provided us with source materials, sample cases and precedents when requested '
Jhey duyg into their filés and their.memories -for depositions and useful e
t.eatinany to help us "develop the stumulus materials for our majqr stu es.
They consistently ptovidéd thougntfu,l commentary on our theory and ptactice.

- . . N
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APPENDIX A

_ VZORATAPE ENUTYD ™

—

] . . . . . . .
fhe folloting listing, dividec accordine to unit type, renpresents thu 2

manent equip~ont inventer’ for oun HragmaT of pesearch. Pental equimment, when

. . . . . . . !
- ysed. is descrired in the Tecareloey 'section of this report under thegappro-
: ' . ; F

sriate stimulus-headi:s. The readier 15 rerindad that equipment. pgices listed
» e -

herein were those naild 4ir 1973...

UNYT . 7 L OULITITY TIT COST
yideotaée Recorers

Sony 3¢50 (black-and-white)’ ‘ ) 1150.00
Sony 3£20 (color) . : . 1150.00

;Espergs
Sorny AVC 3000 (i/mizrs non. anc ¢ 784.00
carry’n ¢ case)

ionlters

Sony*192 U (black-and-vhite) 390.00
Sonv Trinitron vreceiver (cplor) 500.00
] . -

RF Equipment .

RFU 10177 "F adaptor ' 85.00
RFC-S ®F cahle 8.50
UM adabDtor oo ) . 3.90

/70T

Smith

LC1?0 .

CCF 10 32' camera
TD-1 tripod dolly

uicropb?;ngigipnent . ) .
' %4800 aulio miser 250,00

ElectrcVoice 635 micrcphone 56.70
Atlas 51z floor stand ] : ’ 9,50
Atlas. DSS desl stard : ! ' 2.99
257 mfcrophone cable - - .15

Termanent Loyt prent 5 8634.3u

Aruntoxt provided by eric IS




TABLE I

-

The Effects of Live Versus Videotape Trial Presentation

-

P . e ! . . Tas f el
Surmary -of verdict responses for jurors in live and tape conditions.

/

Both
Negr

Clark

- Not ieg ¢’ Neg

19 12 13
Tape pn 7 20

x2 - 3.45; p>.15

Clark,

L 4

t

NS
Clark _ Bot
Neg Neg

. Clark
Not Neg

19 [1 25
- .27

x? = .398; p>.53

Clark , _ Both
- Not Neg Neg

31
21

-
% = 2.55; p>.11

" Clark
Neg

Clark
Not Neg

. i ’

x? = 2.18; p>.10

’l\
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- TABLE II - ) ;
Juror Informat,'z%n Retenticn I : . =
- L]
-
} Measures of centyal tendency for pretest manipulation data - ot
. . . £
Hean - Median. Hode
, , ) 1
Strong Witness 1.19 ‘1.0 - : 1 -
. Weak Witness 24U 2.0 2
‘ Modal Witness %2.35 2.5 3
. < &
' ’\ \
e N } ,_ 3
|
\ -
N .
r k .
' . =
< * .’ '
’ " + 4 ) " . »
& i ’ . ,
s-:‘ -, ) .
- , . .
- Fl .
- .
» ' — '




H . J" ) . A "
i . ' ;
B \\ ‘ :
: ' : 3 ‘ I - A
"? L J » « ) “ j ' . .. .
.{ 0 "
i ~ - - £ . . < i
k] ! ’ - - J
. ) ~ '
- a : . ? ¥ ' /
7 TABLE III - i .
- . , ‘e ~ A7
Juror Information Ketention I
- . . ) , .
Mean informatioq_rgteﬁtion scores for the continuous’ information - )
retention measure and analysis of variance summary “.‘
- N N . * —
T i ' . Mode of Presentation - .. “,
. e T * " Monochromatic - Color
N . : . : s 7 ,
.- " Strong 271.08 <« ¢ - - 268.21
. Type of Wi%}ess " VWeak 270.55- 270.09
p Modal ° L 2670 263.82 . -
9 . : ) \’ . . - -

Pg L. R .IA'/OVA \\ “_
. * »' - . . ]

Source of Vamiance " Sum of Squares Tbg;ees of Freedom Mean Square F.
e 2 ; L v

-~

- Type.of Witness . - 1451.68 2 725,84 3,77(p .05) |
Mode of Presentation . 94,79, 1 94.79 1 . |
Type X Mode . :52.40 2 ) 26.20 1

. Error o 36967.27 . 192 © 7 192.54
Total - n 566,100 19% ‘




. TABLE IV

’ ~
Juror Information Retérition I

*

e, ‘ . ‘
Mean jgformatien rztention scores for the dichotomous imformation ..

retention measure and analysis of variance summary .
- . -~

« + , Mode of zresentation

L 4

Monochromatic Color

Strong. 47.61 46,33

Type of Witness  Weak 47,55 47.09

Modaj 44,58 ' 43,94

®

ANOVA

Source of Variance Sum of Squares  Degrees of Freedont Mean Square . F

Type of .Witness 370.58 ) 185.29  4.88(p .05)
Mode of Presentation 30.73 1 30.73 <1

Type X' Mode - 6.09 2 ' 3.05 ° <1
Error ' 88.06 ] 192 y 37.96 -

Total . 595 .16 . 197




" TABLE V

.
o

= Juror ‘Infoma.tion. Ro_’etention 1

7\/

/

Sen

‘summary

v

Strong

* &
Type of Witness Weak .
Modal ,
- .

Mean cf’edibility scores in

each congffgion anil analysis of -variance
v - ‘
Mode of Presentation

Monochromagic Color A
6o.42 - > 70,18 4
/. : 4 v
| 59.78 62.03 < v
~67.03 ' 62,03 . -

’ I
- .
ANOVA ) '

» .
1 . |

) N ! . . » 1 -
. .Source of Variance - Sum of Squarés-  Degrees of Freedom Mean Square [
Type é Witn.

16.56p <.05), o

T 2648.73 - 2 1324.36
-, Mode of Presentation 21.34 1 - 21.34 <l .
“y Type X Mode 485.86 T2 242.93 3.0U4(p<.05)
Error," . \; 15359.94 - 2 80. 00 R
Total 16515.86 e " 197
g : *
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TABLE VI
L .

-y o
- . L)

Juror Information Retention I ’ '
Mean authom.‘cat:.veness ‘scores in each expe%imehtal condntlon .
ana analysis of variance summary _ . ’
. . Mode of Pz;eséntation’ '
“ ‘ g " '-- Monochromatic Color
) -~ Strong - '48.79 ug.85 . ¢
N . . . L ,
Type of Witness. = Weak . : Ly, 24 45,27
‘ - . . . V- S ‘ ‘
"o - Modal - - ' 46.58 44, 12 ,
N s I : . - . . N _
LT . v ANovA-'
Source of Variance Sum of Squares gegrees of Freedom Mean Square F
fos o o . .
Type of Kitness 635.28 ' 2" 317.64 4. 21(p<. 05)
- . Mode of Presentatiofi ' 10.23 - 1 : 10.23 <« :
. Type X Mode | 106.76 : ) 2. 53.38 <l
" Error - 1u503.94 - A9 75.54
" Total, : 15256.21 e ey .
i s b fon
( T — )
- [ 3 . , h
v . ‘ ‘. ~
. ' . R : 4




TABLE VII

P :
*Juror Informatidh Retention 1

\

. '\‘r' : . 4 .
Mean character scores iﬁ'ga‘h experimental condition and analysis
of variQEce sumary , . ’ '

Mode of\Presentation

P ) .
Monochromdtic*. 7 Coloxr

\ strong _ ' 55.33 : 55.85

Type of Witness ~ Wesk . 53.58 .7 " 54,39

-~

Modal | . 53.55 53.79

~

ANOVA

i

- \
Source of Variance Sum of Squares  Degrees of Freedom Mean .Square

+ -
.

Type of Witness 1u0.43 2 <. +70.22
Mode.of Presentation 13.66 ° 1 13.66
Type X Mode ‘ 2.74 ) .2 1.37
Error 9181.21 ’ 192 . 47.82
“Total = 9338.04 197

F
1.47
&I:
<l
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e N (
Jufor Information Retention I

T

Information retention.scores for subjects in the-four conditions
_~ and analysis of variance summary® - .
o . .

Witness Type

Strong

-

Color R TR T
* Monochronmatig 39.72°
/\

anova J

Source . . ‘ F

. Rows’ (Medium) - 464.0Q T . “  °6.55 <,05
~ ‘ : o , (6.58)<.05
Columns (Type Witness) 166.07 " o . . 2.38
T ' - \ (2.39)
Interaction " 37.56 ) - - <1

% ]
Error i 79239.16 ‘ - ~112
' 7966 .72 ;1) .

*

#The values in parentheses are those appropriate -after "interaction is
incorporated into the error term.
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TABLE IX

Juror Information Retention 1
\

[ aid

({;1tness authorltatlveness ratlngs for subjects in the four condltlons
qfd analy51s of variance summary¥

n v
. ‘

Witness Type
'Sum@

Color 80.93

Monochromatic 72.00

5SS

Rows (Medium) 736.01 . 3.u6
.- : . (3.43) ..
Colugps (Witness Type) 933.11° 4.43 <,05
TR ' T (4.38)<.05.
Inteplction Luy, 22 T ] .21

' 23613.72 o 112

(057.94) . . . (113) “ ~

lues in parentheses are those appropriate after. interaction’is
o - /
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' TABLE XL, . - ' . ,
— . ’ ’ - ) . -
. . “ ) R .
‘Juropi Information Retention I : ’ .
l\/\ - e ~ : .

R DN (’\ * ‘ )
* Witness safety ratings for subjects \n the four condi®ions and
* analysis Of variance summary . . . . . *
) . ‘ \

_Witness -Type - .
V- ) . Str % ' Weak :
. ' Coler 26.38 23.00 .

:j . Monochromatic  23.21 ot 23,52 . -

S ANOVA

|m

— ———

Source- i ' SS - af

_Rows (Medium) ; 55.17 : 1 2,99

-

Columns (Witness Type) _ 72.97 oo 1 3.95<,05 *
A

Intéraction, ., 104.31 - 1 . ©5.65<,05

" Error © 2067.24 L 112 ‘ C

’ 7
4 ’
.
s i
’ : ' >
.
- -~ . b4
‘ M - ——
[ N < .
.
-
v . .
~ .

t N v

.
P .
.
A s . -
. vt e \
.
'3 S . N -
R (\ ’ - N
Ul Y -» .




. N . . % - ,
e - .- -
\ - ' ( s
Y . .
. . N )v »
) : - L o . .
... T l . v . oo -
’ ; ’ - i ! : ' )
’ . \5/‘
" "TABLE X D ' ‘ h
L o N
. - - , . -
-Juror Information Retention I
'\/\ .- - &V .'%
R \/\ . (\ * . ' . «
* Witness safety ratipgs for subjects Nn the four conditions and )
* analysis of variance summary .o . L s
\
‘ X e _Witness -Type .t ) - ,
. ) ‘ ;
P Str % ' Weak :
- Coler 26.38 23.00 ) -
Medium © - o .
) Monochromatic  23.21 23.52 . '
) . ANOVA . ' ‘
] . ' . 4 o]
Source- . Ss - _c_1£ ) F
‘Rows (Medium) 55.17 1 2,99 -
Columns (Witness Type) _ 72.97 1 3.95¢,05
2 . .
Interaction. ., S 1ow.31 - 1 . -5.65<,05 -
" Error 2067.24 . 112 : - . wt
. ) [ -
-
1 ’
. l‘ . '
v ) ‘ - N . e ‘1
y] , b ’ . t.
' \/— t -
. - Al (».) :: i . . . . ]




TABLE® X11 Lo e

- )

-

Juror'InformgtiOn Regention : Réplication
. ,~' (O ' - " o -
j‘. ] . »
. Witness quallflcatlon ratlngs for subjects in the four condltlons
. and analysis of variance summary’ .
Il - 4 - ‘. »
- J . “ ¢ v ‘
. Witness Type .
v A 2 1
. . N Strong ‘Weak i
. i- - > p \j. ) ’
Color 26152 22.66 ' -
“‘Medium L ‘ .
Monochromatic 24,38 : 22,90
" - . . L ¥
TN - ' ANOVA ‘ , ‘
Source ' - .~ SS af E
v ., / - ‘ M
Rows (Medium) 26.08 -~ 1 : 1.17
' . | : 1.16
_ Columns (Witness Type) ¢ 207.11 1 + 9,26 <.05
: i 4 PR . TI9 <.0%
Interaction’ ur.ou - 1 1.83 ' B
Error T "/ 2505.31 ©T - 112 :
. 25u6,35" 113 i
v’ ' ‘ - .

* - . . i o s i e
Values in parentheses. are those ‘appropriate after. interaction is incorporated

into the error term.

r

.
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TABLE XIII

Te
‘8

Jd{or Information Retention I

WLtness dynamism ratings for subgects in the four conditions

. ) and analysis of variance summary* e N
‘\
, Witness Type’
. Strong - - Weak
" P)
B "~ Color 22.10 18.97 . R
Medium -
‘ Moriochromatic 20.07 17.38
H *
=
? :
‘ ANOVA ' -
« Source ss af F ‘A
Vo
Rows (Medium) 95.04 1 5.20 <.05 .
_ (5.24) <.05
Columns (Witness Type) 2u6.22 1 13.46 <\Q//i
‘ (13. 57) <.05 |
Interaction 1.45 'l "1 -
. . Vo \
* 'Error 20u48.35 112 .
' : (2049.80) . (113) * *

*Values in parentheses are those approprxate after interaction is 1ncorporated

into the eyror temm.

-

-

-



TABLE XIV

Juror Infofmation Retention II

Information retention scores for subjects'in the four conditions®

Live
" Color

B&W

Ty
9.8

- \

T,
8.3
" 8.6

9.2

: \

/T3

7.7

-

8.5

7.8

Y

it
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P T - - ™~
. r . ] .
TABYE, XV » ) . ‘
l: T ' . . .
Y : . - ' L4 .
* Juror Information Retention II . . !
* ™ s .
- . \. L
¢ . . 4 \
‘ L)
Summary of credibility rgtings for trial garticipants
for subjects in the three conditjidns
.\ . . | ' . . .
s " N N {
Authoritativeness Character
. : ,\ T
_ Witness. Live .81.5 - Live 68:4
) ' Color 85.1 .. Celor 70.0 -
LA B&W 52.0 B6&W 64.0 )
’ F<l F = 1.69 .
Mr. Stein: Live 76.6 Live  'oMfu
Proponent's ’ N < -
- Attorrey Color 76.9 Color 70.1
‘ ) B.& W 78.4 ¢ "B &V , ©8.u4
\ . F<l ., Fe<l. ’
““Mp. White: ° iive 77.7 * Live 69.6 .
Defendant's ' e
. 4, . :
. - Attorney -\ Color 74.0 ‘ Cc?lor 70.0 .
- o BEW 79.1 BEW 87.0 , T
1 \ - . Fe<l
»
’ L .
v * * ."
/ ' I{,r?:" -
Ed
> . ‘ — )
) l U,(} '
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TABLE XVI . . A P
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. R . - ' B .
juror Information Retention II e TS
X / ~ , . :
- .' ’\
.’ . 9
- - » - . - Iy ‘ .
Correlations of witness with attorney credibility scores
. * . 4 PR N ‘< - . .
. . : ) o -
3 . S : R
Witness and Witess and . Mr. Stein and ,
( Mr. Stein Mr. White Mr. White bifference
. LU, e ' ) ' Y »

o puthorita- . 3 12

tifeness -51 YL S

9 o on
N
o

Character .63 .03 ) 24
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- TABLE XVII

‘ ) ' ' J .“* - .
Effects of Physiclogical Arocusal om Inforﬁatioané¥én¢Inﬁ:I itid

L4

.
L4

Emotionality Manipulation Check-Cell Means,
t Tests and Probablitity Values”

e

- -

£ L]
Maie ' lon- .
o N ‘Emotional Emotional
Witness N - >
(Angry/calm) ) - -
Black -& White . 3.51 ’ 4,70

sColor

o’ # \% '
", Non-

'. Female Emotional - Emotional

Witness

(Happy/sad) . g o
Black & White ° . . ,' _ &%33

" Color : 6.20

<

*,. el ! LT ‘o
- "Higher numbers reflsct more emotionality.

-

ey ) A
ﬁggp-tailed — -
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Effects of Phydiological Arousal on Information Retention I ;. .
. * . * A','v .
- . . - . . s o . M . s . ., .
, s, ’, ' ’ o
.. . . . PR 2 —
> ¥ 3 o t\ :“?%:
el

© " - Mean Arousal Level in Kll‘Condiiiods Summ

ng Across Time Frameg

~

- Mode .-~

y T . t ' :
B N ' CE )
. : Black and White
. Y R . -. . . .
R \ Non-Emotional St. 7.78
‘e é . @
™ . ' . , \ )
. - PK. .. 8.4u4 .
Testimony . - . o .
- . - ~
« Emotional St. 8.62 N
A . ‘ . - ’
. . } Pk. 9.4]
-l v . *
. - , - .r
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" TABLE XIX

L.

+

.

1

B g

[ 4

» .

P

Ta

" Effécts of Physioigcai'l\musélz“on\Info%nation Retention I .

T

L4

-
ad

.

‘v

e Mean Arousal’ Level‘ in Eacb Cond::clon Thirty Seconds Prior

to ‘tne. Start of the Stimuli Tapes

= ||m Provided by ERIC

t._

. ) Non-Emotional
. ’ . .
Color ) 6.80 :
. ’ 3
’ Black and White .. 7.80
o .4 ' -
Emotional ’ :
) v P
~ , * Color 7.68 ~
Black & White 6. 31
.- “ -
L] - ‘ '
y - ’
, {
« . - 4 r .

- . . . ’ a.

+ - '3 VT
R ;/' 1
» ‘) s
E lC . 110 ’
. " ( . - N .




Effects of Physiological Arousal en.Information Rgt%ntion I

Repeated Measures Analysis of Covariance for Both.Tapes ‘

1™

Non-Emotional

]

Emotional

.052

.031 ~

p<-




. TABLE XXI

. .« B L4 -
Effects of Physiological Arousal on ‘Information Retention Replication

7

Repeated Measures Analysis of Covarianpeggor_Experimént 11
Start and Peak Levels .

—

¢

Dependent Variable
2 X
Start -Level

sError

Peak Level

Error
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TABLE XXII . . .o
Witness Information Retemtion }
The Analy31s-of-Var1ance Summawy fomatlon Retentlon. ) !
. : ’ Mean '
Source of Variation %qua * Square F. Sig. of T

; Square E gpg. of F
Camera-No Camera 1.47 | .015 .999
Time Delay. . . ‘ﬂ.5553 21 .2 ©2776.860 28.u44 .01’
Camera-No Camera X Time Delay " 72.50 2 36.25 - .371 .999
Residual . 9372.50 96 97.63
Total 1 . , 14998.58 101~ 148,50 :

The Analysis-of-Variance Summary of Wi“tne‘s‘i; Knowledge. ~
. " [y ——

, . o Sum’ of - , Mean ) R ,
Source of Var-iatés? Squares dF Square E . Sig. of F
Camera-iio Camera ™. ) 1851.21 1 1851.21°.  1.25 265
“Time Delay ' 72281.55 .« 2 36120.77  24.43 .001
Camera-iio Camera X Tlme Delay ~ . 405.92 .2 202.96 A4 .999
Residual, . 141939.69 96 . 1u78.54
Total & 216210.46 101 . 2140.79 -

The Analysis-of-Variance Summary of the Seven Point Nervousness Scale. _
. Sum of Mean T
Source of Variation " Salares df Square . F Sig. of F
Cameva-No Camera K <5227 - 1 5.27 2.56" .109
Time Delay ) 7.25 R 2 3.63 1.76 175
Camera-No Camera X Time Delay 1.00 ) .50 24 999 '
Residual ’ . 197.70 96 2.06 '
Total . . 211.3T 101 2.09 )
The Apa}ysis-of-Variance Summary of the Une Hundred PPt Nervousness Scale, :
, : ~ Sum of ~ Mean k Co
Source of Variation ' Squares - af Square F Sig. of F
Camera-No Camera - 2783.71 1 2783.71 - 4.95 .027
- Time Delay ' , o 767,05 . 2 . 283.53 .50 .999
® Camera-lio Camera X T:mie Delay 1208.02 2 604.01 1.07 . 347
Residual, . 53445, 60 as 562.59 .
Total 57958.9¢ 100, 579.59 .
*\» 1‘,\; =3 e .
¥

11 c
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"" TABLE XXIII .

A K}
- . .

L ‘

W ¢ ' o‘ -
( The Effects of Full-Scresn Versus Split-Screen Presentation -
~ ’_\

Suémary of vcrdié?wégsponses for jurcrs in the two conditions '
. -~ ‘

£ e -

. Clark + Both Clark . ' Clark  , Clark
Neg ~ Neg ot .Meg Both Hot Neg

[}

11, 8. , ‘ ‘ Y
i

Y

x? = 3,u6; p>.18

-

Clark - Clark Not Neg
7 Neg ~ Both Neg .

11 12 »

S COE

-

Xz = 4]_ ;P.> _'90




«  TABLE XXIV o -
’ v -~ \ Al )

~ The Effects of the Deletion of Inadmissible Testimony from a v{deotaped Trial
.0 A

-

\ 3 N

, Summary of the verdict responses for juroré

in the seven conditions of inadmissible testimony. .
, Verdict ‘ -4 .
, wumber of Clark .Bothy Clark I . H{umber of Clark _ Both Clark
tPeletions Neg Neg  Hot Neg Deletions | Neg N7é} Not Neg
3 i
0 -10 3 } 0 13 b 2
1 11 ] 0 i 20 0
2 13 b 3 2 17 3
3 9 3 5 3 D, *6"
Y ' 5 2 2 " 7 M.
5 15 01 oy o 5 ' 16 4
6 9 5 1 . "6 Tk NS
%2 = 17.54; p>.20 x? = 9.523 p>.20
" Number of Ci)rk Both _ Clar¥ Humber of. Ciark + Clarh -
Deletions = ieg Heg Not Meg |- Teletions Neg . Not ileg
, .0 10 s 0 0 - 2
1 11 g 1 1 0
o2 - 13 7 2 13 3
' 3 3 9 3 9 6
4 5 4 4 5 2
5 15 #5 5 7 15, 4
Yo 6 . 9 & 6. 9 ¥
< ‘
x% = 3.25; p>.80 . x% = 17.5Q; p>.30
y Ve \
— T
" ‘ ) \ v
- LN L f
» .
¢ )
- 4

JUS————



. TABLE XXV

+ The Effect

»

’

,

6\‘

of the Deletion df Inadm#fsible Testimony from a Videotaped Trial

‘s . ' W

. Mean umount of award made by jurors viewing trials
'with varying amounts of inadmissible teg&}mony.

’

f‘ 4
- . “ ".‘.IA‘: ’ “\ N
Number of Nurber Number in Hean
Deletions of Awards Cpndition Award
- 3 T
o 0 10 15 ~ $21,000 .
, -1 o1 TN 20 & 14,863
2 13 20 i8,u6l
3 - 18 17,055
; b 5 S *, 2}, 940. .-
5 15 20 4 17,200
6 3 15 22,500 -
e S
3 - . »
v A . .
& - .
+ . { ] , . ’ ’ -
! -
» -~ & )
.y YT
-
7N Y
- ! , ' A——- 7’
- =
)
0. ST : e
EMC' ) ) — ' t
S s o
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TABLE XXVI

*

~ .

4

L]

The Effects of the Dele;éon of. Inadmissible Testimony from a Videotaped Trial

1

: y i e -+
Summégy of verdict-regponsgs for jurors exposed )
to varying amounts of inzdnissible testimony. ~ /ﬂ
flumber of  Clark Both _ Clark Numbex of Clark _ Both Clark
Deletions Jleg heg Mot ileg | < Deletions Veg, Neg ilot ileg
¢ © 19 16 15 o - 31 - ¢ 10
. - N K i . :
3 , 15 15 20 3 .35 15
* . ' . . }
6 17 12 2 0} w6 - 36 17
%2 %3.03; p>.50 x2 = <l; p>.80
: —— & :
Number of . Clark s Clark _ Both, | Number of’ Clark Clark
Deletions leg " Neg Jeg Deletions Neg | Jot Neg
0 15 . 26 n 15 -10
I} 200 . - 30 3 N 15
. 6 ) 24 29 6 28 17
\ . N . N ¢
. X2 = :<]; P> 30 X‘ = <1, P_>.75
“"xl L4 " ’ ‘7‘ * ’/(
1 ) ' N .
\ J - . ‘ '. ;‘
-
. -~ 1
N r

v




TABLE_XX¥II . =

Detecting Deception

, ' Analysis of Var;aﬁé: of e

. } Stucdent Sample

)

R ' ¢ Emotional Accuracy

, Color/Black-and-VWhite ;= COLOR BW

Visual and Audio/Visual Only = VISAUDIO
Head and Body/Head Only/Body Only = SHOT

~* SUM OF
« » SQUARES

.SOURCE OF VARIATION

MAIN EFFECTS -7 14,080

" GOLORBW ’ 4y 352
VISAUDIO ) .512
SHOT + ’! 7.296

" 2.WAY INTERACTIONS . 5.888
COLORBW VISAUDIO .320

' GOLORBW SHOT 3,136 °
_VISAUDIO SHOT 2.432

) ' = -

3-WAY INTERACTIONS 355@6
COLORBW VISAODIO SHOT 3.2U6
o
RESIDUAL: 843,717
TOTAL 866. 94k
] ¥) .

" -

(=564 )

MR HO N E

NN

MEAN..

SQUARE

3.520

4,352

.512

4,608,

1.152
", 320
1.600
1.216

1.900
1.600

1x536

+1.536

-
e
»

* 4 -~

* SIGNIFICANCE

OF

,056

.089

<999 v
.0u8

.999 }
+399

«357

.999»

347

:947
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- TABLE XXVIII o . - .
. :* - . ) e M , .
Detacting Deception . T ) )
’ ) Analysis of Variance of v ‘
o ' Stulent Sample
t - .
: ‘ Fgtupl Accuracy Y
, N o \
, . . by : ) _ .
—— - / .
Color/Black-and-White = COLORBW :
. sual and Audio/Visual Only = VISAUDIO )
- < '  Head and Body/Head Only/Body Only = SHOT '
f (li=564) '
: SUM OF MEAN SIGNIFICANCE ~ .
SOURCE OF VARIATION © SQUARES *~  DF SQUARE ‘< F OF F
MAIN EFFECTS - T 152.448 4 38.080 /17.571 .001
COLORBW ~-1.920 1. 1.920 895 .999
o VISAUDIO 133.824 1 133.824 61.706 ..001
- SHOT 19.648 2 . 9.856  4.532 .011
2-WAY INTERACTIONS T a0 5 .832 .387 .999
‘COLORBW VISAUDIO : 1.354 1 1.344 .632 .999 e
COLORBW SHOT 2,240 2 1.152 .521 .996 .
¥ISAUDIO SHOT. _ .576 2 . 320 140,999
3-WAY INTERACTIONS “y.224 2~ "2.112 . .980 .999 -
- COLORBW VISAUDIO SHOT 4,224 - 2 2,112 .980 .999 |
L - ol - . - |
— RESIDUAL’ ' 1197.248 552 2.176 ;
~ * (2] : N . |
TOTAL E " 1358.144 563 2.43% ‘ . |
" - |
T B “
» ’J
4 ' i
|
E ]

s S




TABLE XXIX

Detécting ' Deception

K

SOURCE OF VARIATION'

MAIN EFFECTS
COLORBW
NISAUDIO
SHOT

2-WAY- INTERACTIONS
COLORBW VISAUDIO
COLORBW SHOT -
, VISAUDIO SHOT

3-WAY: INTERACTIONS

COLORBW VISAUDIQ SHOT

RESIDUAL

TOTAL

Analysis of Variance of
Vo Student Sample
Total Accuracy
’ . -

by . / e

Color/Black-and-White = COELOREW

(N3564 ) . ’

sy of MEAN

SQUARES DF SQUARE

"y © 167.936 Y 41.984
12.032 1 12.047

15¢.528 1 150.528

8 48 2 4,352
. 14,582 5 2.816
P 7 3.072 1. 3.072
8. 960 2 %4.608

2. 304 2 1.024

T

7.424 2 , 3.840

7.424 2 3.890

'2037.248 552 3.584
2227.200 563 3,840

T

_ Visual and Audio/Visual Only = VISAUDIO

Head and’ Body/Head Only/Body Only = SHOT
J - . v

N

b f
C)
SIGNIFICANCE
F OF F
11-,380 .001
3,266 .068
40,805 .001
1.150 .31
787 .999
.831 .999
1.226 204
.297  -.999
1,011 . 26
1.011 .366

¢

.

o

L L4




TABLE XXX

A

.
4

Detecting Deception

‘

ONRCE OF VARIATION
IN) EFFECTS
COLORBW
SHOT

2-WAY INTERACTIONS

COLORBW SHOT

RESIDUAL

TOTAL

Adult Sample

Total Accuracy’

e

N,

by

Analysis of Variance of

L 4

Color/Black-and-White = COLOR BW
Head and Body/Head Only = SHOT

(N=193)

- SUM OF
SQUARES

7.424
7.424

)

256

4. 854
4. 364

765.952

798. 240

-

DF

189

192

MEAN
SQUARE

3.880

7424 -

256

4,864
4,864

4,096

4.096

F

.928
1.848
.057

1.199
1.199

'SIGNIFICANCE
OF F
.999
172
.999 "
274
274
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’ ’ ‘ Regnstratnon .Bngham Young Umversnty U S. Air Force © " General Session—NSF -
L ' Reception—Welcume  Trifllvision/Depovision  * McGeorge School of Law  luestions and Answers '
N . : Introductions Luncheon—Ernest Friesen  National Shorthand Check- -out J t
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SAMPLE WORKSHOY RETURM CARD

Uuorl\shopa

Please register me for Legal Communication Workshop 3 i
July 24-27, 1975, Sheraton Plaza Hotel (formerly the West-
bury) 160 East Huroh at St. Clalr Chicago, lllinois.

Name: _/ : ':g - Student: _-_ ___
Address - .. Yes No

Smgle Room ($25. OO pernight)
“Double Room ($30.90 per night)
. Workshop Attendee Sharing Double:
'~ Address:

7~

" -
-

. Note: You must return this card by JULY 3, 1975, to be guaran-
- teed space. After that date, phone reservations wull be accepted
in lnmnted numberS}t (517’}“355-3480
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De;)artment of Commupication R
' College of Communication Arts . . . S
*Michigan State University . ‘ )
Eas{ Lansing, Michigan 4882 ) e
. Honorable Tom-C. Clark '
l ) ‘ , Justice-US Supreme Court (Ret) .
- " : 2102 Copnécticut Ave. N.W.
) Washington, D.C. 20008 (
, .% Second Legal : : IS L |
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Judge Dule A leér
dand other stimulus
purticipants review
notes prior to taping

8

4

Multi-media Study

. Phase Two
Data Collection

¥

]

-

Clark Law School

three persons com)f)rises the Hastings contigent; Guy Korn-
blurfi, adjunct faculty. will discuss how attorneys can make the
best use of videotape in their private®practices; Gordon Ber-
mant, Battelle Seattle Research Center. will draw from psycho-
logical studies on using television in the courtroom. and Paul
Rush. Television Office, University of Califarsdia-Berkeley. will
discuss the use of television and videotape in legal education.
During the small group meetings on-Saturday, February-1,
workshop attendees will also have the opportunity to speak
with representatives from the J. Reuben Clark Law School.
Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah; on the’ multl media
courtroom studies they completed this year.
Please note that the return tard enclosed in the werkshop
registration packet is sufficient to reserve your hotel room;
6there is no need to contact the hotels involved personally.

The grant team has completed data collectlon “for the last
studies to be reported on at ‘the second workshop. During
November, the team traveled to Flint. Michigan, as it has for
previous studies, to present the study stimulus to Cireuit and

District court jurors.. This study was designed o measure juror

-
s

< . ¢




Program Includes
Phase Two Report

Couriroom
of the Future

Hastings College

Papel and Tour

Audio engineer mon-
itors sound levels
during Phase II stim-
ulus;ecording.

TR A

The program for the second Legal Communication Worksﬁo})
will include: (1) an examination of rélated videotaperesearch
dealing with legateducation, {(2) the practical applications of ~
television technology in legal practice, (3) the impact of video-
tape use in'crimingl proceedings. and. (4) the report on the
resultsof phase two of *‘Determining the Effedts of Videotaped
Testimony on Informatlon Prowﬂsmg and Decxslon Making in
Jury Trials.”

Besides providing a demnnstratlon of its *Tourtroom of
the Future,” the:McGeorge Schou] of Law, University of the
Pautic, Sacramento, will report 1o workshop participants on =
its continuing research effort. which addresses three principal
ob;ectlves (1) to analyze the feasibility of applying videotape
technology incriminal justice proceedings. (2) toidentify oper-
ational procedures necessary for the implementation of video-
tape technology in crimingl proceedings and. (3) to determine .
the behavioral effects of utilizing videotape inscriminal pro-
ceedings on witnesses, attorneys and judges

Hastings College of Law. University of California. San
Francisco, will offer to the workshop attendees-both a taur of
its facilities and a pfesentation on videotape use. A papel ot ’

: =l Y-
FTER Hilumﬂl"
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