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Richand Alexander was imprisoned
L 9ESEEREI eyeWItness testimony

= DN [dénce confirms that the semen

samplerandipubic hair found at the
Crime scene was not his

m While in prisen, attacks still occurred

m After over five years In prison, he was
released




| %mplﬁf our study?

alred against each other, what
ewde moere persuasive: Physical
EVIGENEEIOI" eyewitness testimonies?




h Studies

e

| 7.9} LefitusHfiound that eyewitness
© [estimoeniesiwere the most persuasive
Eviderce ' the courtroom to a juror.

B In 20015 Skolnick examined the
effectiveness of physical evidence and
eyewitness testimony on mock juror
decision making.




FStudies (cont.)

e

| Skoelnickistudy, the strength of
- evide Vas varied. Strong evidence
produEed more guilty verdicts than

Weak evidence.

u Combining| strong evidence of both
types was ne more effective than
presenting strong evidence of either

type.
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ast, St research designs
IS topIC have been designed
by prESENting one type of evidence at
ORE time:

B Our design had the two types of
evidence paired against each other at
one time.




m Physicalle

:%zonsistent With' suspect
u DNATRel consistent with suspect
m Eyewitness testimony:
s Eyewitness says suspect is the perpetrator
s Eyewitness says suspect is not the perpetrator
m Eyewitness familiarity

= Familiar — Stepmother
= Unfamiliar - Neighbor
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Eyewitness Testimony

Eamiliar

Unfamiliar

DNA

NGO

Yes

NoO

n

28

[ =82

n

= 31

n =28




| m College s
N Genﬂﬁ

m 3500 men
m 65% Women
m Age
m Mean = 19.73
m Range = 17 to 27

White
Black
Asian
Hispanic
Other
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F = 101.35, pi< .0001)

m NO 21

O EyeMss (F=8.04, p < .005)
m Yes .56
m No A1
m Familiarity of Eyewitness (F = 2.49, p <.12)
m Familiar .54
m Unfamiliar 44




Eyewitness Testimony

Eamiliar Unfamiliar

NGO YEes No Yes

.18 .30 17 .20

.68 .96 .60 .79




| Videnecewas powerful
“m| DNA PErsuasive than eyewitness

testimony,

u Wouldfike to leok at familiarity of
eyewitness without DNA evidence




P VS, reall tral
N Colleg Gents
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