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Abstract 

Research has examined factors that influence child witness credibility because it has the 

potential to influence case outcomes. This study investigated beliefs that impact 

perceptions of child witness credibility in cases of physical abuse.  Participants (N = 95) 

were asked open ended questions inquiring about factors that either contribute to or 

detract from credibility.  Using the responses provided, a check-list was created to assess 

the strength of the association between the words generated and the categories (i.e., 

credible and not credible; N = 64).  The second part of this study examined whether a 

training protocol could ameliorate belief activation and application in cases of child 

physical abuse. In the second part of the study participants (N = 254) were randomly 

assigned to either a training or control condition.  Participants were presented with one of 

six vignettes, based on a 2 (training condition: counterstereotype affirmation training, 

control) by 3 (vignette type: positive, negative, neutral) between subject design. It was 

hypothesized that participants receiving training would experience reduced stereotype 

activation than the control group and resultantly rate the credibility of the child closer to 

three or four (neutral) on a seven point credibility scale.  It was also hypothesized that 

participants would rate the child witness in the positive vignettes as more credible than 

the child witness in the negative vignettes.  The results of the study did not support the 

hypothesis that training would ameliorate belief activation, although training impacted 

application of the activated beliefs with regards to decisions made about the honesty and 

cognitive ability of the child witness.  Participants gave the positive vignettes higher 

credibility ratings, followed by the neutral vignettes, and then the negative vignettes.  
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Beliefs impact decision making and training has the potential to impact judgments of 

credibility.  
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Introduction 

1.1 Overview 

Child abuse is a significant concern in Canada: In 2008 there were 39 

investigations of child maltreatment for every 1000 children (Family Violence in Canada: 

A Statistical Profile, 2008).  Thirty-six percent of these investigations were substantiated 

(Family Violence in Canada: A Statistical Profile, 2008).  Many of the children who 

experience abuse will not endure long-term consequences (Fraser & Terzian, 2005), 

however, those that do will suffer from physical (Springer, Sheridan, Kuo, & Carnes, 

2007), psychological (DeBellis & Thomas, 2003), and behavioural consequences (Dube 

et al., 2001).  Adults who experience abuse or neglect during childhood are more likely to 

experience physical ailments including allergies, asthma, high blood pressure, and ulcers 

(Springer et al., 2007).  Children who have experienced abuse are also more likely to 

experience psychological consequences such as being at an increased risk to develop 

panic disorder, dissociative disorders, depression, post-traumatic stress disorder, and 

attachment disorders (DeBellis & Thomas, 2003). In terms of behavioural consequences, 

these children are more likely to smoke cigarettes, abuse alcohol, or take illicit drugs 

during their lifetime (Dube et al., 2001).   

In cases of child abuse, the testimony provided by the child is crucial to 

successful prosecution as the child is often the sole witness (Quas, Thompson, & Clarke-

Stewart, 2005) and physical evidence is often lacking (Myers, 1998).  The child’s 

credibility is extremely important as it has the potential to influence case outcome (Quas 

et al., 2005). Because credibility is so important in these cases, in the past couple of 

decades researchers have investigated factors that influence child witness credibility 
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perceptions.  Researchers have typically made use of a mock juror paradigm, wherein 

community members and undergraduate students are presented with information 

regarding a case (e.g., case file, interview, vignette) and asked to make judgments about 

the child complainant and, sometimes, to render a verdict.   

Variables influencing perceptions of child witness credibility include victim age 

(e.g., Bottoms & Goodman, 1994) and gender (e.g., Haegerich & Bottoms, 2000), and 

race of the victim and defendant (e.g., Bottoms, Davis, & Epstein, 2004). Results have 

been mixed; authors of some studies show children as being perceived to be more 

credible than adults (e.g., Bottoms & Goodman, 1994; Ross, Dunning, Toglia, & Ceci, 

1989); and authors of other studies report  adults are perceived to be more credible than 

children (Goodman, Golding, Helgeson, Haith, & Michelli, 1987; Luss & Wells, 1992; 

Wells, Turtle, & Luus, 1989).   

Stereotypes held by mock jurors may play an important role in their perceptions 

(Ross, Dunning, Toglia, & Ceci, 1990).  Jurors have beliefs – both accurate and 

inaccurate - about children that may inadvertently influence their evaluation of a child’s 

credibility (Nightingale, 1993).  Mock jurors may be more likely to use stereotypic 

attitudes when making decisions in cases in which the evidence is ambiguous (Goodman, 

Golding, & Haith, 1984).  Researchers who have examined the perceptions mock jurors 

have of children testifying about a crime they have witnessed (e.g., Lieppe & 

Romanczyk, 1987; Ross et al., 1990) suggest their results could be explained on the basis 

of stereotypic beliefs. Other research has reported that behaving in ways that either 

confirm or disconfirm the stereotypes held by mock jurors also has the potential to 

influence perceptions (e.g., Lieppe, Manion, & Romancyzk, 1992; Wells et al., 1989).  
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Research in this domain has examined beliefs that are associated with child witnesses 

(e.g., Miller & Burgoon, 1982) and how these beliefs influence judgment (e.g., Regan & 

Baker, 1998). However, little research has explored the prevailing stereotypes among 

members of the general public.  One aim of the present research was to examine 

stereotypes held by the public regarding credible and not credible child witnesses.  This 

work also examined the influence of these stereotypes on decision making and the impact 

stereotype reduction training had on stereotype activation and application.   

1.2 Child Abuse 

 Child abuse can take the form of neglect, physical abuse, emotional abuse, or 

sexual abuse (Canadian Incidence Study of Reported Abuse and Neglect, 2008).  In 2008 

neglect was the primary category of substantiated child maltreatment in 34% of cases 

investigated (Canadian Incidence Study of Reported Abuse and Neglect).  Substantiated 

physical abuse was the primary category of child maltreatment in 20% of cases; 

emotional abuse was the primary category of maltreatment in 9% of cases; sexual abuse 

made up 3% of the substantiated cases investigated by child welfare in Canada.  In 

Canada every person who has reasonable grounds for suspecting child abuse is required 

to report the abuse to child protection workers or the police (Provincial Child Abuse 

Protocol, 2006).  The child protection staff determines if there is enough evidence to 

suggest that the child needs protection; the police determine if a criminal offense has 

been committed.   

Since staff at child protection agencies and police play a vital role in child abuse 

investigations, the attitudes these professionals have regarding child abuse have been 

examined (e.g., Kelley, 1990).  For instance, Trute, Adkins, and MacDonald (1992) 
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surveyed police officers, child welfare workers, and community mental health 

professionals regarding their attitudes towards child sexual abuse.  After adjusting for 

gender, police officers and child welfare workers had consistent views on the widespread 

nature of child sexual abuse and the serious effects of child sexual abuse on children and 

families.  The police differed from child welfare workers and community mental health 

professionals regarding their attitudes towards punishment; police officers indicated that 

the perpetrator needed to be punished in order to reduce child sexual abuse, whereas the 

other two professional groups indicated that the most effective intervention was 

treatment. 

1.3 Credibility 

Initially researchers explored children’s credibility by focusing on perceptions of 

testimony provided by child eyewitnesses (e.g., Goodman et al., 1984).  Since then, 

research into perceptions of child witness credibility has expanded to also examine 

perceptions of testimony provided by child victims (Golding, Dunlap, & Hodell, 2009).  

This expansion may have been motivated by the growing recognition that child abuse is a 

significant concern (Golding et al., 2009), with 14 out of every 1000 children in Canada 

experiencing  abuse that is substantiated via a child welfare investigation (Canadian 

Incidence Study of Reported Abuse and Neglect, 2008).   

Considerable research has examined factors that may influence perceptions of 

child witness credibility (see Golding et al., 2009 for a detailed review).  Multiple factors 

can influence perceptions of child witness credibility including beliefs about children’s 

capabilities.  For instance, childhood is often seen as an apprenticeship for adulthood. 

This framework of children as incomplete adults can influence stereotypes adults have 



17 

concerning children and their capabilities (Kehily, 2004).  Children’s memory of abuse 

can also influence perceptions of credibility.  Traumatic memories may be less vivid than 

memories for everyday events (Berliner, Hyman, Thomas, & Fitzgerald, 2003).  The 

manner in which information is recalled (e.g., lack of specific details, lack of coherence) 

may affect child witness’ presentation to the adult jury.  Stereotypes jurors have 

concerning different factors (e.g., victim age, victim gender, how the abuse should be 

remembered) have the potential to guide decision-making and perceptions of credibility 

(Nightingale, 1993).  In the next section, several studies are reviewed that have used 

stereotypes to help explain their findings. The discussion is organized around several 

factors that have been found to relate to stereotypes: victim age; victim gender; victim 

demeanor; victim and defendant race. 

1.3.1 Victim age.  Previous research has suggested a linear relationship between 

age, perceptions of honesty and cognitive ability; as age increases, perceptions of honesty 

decrease and perceptions of cognitive ability increase (e.g., Nightingale, 1993). In cases 

of sexual abuse, children are viewed as being sexually naïve and are not perceived as 

having the knowledge needed to fabricate a story of sexual abuse (Ross et al., 2003). As 

age increases, naïveté decreases and the plausibility of fabrication increases (Bottom & 

Goodman, 1994).  Children are also viewed as not being able to accurately recall 

information due to poorer memory than adults and as more susceptible to suggestion 

(Melinder, Goodman, Eilertsen, & Magnussen, 2004).  More recent research has 

demonstrated that perceptions of cognitive abilities and honesty do not follow a linear 

trajectory (Wright, Hanoteau, Parkinson, & Tatham, 2010). Perceptions of reliability 

(e.g., cognitive abilities) appear to increase linearly from 3 to 6 years of age and then 
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remain stable.  Perceptions of honesty appear to increase linearly until 11 years of age but 

then decrease.  

Beliefs held by mock jurors concerning the honesty and cognitive abilities of 

child witnesses have been shown to influence credibility perceptions of the child 

witnesses.  According to the two factor model of credibility (Ross et al., 2003), the 

perceived credibility of a child witness depends on the perceived honesty and cognitive 

ability of the child.  Perceived credibility is dependent upon whether honesty or cognitive 

ability is most salient to the case (Ross et al., 2003).  In cases of sexual abuse, children 

are perceived to be more credible than adults (Myers, Redlich, Goodman, Prizmich, & 

Imwinkelreid, 1999) and this is in part due to the perceived sexual naiveté of the child. In 

cases where children are required to remember the details of an event, cognitive ability is 

more salient in determining the credibility of the witness than honesty (Nunez, Kehn, & 

Wright, 2011); in such cases, older children and adults are perceived as being more 

credible than younger children (e.g., Goodman et al., 1984; Goodman et al., 1987).  

1.3.2 Victim gender.  Mock jurors appear to be aware of the differing frequency 

with which male and female children are abused.  When asked to rate the likelihood of 

the occurrence of child sexual abuse, participants rate the male perpetrator/female child 

victim to be most likely (Golding et al., 2009).  As a result of this perception, victim 

gender may influence mock jurors’ decisions regarding a child’s credibility.  For 

instance, Haegerich and Bottoms (2000) had mock jurors read a case of patricide in 

which the defendant claimed that he/she killed his/her father after years of sexual abuse.  

Mock jurors were more likely to believe abuse allegations made by a 15-year-old girl 

than those made by a 15-year-old boy.  Given the frequency with which females are 
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victims of abuse, females may be more believable than males as victims of sexual abuse 

(Finkelhor, 1984).  Another possible explanation for jurors perceiving females as more 

believable than males could be the dominant belief in our society that heterosexuality is 

the norm (heteronormativity; Kitzinger, 2005). However, the influence of gender beliefs 

on credibility perceptions is not consistent throughout the literature as some studies find 

little to no effect of victim gender (e.g., Bottoms & Goodman, 1994; Golding et al., 

2007), and other studies finding allegations made by females to be more plausible (e.g., 

Clark & Nightingale, 1997; Haegerich & Bottoms, 2000).    

1.3.3 Victim demeanor.  Mock jurors may have expectations regarding the 

emotional reaction of a child witness and those expectations may influence judgments. 

For instance, a defendant is more likely to be convicted if a child is teary versus 

hysterical or calm (Golding, Fryman, Marsil, & Yozwiak, 2003).  Alternatively, mock 

jurors may believe that a lack of emotion is equivalent to lying (Blumenthal, 1993). 

However, when too much emotion is displayed, the child may be perceived as being 

deceptive or manipulative (Miller & Burgoon, 1982).  Thus, it is clear that jurors pay 

attention not only to what is being said but also to how it is said (Miller & Burgoon, 

1982). Myers and colleagues (1999) noted that actual juror verdicts were associated with 

the degree to which jurors perceived various aspects of a child’s demeanor (e.g., facial 

expression, gestures, eye contact) to be important.  In a similar light, Regan and Baker 

(1998) reported that conviction rates were higher when participants read a description of 

a trial in which the child was crying versus when the child was calm.   

1.3.4 Victim and defendant race.  Children of all races may be victims of abuse.  

For example African American and Hispanic children are victims of sexual abuse as 
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often as Caucasian children (Epstein & Bottoms, 1998). However, many stereotypes 

regarding the race of adult victims and criminals exist and have been shown to influence 

legal contexts.   While in cases of robbery, assault, and rape, race has not been found to 

influence punishment, African Americans are more likely to receive harsher penalties 

than Whites for negligent homicide and Whites were more likely to receive harsher 

punishments than African Americans for fraud (Mazzella & Feingold, 1994).  These 

results imply that people may have beliefs about relations between race and criminal 

behaviour which may influence punishment severity.  Stereotypes concerning race have 

also been shown to influence decision making in cases of child sexual abuse.  Bottoms 

and colleagues (2004) noted that African American and Hispanic girls were judged to be 

more responsible for sexual abuse perpetrated by a White teacher in comparison to White 

girls.  Likelihood of guilt ratings were higher for defendants whose victims were of the 

same race relative to a victim of a different race.  Bottoms and colleagues speculated that 

these findings may be attributed to beliefs that different-race child abuse is less likely 

than same-race child abuse.   

In summary, there are several stereotypic beliefs held by potential jurors that have 

the potential to influence perceptions of child credibility. These stereotypes concern the 

age of the victim, victim gender, victim demeanour, and victim and defendant race.  

Beliefs that mock jurors have about these variables may influence their perceptions and 

credibility judgments.  Therefore, it is important to examine whether stereotypes have the 

potential to inadvertently influence credibility judgments in cases of child abuse. 
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1.4 Stereotypes 

 Stereotypes have been defined in a number of different ways (see Kanahara, 

2006).  One definition of stereotypes is that they are a set of expectations or beliefs held 

of people based solely on their group membership (Jones, 2002).  These beliefs may 

concern the characteristics, attributes, and behaviours of members of certain groups 

(Hilton & von Hippel, 1996).  Stereotypes also have a cultural component; stereotypes 

are socially shared and inform people living in a society collectively (Levine et al., 1993).  

Stereotypes may be thought of as a type of generalization, wherein the use of information 

obtained during a previous encounter with an individual is applied to the larger group 

(Kanahara, 2006).  Even if the stereotype is true for the collective, it may be misapplied 

to the majority of individuals (Ottati & Lee, 1995). The accuracy of a stereotype is 

difficult to determine and can vary depending on how accuracy is measured (Schneider, 

2004).  According to the kernel of truth hypothesis, many stereotypes are based on some 

empirical reality even if this reality is exaggerated (Porthro & Melikian, 1955).  In the 

current context, the accuracy of the stereotype is less important than how it is applied 

(Stangor, 1995).  Application of a stereotype occurs when we make assumptions about an 

individual under the influence of a stereotype (Kanahara, 2006).   

1.5 Stereotype Representation 

One of the most basic cognitive processes involved in stereotyping is 

categorization (Schneider, 2004).  Category representation is used to make sense of 

people and acts to simplify how we perceive others (Macrae & Bodenhausen, 2000).  

People group things into categories because they expect things to be similar within the 

category and different from other things that are not in the category.  This process of 
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categorization is then used to draw inferences about people based on the category to 

which they belong (McCarthy, 2002).  

Social categories may contain information that is stereotypic to the group 

(Arbuthnott, Arbuthnott, & Thompson, 2006).  People with strong associations between 

categories and stereotypes may integrate information in a confirmatory manner when this 

information is consistent with the stereotype activated by the social category (Gawronski, 

Ehrenberg, Banse, Zukova, & Klauer, 2003) and they may re-categorize the target when 

information presented is inconsistent with the stereotype (Fiske & Neubert, 1990).  It is 

important to note that categorization of an individual does not necessarily lead to 

stereotype activation; stereotyping depends on the strength of the perceivers’ stereotypic 

associations with respect to the activated category (Gawronski et al., 2003).   

Stereotypes can be understood via the cognitive structures from which they arise.  

The following section reviews different categorization models which provide 

perspectives on how categorization and stereotyping may occur.  It is important to note 

that categorization and stereotypes may be influenced by cultural stimuli (e.g., media) 

and these stimuli influence members of a society as a whole. 

1.5.1 Prototype model.  According to the prototype model, people compare the 

target with their prototype of the category. Stereotypes can be activated if the perceiver 

assumes that attributes associated with the general category describe the individual 

(Operario & Fiske, 2004).  The prototype representation is an averaged representation of 

the category across many attributes; no set of group attributes is seen as defining (Hilton 

& von Hippel, 1996).  This form of stereotyping (i.e., prototype based) is strongest when 

perceivers have had little direct experience with members of the category and have strong 
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expectancies about attributes members possess (Smith & Zárate, 1992).  There are some 

limitations to the prototype model of categorization including the fact that prototypes 

may change from one situation to the next (Roth & Sloben, 1983).  Another limitation is 

that the representations that are most prototypic of a category are not highly associated 

across individuals (Beck, McCauley, Segal, & Hershey, 1988).   

1.5.2 Exemplar model.  The exemplar model proposes that groups are 

represented through particular concrete exemplars (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996); each 

instance of a category is stored separately and there is no average (Schneider, 2004).  

Exemplar representations are stored in memory and retrieved in the process of making 

social judgments (e.g., Andersen & Cole, 1990, Study 3; Gilovich, 1981).  Stereotyping 

occurs when there is a match between the target and category exemplar (Smith & Zárate, 

1992).  This form of stereotyping involves applying concrete attributes associated with 

the exemplar to the target (Smith, 1998).  Exemplar based stereotyping may be strongest 

when a perceiver has not had much experience with a category and has discrete 

exemplars that are highly accessible in memory (Operario & Fiske, 2004).  The weight of 

known exemplars in judgment also depends on the similarity between the current focal 

stimulus and exemplars stored in memory (Smith & Zarate, 1992).  A disadvantage of 

this view is that it assumes a large amount of storage of concrete information; that is, 

every time a person/object is encountered we must draw on a set of similar exemplars, 

make similarity judgments, and then calculate what category the object/person belongs 

to. This process is cumbersome (Schneider, 2004). 

1.5.3 Causal model.  According to the causal model, category learning is strongly 

influenced by an individual’s theoretical, explanatory, and causal knowledge (Heit, 1994; 
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Murphy & Medin, 1985).  For instance, Wattenmaker, Dewey, Murphy, and Medin 

(1986) illustrated that prior knowledge regarding various occupations helped participants 

learn about novel categories of occupations.  Many studies have demonstrated the 

influence of prior knowledge on category learning (e.g., Barrett, Abdi, Murphy, 

McCarthy Gallager, 1993; Hayes & Taplin, 1992).  According to Murphy and Medin 

(1985) psychological accounts that ignore the influence of prior knowledge on 

categorization are incomplete because categorization cannot be predicted only from what 

people observe.  The causal model of categorization may contribute to stereotyping since 

prior knowledge may be used to explain the relationship between variables.  For instance, 

African Americans have been shown to receive harsher penalties for negligent homicide 

in comparison to Whites (Mazzella & Feingold, 1994) and this may be because people 

associate criminality with African Americans (Niemann et al., 1994). 

In summary, categorization simplifies how we perceive others.  Assumptions can 

also be drawn about others based on the category they belong to.  The prototype model, 

exemplar model, and causal model of categorization are examples of models that provide 

insight into how categories and stereotypes occur.  Prototype based categorization is 

more likely to occur when perceivers have had little direct experience with members of 

the category and have strong beliefs regarding the characteristics category members 

possess (Smith & Zarate, 1992), whereas exemplar based categorization is likely to occur 

when perceivers have a couple of discrete examples that are easily accessible in memory 

(Operario & Fiske, 2004).  Accounts of categorization are incomplete if the previous 

knowledge of the perceiver is not taken into consideration (Murphy & Medin, 1985).  

Though all models may well apply in any given judgment, most participants in this study 
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are expected to rely on the prototype model when making judgments about a credible/not 

credible child witness because most university students (the present sample) have little 

experience with childhood physical abuse (16.2% of a university sample reported 

experiencing childhood physical abuse; see Madu, 2002).  Participants who have 

experience with childhood physical abuse and are able to access distinct examples while 

completing this study may be more likely to make use of the exemplar model.  It is also 

likely that participants will make use of the causal model of categorization since prior 

knowledge is likely to influence responding. 

1.6 Stereotype Formation 

 Stereotypes originate when people are perceived as belonging to a certain group 

and groups are seen as being different from one another (Mackie, Hamilton, Susskind, & 

Rosselli, 1996).  Group differences can be created or exacerbated through self-fulfilling 

prophecies (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996), which emerge when people hold expectations 

about targets belonging to a certain group and their behaviour changes as a result of these 

expectations (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996).  This behaviour change, in turn, elicits the 

expected behaviour from the target.  For instance, Synder, Tanke, and Berscheid (1977) 

noted that when college students believed that their conversational partners were more 

attractive, they elicited more social behaviours from them. The Rosenthal/Pygmalion 

effect also demonstrates how reality can be influenced by expectations.  Rosenthal and 

Jacobson (1968) showed that if teachers were led to expect enhanced performance from 

some students, then those students did show improved performance. 

The categorization process is also important for intergroup perceptions (see 

Allport, 1954).  Individual members of a group are perceived as being more similar to 
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each other than when they are simply seen as an aggregate of individuals, whereas 

members of different groups are perceived as being more different from each other than 

when they are simply seen as an aggregate of individuals (Mackie et al., 1996). Out-

group members are seen to possess less desirable traits than in-group members and are 

perceived to be more homogeneous (out-group homogeneity; Hilton & von Hippel, 

1996).  Specific situations can exacerbate or attenuate the tendency to perceive out-

groups as more homogeneous than in-groups.  Group competition is one such situation 

that serves to exacerbate out-group homogeneity (Judd & Park, 1988).  A classic study by 

Sherif, Harvey, White, Hood, and Sherif (1961) demonstrated the concept that 

competition can lead to conflict between groups.  Fifth graders at a summer camp were 

divided into two groups: Eagles and Rattlers.  They were allowed to become acquainted 

with their group members before they had to compete with members of the opposite 

group. The introduction of competition made teams hostile towards one another and this 

hostility increased to the point of throwing rocks and stealing from each other (Sherif et 

al., 1961). 

Individuals are also motivated to attain and maintain a positive social identity 

from the groups to which they belong; groups contribute to self-esteem (Mackie et al., 

1996).  Seeing the group to which a person belongs as being superior to other groups may 

support positive feelings a person has of himself/herself.  Social identity mechanisms 

provide motives for attributing positive qualities to the in-group and negative qualities to 

the out-group (Mackie et al., 1996).  For instance, Perdue, Dovidio, Gurtman, and Tyler 

(1990) found that nonsense syllables associated with words such as “us”, “we”, and “our” 

were given more positive ratings than nonsense syllables associated with “they”, “them”, 
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and “their”.  This finding suggests that in-group words are viewed in a positive light 

compared to out-group words.   

Illusory correlations also have the potential to play a role in the formation and 

maintenance of social stereotypes (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996; Mackie et al., 1996).  The 

illusory correlation describes a phenomenon whereby observers perceive associations 

between distinctive groups and distinctive behaviours when no such relationships exist 

(Sherman, Kruschke, Sherman, Percy, Petrocelli, & Conrey, 2009).  Sherman and 

colleagues provide a more explicit explanation for this phenomenon.  In their study, two 

groups (A and B) were described by a series of positive and negative behaviours.  There 

were twice as many members belonging to Group A than Group B and Group A was 

described as more positive (e.g., friendly) than negative (e.g., lazy).  The ratio of positive 

to negative behaviours was kept constant for both groups so that there was no relationship 

between group membership and desirability.  Despite this, participants often 

overestimated the numbers of negative versus positive traits that were associated with 

Group B and participants often misattributed Group A’s negative behaviours to Group B 

(Strossner & Plaks, 2001).  It was hypothesized that infrequent items received enhanced 

processing which made them more easily accessible from memory at a later time 

(distinctiveness biased interpretation of illusory correlation; Mackie et al., 1996); Group 

B and negative behaviours were perceived as being distinct because of their infrequency. 

1.7 Stereotype Activation and Application 

 According to Casper, Rothermund, and Wentura (2010), there are three steps in 

the translation of social cues into social perception and behaviour.  The first step involves 

the categorization of a person based on visual cues.  In step two, attributes that are 
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associated with the category are accessed; this process is referred to as activation.  Step 

three is labeled application, wherein perceptions of the other person and interpretations of 

his/her behaviours as well as our behaviour toward that person are guided by stereotypic 

attributes activated in the second step.   

Several implicit measures for assessing stereotype activation have been 

developed.  These methods include measuring the accessibility of stereotypic attributes 

by examining the speed with which stereotyped words are identified (e.g., Kawakami, 

Young, & Dovidio, 2002; Macrae, Bodenhausen, & Milne, 1995), measuring speed of 

stereotypic word fragment completion (e.g., Gilbert & Hixon, 1991; Sinclair & Kunda, 

2000), and measuring speed of stereotypic word pronunciation (Moskowitz, Gollwitzer, 

Wasel, & Schall, 2003).  For instance, Dovidio, Evans, and Tyler (1986) relied on speed 

of participant responding to examine stereotype activation.  If a stereotype is 

automatically triggered when a person is exposed to a cue related to a stereotyped 

category, then the person should be faster to identify, label, and even pronounce items 

related to the stereotype. Dovidio et al. found that participants responded faster to items 

related to the stereotype than to control items, but only after exposure to the category cue 

and not after having just seen a control cue.   

Research on stereotype application has focused on explicit measures, most 

commonly written ratings of the attributes/behaviours of a stereotyped individual (Kunda 

& Spencer, 2003).  A measure only assesses stereotype application if it taps into 

judgments about individual members of a group.  Asking participants to make judgments 

about a group as a whole can reveal the extent to which perceivers endorse the stereotype 

but not the extent to which they apply it – a person can believe that a group stereotype is 
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generally true and still refrain from applying it to certain members of the group (e.g., 

Kunda & Oleson, 1997).  While activation has been typically measured via implicit 

measures and application has been typically measured with explicit measures, the 

distinction between activation and application does not map neatly onto the distinction 

between implicit, automatic psychological processes and explicit, controlled ones; both 

activation and application can be either automatic or controlled processes (Kunda & 

Spencer, 2003). 

The extent to which a perceiver interacting with a stereotyped person activates the 

applicable stereotype also depends on the extent to which the perceiver is motivated by 

goals (i.e., comprehension goals or self-enhancement goals; Kunda & Spencer, 2003).  

Comprehension goals encompass the need to understand events and reduce the 

complexity of the environment (Bruner, 1957), whereas self-enhancement goals serve to 

protect and maintain self-esteem (Taylor & Brown, 1988).  Application is also influenced 

by these goals; people may activate stereotypes yet not apply them if motivated by goals 

that discourage application (Kunda & Spencer, 2003).  The type of goal that is being 

fulfilled can influence how a stereotype is applied (Kunda & Spencer, 2003).  The 

motivation to avoid prejudice may also influence stereotype activation and application in 

that this motivation may inhibit stereotype activation and suppress application of 

activated stereotypes (Kunda & Spencer, 2003).  Moskowitz and Li (2011) induced 

egalitarian goals in African-American men through a task in which participants 

contemplated a past failure at being egalitarian.  Following the induction of egalitarian 

goals, stereotype activation/inhibition was measured using reaction times to words that 

were either stereotype relevant or control words following the presentation of faces of 
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either Black or White men.  Participants with egalitarian goals exhibited greater 

stereotype inhibition than participants with a control goal.   

1.8 Measuring Stereotypes  

 Stereotypes can be measured using many methods.  Methods of measurement are 

typically classified into direct methods and indirect methods.   

 1.8.1 Direct measures. Some direct measures include free response (e.g., 

Niemann et al., 1994; White & White, 2006) and rating scales (e.g., Blashill & Powlista, 

2009; White & White, 2006).  These methods assess explicit attitudes/beliefs. 

  1.8.1.1 Free response.  This method of eliciting stereotype information is 

used frequently.  In free response, participants are asked what characteristics they 

associate with particular groups.  For instance, Niemann and colleagues (1994) used the 

free response method to inquire about the characteristics that are associated with the word 

criminal.  Their investigation revealed that the term criminal was part of the dominant 

stereotype for African American and Hispanic individuals.  This method has also been 

used to elicit characteristics related to a stereotype that are then used further in the same 

study.  For example, White and White (2006) designed a study to compare gender 

stereotypes related to three occupations – engineer, accountant, and elementary school 

teacher.  In the preliminary portion of the study, participants were asked to identify five 

words that came to mind most quickly when thinking about these occupations.  The 

words generated were used in the implicit association task.  While this is a relatively easy 

method to assess stereotype content, it is not without problems.  This method may not 

pick up on essential content of the stereotype and it is possible that some stereotype 



31 

knowledge is implicit and, therefore, cannot be accessed using this method (Schneider, 

2004). 

  1.8.1.2 Rating scales. This method of measuring stereotypes can involve 

asking participants to rate the extent to which a group possesses a certain characteristic.  

For instance, White and White (2006) asked participants to rate whether an occupation 

was masculine or feminine using a 7-point Likert scale, where 1 denoted masculine, 4 

denoted neutral, and 7 denoted feminine.  The ratings that are provided by participants 

can then be analyzed using quantitative statistical procedures. These rating scales are 

problematic in that it is difficult to assess how participants are making their judgments 

when rating characteristics.  That is, it is not known whether participants are basing their 

judgments on the prototype of the category or on the exemplar availability heuristic 

(Schneider, 2004).  For instance, when rating the aggressiveness of a criminal, the 

participant could be basing his/her ratings on the aggression of the prototypical criminal.  

If the participant can think easily of many aggressive criminals, it is also possible that 

his/her rating may be an average.  Another limitation of using rating scales concerns the 

method by which such scales are constructed.  It is difficult to assess whether a scale has 

captured all the stereotype content it is designed to assess.  Research bias may influence 

scale construction especially if the researcher makes use of preconceived notions of what 

the stereotype is.  Generating items on rating scales using free responses can also be 

problematic because some stereotypic information cannot be assessed using the free 

response method and the resulting rating scale may have missing information. 

 1.8.2 Indirect measures.  Indirect methods assess implicit attitudes/beliefs in that 

these measures indicate psychological attributes without asking the participant to report 
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information verbally; they assess attitudes associated with the category of interest and not 

the actual content of the stereotype (Gawronski, Deutsch, & Banse, 2011).  These 

methods do not require introspection and may reflect unconscious attributes (Gawronski 

et al., 2011) and are often assessed by reaction time measures (e.g., Greenwald, McGhee, 

& Schwartz, 1998; Greenwald et al., 2002).  The implicit association task and cognitive 

interference measures are examples of reaction time measures. 

  1.8.2.1 Implicit association task. This task measures the relative strength 

of the association between pairs of concepts, that is, between categories and attributes 

(Lane, Banaji, Nosek, & Greenwald, 2007).  Greenwald and colleagues (1998) developed 

the implicit association task (IAT) and assessed implicit attitudes towards flowers and 

insects.  Participants were expected to respond faster if flower and good were paired 

together and to respond slower when flower was paired with bad and insect with good.  

This difference in latency of responding to particular pairings of concepts and attributes 

(e.g., insect and good) compared to another set of pairings (e.g., insect and bad) provided 

the relative strength of the association that exists between the first and second pairing.  

Based on the latency of responding, Greenwald and colleagues concluded that the 

association between flower and good and between insect and bad was greater than the 

strength of association between flower and bad and between insect and good.  This 

method has been used extensively to measure implicit stereotypes (Schneider, 2004), 

including gender stereotypes (Greenwald et al., 2002) and race stereotypes (Greenwald et 

al., 1998).  It is important to note that in order to use the IAT in an appropriate manner, 

the attribute presented to participants needs to be easily associated with the category 

(Lane et al., 2007). 
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  1.8.2.2 Cognitive interference measures. An indirect way of measuring 

stereotype associations makes use of Stroop-type tasks.  The Stroop task is the 

prototypical method of measuring inhibitory ability as it requires participants to override 

the tendency to produce an automatic response; overriding the tendency to produce 

automatic responses requires executive attention (Myake, Friedman, Emerson, Witzki, 

Howerter, & Wager, 2000).  The original Stroop task consists of asking participants to 

read as quickly as possible a list of written colour words that are printed in different 

colours than the meaning of the word (Stroop, 1935).  In this task participants have more 

difficulty when the names and colours are different than when they are the same.   This 

difficulty arises because aspects of the stimuli interfere with efficient processing, that is, 

the colour of the ink primes associations that interfere with the correct written name 

(MacLeod, 1991).  More specifically, the degree of interference in naming the ink color 

is a function of the degree of activation of the words semantic meaning (MacLeod, 1991).   

 To summarize, various methods have been employed to measure stereotypes.  

Direct measures attempt to assess explicit attitudes and include the use of free response 

methods and rating scales.  The free response method asks respondents to list all the 

characteristics they would associate with the category of interest.  Rating scales ask 

respondents to rate specific characteristics on how representative each is of the group of 

interest.  The IAT and cognitive interference measures (e.g., Stroop test) are examples of 

indirect methods of assessing stereotypes; they assess attitudes associated with 

stereotypes.  These measures attempt to capture implicit attitudes that cannot be assessed 

via direct methods. The present work made use of free response methods and cognitive 

interference methods to measure stereotypes. The free response methods provided 



34 

information regarding characteristics associated with the group of interest and the 

cognitive interference methods informed us regarding attitudes associated with the 

groups. The cognitive interference method used in this study (i.e., a primed Stroop task) 

presented words related to credibility generated from the free response method. 

1.9 Stereotype Change  

   It is assumed that it is easier to maintain a stereotype than to change it (Hilton & 

von Hippel, 1996).  Despite this assumption, recent research has investigated methods in 

which stereotype change/reduction can be brought about (e.g., Gawronski, Deutsch, 

Mbirkou, Seibt, & Strack, 2008b; Hugenberg, Blusiewicz, & Sacco, 2010; Kawakami, 

Dovidio, Moll, Hermsen, & Russin, 2000).   There are many situations in which 

stereotypes have undue influence on evaluations of others (e.g., Mazzella & Feingold, 

1994; Nightingale, 1993).  There are also many conditions under which social perceivers 

wish to avoid the influence of activated stereotypes on their evaluations of others 

(Macrae & Bodenhausen, 2000).  Stereotype change can take place by learning to control 

stereotyping through practice (Devine, 1989).  Stereotype learning can take place via 

stereotype negation training (Kawakami et al., 2000) and counterstereotype affirmation 

training (Gawronski et al., 2008b).  Negation training involves getting participants to 

practice negating stereotypes in an effort to reduce automatic activation of stereotypes 

(Kawakami et al., 2000).  Counterstereotype affirmation training, however, requires 

participants to create new associations by asking them to practice affirming stereotype 

incongruent pairs (a more detailed explanation is provided below).  It is possible that 

these training methods do not eliminate old associations, rather they may be creating new 
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associations that interfere with the original associations; this competition may produce 

the interference that is assessed by cognitive interference measures. 

 1.9.1 Negation of stereotypic associations training.  This form of training 

involves getting participants to practice denouncing stereotypes.  It is based on the 

premise that repeatedly pairing certain characteristics with certain categories can produce 

stereotypic representations and increase the likelihood of automatic stereotype activation 

(Powell & Fazio, 1984). By repeatedly negating these associations and pairing new 

characteristics with these categories, the likelihood of automatic activation may be 

reduced (Kawakami et al., 2000).  In accordance with this argument, Kawakami and 

colleagues conducted a set of experiments in which stereotypes participants had for 

skinheads and elderly were measured; these stereotypes were measured before and after 

negation training.  Stereotype activation was measured using the primed Stroop task 

(Studies 1 and 2).  Traits used by Kawakami and colleagues to measure stereotypes 

associated with the skinhead category included cruel, nasty, hostile, aggressive, vandal, 

anti-social, inhospitable, and hateful. Negation training consisted of presenting 

participants with a photograph and a trait below the photograph on a computer screen.  In 

the skinhead stereotype negation condition, participants were told to press no on the 

button box when they saw the photograph of the skinhead and under it a word associated 

with skinheads.  Participants in this condition were further told to press yes when they 

saw a photograph of the skinhead and a word not normally associated with skinheads.  

When presented with a picture of an elderly person and a word associated with elderly, 

participants in this condition were asked to press yes; when presented with a picture of an 

elderly person and a word not associated with elderly, they were asked to press no. Thus, 
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participants were asked not only to respond negatively to specific stereotypes, they were 

also asked to respond positively to counterstereotypes for this specific category.  

Participants in the elderly stereotype negation condition were asked to press yes under the 

following two conditions: when they saw a photograph of an elderly person and a word 

not normally associated with elderly; when they saw the photograph of the skinhead and 

a word associated with skinhead.  When presented with a photograph of a skinhead and a 

word not normally associated with skinhead or photograph of the elderly person and 

word associated with elderly, participants in this condition were asked to press no. 

Training was related to a specific category in that the same participant did not receive 

training in skinhead stereotype negation and elderly stereotype negation.  Training related 

to a particular category reduced stereotype activation.   

 The specific processes that led to reduced stereotype activation were unclear.  

According to Kawakami and colleagues (2000), the negation training may have had a 

motivational effect in that the training may have created an automatic goal to respond in 

an egalitarian manner and not stereotype.  The negation training may have also worked 

via weakening the strength of associations between categories and traits; repeatedly 

saying no to stereotype-congruent information may have weakened the association.  

Finally, negation training may have changed the traits that were associated with 

categories as participants were asked to respond yes to information that was stereotype 

incongruent.   

 1.9.2 Counterstereotype affirmation training.  Participants in Kawakami and 

colleagues’ (2000) study were asked to negate stereotype-consistent information and 

affirm stereotype-inconsistent information.  Gawronski and colleagues (2008b) suggested 



37 

that the results obtained by Kawakami and colleagues were the result of affirmation of 

counterstereotypes and not due to the negation of stereotypes.  By asking participants to 

press no when they saw a photo of a skinhead and a word associated with this category, 

and yes when the word was not associated with the category, participants were asked to 

pay attention to stereotype congruent information which was not replaced by a 

counterstereotype.  Paying attention to stereotype congruent information may enhance 

rather than reduce the activation of stereotypic associations in memory (Wegener, 1994).  

If the negated meaning is not activated in memory, negating stereotypes may lead to 

rebound effects rather than to a reduction in automatic stereotype activation (Gawronski 

et al., 2008b).  Results obtained by Deutsch, Gawronski, and Strack (2006) illustrated that 

participants general ability to negate the meaning of a stimulus being evaluated did not 

improve as a result of negation training and therefore it is unlikely that the negation 

component of Kawakami and colleagues study led to a reduction in stereotype activation.  

Gawronski and colleagues (2008b) proposed that activation of counterstereotype 

associations in memory may be a more effective means of stereotype activation 

reduction; activation of counterstereotypes via counterstereotype affirmation training may 

be more effective at activating interfering representations in comparison to negation 

training.   

 Gawronski and colleagues (2008b) conducted two experiments in which 

stereotype activation was measured in participants before and after they received training.  

Half of the participants received counterstereotype affirmation training and half received 

stereotype negation training.  Counterstereotype affirmation training consisted of 

instructing participants to respond yes each time they saw a word that was inconsistent 
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with the cultural stereotype of men and women.  For combinations that were consistent 

participants were not required to do anything.  Instructions for the stereotype negation 

training condition were identical with the exception that participants were asked to 

respond no to stereotype-congruent combinations and not to respond to stereotype-

incongruent combinations.  Only training in counterstereotype affirmation led to a 

reduction in the activation of stereotypes, that is, participants responded quicker to 

stereotype-incongruent pairings after training.  Training in negation of stereotypes 

enhanced rather than reduced the activation of stereotypes.  The present work used 

counterstereotype affirmation training in an effort to reduce the activation of stereotypes 

participants may have concerning child witnesses. 

 It is important to note that research commonly assumes that implicit measures 

(i.e., cognitive interference tasks) assess mental associations that are activated 

automatically in response to a stimulus (Gawronski, Deutsch, LeBel, & Peters, 2008a).  

For instance, Kawakami et al. (2000) and Gawronski et al. (2008b) interpreted response 

times on the primed Stroop task and sequential priming paradigm, respectively, as a 

measure of stereotype activation; reaction time is interpreted as indicating the association 

between a social category and a stereotypically related attribute.  However, implicit 

measures do not directly measure activation of mental associations, rather they measure 

automatic associations through the facilitating and interfering effects of response 

tendencies that presumably result from associations (Gawronski et al., 2011). 
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1.10 Factors Moderating Stereotype Change Process   

 Stereotype application is moderated by personal standards, general norms, and lay 

theories about appropriateness of these beliefs (Monon & Miller, 2001).  Consequently, 

stereotype activation does not necessarily translate into the use of a stereotype (Dovidio, 

Kawakami, & Gaertner, 2002; Dovidio, Kawakami, Johnson, Johnson, & Howard, 1997).  

Lay theories help people to understand, predict, and control their environment (Hong, 

Levy, & Chiu, 2001) and these theories can direct judgment and evaluations of social 

groups (Kawakami, Dovidio, & van Kamp, 2007). It is important to note that there is 

usually a considerable cultural component to lay theories such that members of the same 

culture are likely to have similar lay theories (e.g., Ji, 2008). 

 The flexible correction model is one such lay theory and is related to how people 

perceive and correct for the influence of other people/stimuli on their responses (Wegener 

& Petty, 1997).  According to this theory, if people perceive themselves to be influenced 

in their responses, they will attempt to correct for the influence by modifying their 

responses in the direction opposite to the perceived bias (Mussweiler & Neumann, 2000).  

This theory has the potential to influence training methods that look to reduce the 

influence of stereotypes on decision making.  For instance, Kawakami, Doviodio, and 

van Kamp (2005) conducted a study to examine the effect of counterstereotype training 

on hiring decisions.  The training was aimed at reducing sex discrimination in the hiring 

process.  Despite the training, participants still showed bias against women in hiring.   

Counterstereotype training is effective when participants’ abilities to control their 

responses are impaired, that is, when participants cannot engage in the correction process 

(Kawakami et al., 2005).  If people are relatively unaware of an unwanted influence on 
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their evaluations and/or are unable to adjust their responses because they do not have the 

necessary cognitive capacity, they will not modify their response (Kawakami et al., 

2007).  A reduction in cognitive capacity inhibits engaging in the correction process 

(Wegener & Petty, 1995). One of the methods by which a reduction in cognitive capacity 

can be brought about is by using a probe reaction task (Wegener & Petty, 1995).  The 

probe reaction task requires participants to switch off a light bulb that becomes 

illuminated on a computer screen at random intervals.  Participants are asked to do this as 

quickly as possible while completing a task that measures stereotype application (see 

Kawakami et al., 2005).  Kawakami and colleagues (2005) noted that the addition of a 

probe reaction task reduced sex discrimination after training in comparison to when this 

task was not used.  A probe reaction task was used in this study. 

1.11 Stereotypes and Decision Making 

Beliefs people have can influence decision making.  People’s prior beliefs 

predispose them to examine and interpret information in a way that confirms their beliefs 

(e.g., Anderson, 1983; Koriat, Lichtenstein, & Fischhoff, 1980).  This notion that beliefs 

influence how information is interpreted was illustrated by Kuhn (1989).  In Kuhn’s 

experiment, children and young adults were provided with information that was 

inconsistent with a favoured theory.  When participants were asked to recall their theory 

and related evidence presented, they recalled the evidence as being more consistent with 

their theory than it actually was.  This greater perceived consistency between the theory 

and evidence was at times achieved by an inaccurate recall of their theory and at other 

times by an inaccurate recall of the evidence. Similar results supporting the idea that prior 

beliefs influence information interpretation were found by Futoran and Wyer (1986).  
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They noted that gender stereotypes affected evaluations of job applicants for 

stereotypically masculine and feminine jobs independent of other job relevant 

information.   

Preference is given to evidence that supports a prior belief (Nickerson, 1998).  

This was illustrated in a jury simulation study conducted by Lynch and Haney (2011) in 

which White male jurors differed in how they viewed the reason for the criminal 

behaviour of an African American male.  White males believed that the reason for 

criminal behaviour was personal disposition and not a result of circumstances. White 

male jurors also viewed the African American male defendant as less redeemable and 

were less likely to give much credence to evidence presented by the defense concerning 

the behaviour of the criminal in a broader more sympathetic context.  In accordance with 

their beliefs, White male jurors were more likely to sentence an African American male 

defendant to death in comparison to women jurors and non-White jurors.  Bodenhausen 

(1988) also conducted a study that demonstrated that participants were more likely to 

remember information that fit with their beliefs.  In this study, participants were provided 

with criminal trial transcripts which contained a lot of information regarding the evidence 

and little information about the criminal; the defendant was either Hispanic or non-

descript.  Participants’ memory was better for incriminating evidence than exonerating 

evidence especially for Latino criminals.  Bodenhausen suggested that the effect was the 

result of beliefs participants may have had regarding ethnicity and criminal behaviour; 

when ethnic stereotypes were activated, participants’ attention was drawn to information 

that fit with their beliefs and information consistent with beliefs was easier to remember.  

Results obtained from the study are also demonstrative of the general negativity bias 
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(Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001). According to the general 

negativity bias incriminating evidence is easier to remember than exonerating evidence 

(Baumeister et al., 2001).  

Prior beliefs can also lead people to view the world in a way that supports their 

beliefs; they see what they want to see (Nickerson, 1998). Kelley (1950) illustrated the 

effect of expectations on social perceptions.  Students’ perceptions of the social qualities 

of a guest lecturer were influenced by their expectations from a prior description of the 

individual.  Participants based their perceptions on beliefs they had already established 

about the lecturer.  Darcy and Gross (1983) also illustrated the influence beliefs have on 

the way people view the world.  In the experiment conducted by Darcy and Gross, 

participants were assigned to one of two groups.  Both groups viewed the same video that 

depicted a child taking a test.  In the first group, participants were told that the child had a 

low socioeconomic status (SES) and in the other group participants were told that the 

child had a high SES.  After watching the video, participants were asked to the rate the 

academic abilities of the child. The group believing the child had a high SES rated her 

performance as above grade level and the group believing she had a low SES rated her 

abilities as below grade level.  Participants may have had beliefs regarding SES and 

academic abilities and these beliefs may have influenced the hypotheses they formed; 

information in the video may have been interpreted to support their hypotheses. 

Prior beliefs can also influence perceptions of relationships between variables, 

that is, if people believe that two variables are related it increases their chances of finding 

consistent evidence (Nickerson, 1998).  Illusory correlation can lead to a form of 

stereotyping which involves believing that specific behaviours are more common among 
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people who are members of a particular group than those who are not; there is a 

perceived association between group membership and behaviour (Nickerson, 1998).  For 

instance, beliefs about the race of a criminal may influence perceptions of guilt.  

Specifically, African Americans are more likely to receive harsher punishment than 

Whites for negligent homicide (Mazzella & Feingold, 1994) and the term criminal is part 

of the dominant stereotype for this racial group (Niemann et al., 1994). 

1.11.1 Legal decision making.  During a legal case, evidence must be evaluated 

before a judgment is made. Legal decision making is a complex task (Farrell & Holmes, 

1991); jurors are presented with large amounts of information that may not be in temporal 

order and may have missing pieces (Pennington & Hastie, 1993). In order to make 

decisions in such an environment, jurors construct a story that explains the information 

provided to them and jurors may construct more than one story (Pennington & Hastie, 

1988).  Three forms of knowledge are needed to construct a story: case specific 

information, knowledge about similar events, and expectations about what completes a 

story.  It is possible for stereotypes to influence story construction as stereotypes make 

information processing more efficient during complex decisions (Farrell & Holmes, 

1991).   

Stereotypes jurors have concerning similar events may influence story 

construction.  For instance, many people hold negative beliefs regarding the 

characteristics of individuals with a low SES (Lott, 2002).  Individuals with low SES are 

viewed as more likely to be angry, abusive, and alcoholic (Cozzarelli, Wilkinson, & 

Tagler, 2001).  Story construction may be influenced by these beliefs when defendants 

belong to this social category.  D’Allesio and Stolzenberg (1993) noted that adults 
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belonging to a low SES were believed to be more likely to engage in unacceptable 

behaviours than adults belonging to a high SES, even though there is some evidence to 

suggest that individual belonging to a high SES are more likely to lie, cheat, and break 

the law (Piff, Stancato, Côté, Mendoza-Denton, & Kellner, 2012).  A result of these 

beliefs may be that mock jurors are more likely to construct a story that supports the 

rendering of harsher punishments for low SES offenders in comparison to high SES 

offenders for violent crimes (D’Allesio & Stolzenberg, 1993).    

Expectations about what completes a story can also be influenced by stereotypes 

mock jurors may have (e.g., the knowledge that human actions are motivated by goals; 

Pennington & Hastie, 1993).  Motivations attributed to characters within the story may be 

influenced by the social category that character is seen to belong to.  As discussed earlier, 

in cases of sexual abuse, age influences perceptions of honesty with younger children 

being viewed as more credible than older children (Myers et al., 1999).  This influence 

may be explained by the belief that younger children are sexually naive and do not 

possess the knowledge needed to fabricate a story (Ross et al., 2003), whereas it is more 

plausible that older individuals who are less sexually naïve fabricated the story (Bottoms 

& Goodman, 1994).  In this case, age may influence the motivation that is attributed to 

the victim; motivation in turn influences credibility.   

Events in a story are linked by causal relationships (Trabasso & van den Broek, 

1985).  Some of these causal relationships are referred to in the presentation of the 

evidence, whereas other relationships need to be inferred by the jurors (Pennington & 

Hastie, 1993).  The beliefs jurors possess may influence the inferences made about the 

relationship between different variables in a story (Arbuthnott et al., 2006).  For instance, 
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as has been previously mentioned, negative beliefs people have concerning African-

Americans (Welch, 2007) contribute to this group receiving harsher legal punishment 

than other racial groups (Crawford, Chiricos, & Kleck, 1998; Mauer, 1999; Miller, 1996).   

A coherent story is important. According to Carlson and Russo (2001), when 

jurors are presented with information that does not fit their preconceptions, they are 

required to attend to aspects of the case that do not fit with their beliefs (Srull, 1981).  In 

such cases, jurors may use strategies to redefine the case so that it fits with their beliefs 

(see Anderson, Lepper, & Ross, 1980).  A strategy jurors may engage in is pre-decisional 

distortions so as to be able to formulate an account of the evidence that is coherent with 

prior beliefs.  Jurors may favour a verdict early on in the case and any new evidence that 

is presented to them may be distorted to confirm the preferred verdict; the desire for 

coherence resolves conflict between evidence presented (Carlson & Russo, 2001).   

1.12 The Present Study 

 Research in many legal contexts has illustrated that jurors’ prior beliefs can 

influence decision making (e.g., D’Allesio & Stolzenberg, 1993; Neinstedt, Zatz, & 

Epperlien, 1988; Niemann et al., 1994).  Much of the research in the area of child witness 

credibility has made use of stereotypes to help explain results, however, no inquiry has 

been made into what these stereotypes are. Instead researchers have made use of 

preconceived notions of what these stereotypes might be.  As a result of this gap in the 

literature, the first study is designed to identify the prevalent stereotypes in a student 

population.  After establishing what the prevalent stereotypes are, a second study will 

examine the influence of the predominant stereotypes on juror decision making.  The 

second study will also examine whether counterstereotype affirmation training can reduce 
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the influence of stereotypes on mock juror decision making in cases of physical child 

abuse.  Research in other domains (e.g., sexual discrimination in hiring decisions; 

Kawakami et al., 2007) has demonstrated that counterstereotype affirmation training can 

reduce the influence stereotypes have on decision making under dual task conditions.  

Research into how stereotypes influence perceived credibility are of utmost importance 

as knowledge of how these stereotypes influence juror decisions can lead to a more 

educated courtroom. This knowledge may lead to more accurate case outcomes with 

children removed from abusive situations with greater precision. 

  Stereotypes can predispose people to interpret information in a manner that is 

consistent with their stereotypes (Anderson, 1983).  Vignettes in this study highlighted 

either positive or negative stereotypes about a child witness.  It was hypothesized that 

stereotype activation would impact participant perception of a child’s credibility 

presented in a vignette.  Specifically, it was hypothesized that:  

 (a) Participants exposed to negative stereotypes concerning the credibility of a 

child witness would perceive the child witness as less credible, and would be 

more likely to render case judgements in favour of a defendant, than participants 

in a neutral or positive stereotype condition. Further, participants exposed to 

positive stereotypes would perceive the child witness as more credible and be 

more likely to render case judgements in favour of the child.   

 (b) Counterstereotype affirmation training would decrease response latency when 

participants responded to consistent pairings in the stereotype activation 

measurement (i.e., primed Stroop task), thus providing evidence of reduced 

stereotype activation post-training under dual task conditions.  It was also 
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hypothesized that, under dual task conditions effective counterstereotype 

affirmation training would reduce the influence of stereotypes on child credibility 

ratings and case judgments.   

2. Study 1: Stereotype Content of Child Witness Credibility 

There were two distinct phases to Study 1: an open-ended question (Study 1a) and 

questionnaires developed from the responses to the open-ended question (Study 1b). 

First, participants were asked to make a list of all the characteristics associated with 

either an  8 year old child witness who experienced physical abuse and was credible or an 

8 year old child witness who experienced physical abuse and was not credible (i.e., 

stereotype generation; Study 1a). The responses generated were then used to create 

questionnaires given to a second set of participants that assessed the strength of the 

association of various words with credible and not credible child witnesses (Study 1b); 

words having a strong association with credible and not credible child witnesses were 

used in Study 2.  

2.1 Method Study 1a 

2.1.1 Participants.  Students from the University of Regina were recruited. 

Students were invited to participate in an online study on perceptions of children as 

witnesses (n = 12), or complete the task following an unrelated in-person lab study (n = 

88).  Five participants did not understand the question, as evidenced by their responses1 

and these responses were not used, leaving 95 useable responses (48 for the credible child 

witness and 47 for the not credible child witness). Participant recruitment was completed 
                                                           
1 The responses provided by these participants appeared to refer to actors in a video that 
was presented in the unrelated study (e.g., “he looked creepy”, “the child seemed 
nervous”).  A participant also indicated that he/she was not sure of how to respond to the 
question posed. 
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when saturation was achieved.  Saturation occurred when no new information was 

elicited from additional participants (Munhall & Chenail, 2008).  

 2.1.2 Measures.  

2.1.2.1 Open-ended stereotype question.  Open-ended questions have 

been used frequently in research exploring characteristics associated with particular 

groups (e.g., Diekman, Goodfriend, Goodwin, 2004; Eliason, Donelan, & Randall, 1992; 

Niemann et al., 1994; White & White, 2006).  Participants in this study were asked to list 

the characteristics that a credible child witness or not credible child witness might 

display.  The question presented to participants read as follows: “We are interested in 

characteristics representative of an 8 year old child who is acting as a witness as a result 

of experiencing physical abuse.  Specifically, we are interested in characteristics that 

would make this child a credible [or not credible] witness.  You may take as much time 

as you need to provide a complete list.”  Physical abuse was of interest (rather than 

sexual abuse, for example) as it is a common form of child maltreatment, second only in 

frequency to neglect (Canadian Incidence Study of Reported Abuse and Neglect, 2008).  

Further, physical abuse is more likely to cause the child physical harm; 26% of 

substantiated physical abuse cases include documented physical harm, compared to 11% 

of the substantiated cases of sexual abuse, 6% of substantiated cases of neglect, and 3% 

of emotional abuse cases (Canadian Incidence Study of Reported Abuse and Neglect, 

2008). Thus, targeting physical abuse allowed for the examination of beliefs related to a 

common form of child maltreatment.   
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2.2 Results Study 1a 

2.2.1 Content analysis.  To determine belief content associated with credible and 

not credible child witnesses, a content analysis was first conducted on the free response 

data.  Participants generated an average of 58 words each (M = 57.74, SD = 35.97), with 

three participants providing six words and one participant providing 198 words.  For the 

content analysis, data were collapsed and categories were created to organize the free-

response answers in a bottom-up approach.  Synonyms, similar words, and similar 

constructs were first grouped together before broad themes emerged.   

 Nine categories of responses emerged: emotion, behaviour, speech, story, 

cognitive ability, other characteristics, physical evidence, motive, and miscellaneous.  A 

credible 8-year-old witness was described as intelligent, well behaved, possessing good 

memory, and honest.  Participants noted that when telling his/her story, a credible 8 year 

old witness must display an appropriate level of emotion and exhibit confidence.  

Responses indicated that a credible witness must provide a consistent story that is 

coherent and contains an appropriate amount of detail.  Physical evidence must also be 

present and the child should not have a reason to lie (e.g., protecting his/her abuser). 

Participants noted that a child witness who is perceived as not credible is likely of low 

intelligence, has frequently lied in the past, and is suggestible.  A child witness who is not 

credible was also noted as having a lack of understanding and knowledge regarding his or 

her allegations.  A child witness who is not credible will display inconsistent and/or 

exaggerated emotions when describing the abuse experienced and that the description of 

the event will not contain the appropriate amount of detail (i.e., too many or too few).  

The description of the event provided by a child witness who is not credible will also be 
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inconsistent, have frequent story changes, and sound rehearsed.  The child witness who is 

not credible will avoid eye contact when describing the incident and will appear 

distracted.  His/her volume of speech will also be muted.  Table 1 provides an overview 

of the categories that emerged in the content analysis, as well as examples of words in 

each category. 

2.3 Method Study 1b 

2.3.1 Participants.  Students from the University of Regina were recruited.  

Fourteen participants were recruited to complete the prime word questionnaire (8 credible 

child witness, 6 not credible child witness) and 50 participants were recruited to complete 

the target word questionnaires (25 credible child witness, 25 not credible child witness).  

Participants received either the prime word questionnaire or the target word 

questionnaire. Partial course credit was granted in compensation.   

2.3.2 Measures.  To assess the strength with which words were endorsed as 

representative of the two categories (credible and not credible), questionnaires were 

created using the words and categories generated from the open-ended questions. 

Separate questionnaires were used for prime and target words because the prime words 

needed to have greater associative strength with the credible and not credible child 

witness categories than the target words in order to promote the activation of the 

stereotype. Many more target words than prime words were needed and, therefore, the 

target word questionnaire contained more words than the prime word questionnaire. 

Participants were asked to rate either the target word questionnaire or the prime word 

questionnaire. The two sets of words (i.e., prime and target) were used differently in the 

primed Stroop task (Study 2; see Figure 1). 
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Table 1  

Categories that Emerged from the Content Analysis and Examples  

 

Category Credible Not Credible 

Emotion Displays emotion (7), appears distressed (3), 
calm/stable (5), reserved/quiet (7), nervous/jittery (4), 
irritable (2), uncomfortable/embarrassed (3), 
scared/afraid (8), unhappy (4), stable 

Inconsistent emotion (e.g., excitable; 8), lack of 
emotion (5), fear/scared (6), exaggerated emotions (2), 
hopeless, sad, anger 
 

Behaviour Well behaved (4), eye contact (4), confident (9), not 
looking for attention, no nervous behaviours (i.e., 
twitching, playing with clothes/fingers, fidgeting), not 
social, reaction to adults (e.g., flinch/jumpy; 10), violent 
(4), defensive (2) 

Physical outbursts (3), lack of eye contact (9), 
fidget/distracted (9), comfortable around abuser, 
energetic, cower, slumped, playful/carefree 

Speech Pattern Good verbal ability, stutter (2), monotone (2) Quick to answer, whisper/quiet/low (3), tangential, 
hesitant, no hesitation/stutters, whiny (2) 

Story Consistent (4), story flows (i.e., has beginning, middle, 
and end), chronological account (2) 
cohesive, unrehearsed (6), details of the event provided 
(11), use of age appropriate language, accurate (2), clear 
(2), remembers details/precise , no difficulty describing 
the event, hesitant to discuss story 

Frequent changes/inconsistent (13), fantastic tale (2), 
rote telling of story/rehearsed (6), very detailed 
account (2), uncertain , loss of memory of 
event/forgetful (2), exaggerated (4), reassurance 
seeking when telling story, lack of details (7), details 
beyond age (2) 

Cognitive ability Good grasp of time/place, mentally competent, not 
confused (2), intelligent (4), good memory (3), 
differentiate truth and lie (2) 

Confused (9), suggestible (10), lack of understanding 
/knowledge (7), low intelligence (3), poor memory (4) 
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Other 
characteristics  

Shy/timid (5), good morals, trustworthy, honest/truthful 
(13), low self-esteem, mature (6), bold/brave, helpful, 
assertive (2), innocent, good health, well dressed, not 
physically disabled, competent, helpful, knowledgeable  

Young  (6), dishonest/liar (9), shy (2), imaginative, 
frequently exaggerates/lies, immature (4), attention 
seeking, disobedient  

Physical Evidence Evidence (lacerations, cuts, scrapes) (7) Lack of evidence (4) 
Motive Not coerced (3), hide/protect abuser (2), no reason to lie 

(3) 
Coached (4), coerced (5), lie to protect abuser (9), 
abuser close by (3) 

Miscellaneous  Not living with suspect (2), feel safe, history with abuse 
(2), relationship with abuser (3) 
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2.3.2.1 Prime word questionnaire. From the responses generated from 

the open-ended questionnaire, descriptors that appeared relatively more frequently, that 

is, approximately five times, and described the characteristics possessed by a credible or 

not credible child witness in a single word were used for this questionnaire. Two versions 

were created: one each for the credible child witness and not credible child witness; 

participants only rated one version each.  Participants were asked the extent to which they 

would associate either the credible (n = 6 words) or not credible (n = 5 words) words with 

a child witness who was either credible or not credible. Participants were asked to 

provide responses on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much).  The two 

versions of this questionnaire can be found in Appendix I.   

2.3.2.2. Target word questionnaire. Two versions of the target word 

questionnaire were created for each of the credible child witness and the not credible 

child witness.  Participants were asked to rate, on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very 

much), the degree to which they would associate the words with a child witness who was 

either credible or not credible. Participants receiving the credible child witness version 

were asked to rate 35 words and the participants receiving the not credible version were 

asked to rate 42 words (Appendix J).The characteristics that received high levels of 

endorsement from the prime word and target word questionnaires were used in Study 2 as 

part of the stereotype activation measurement and training task in Study 2. 

2.4 Results Study 1b 

2.4.1 Frequency analysis.  Sixty-four participants completed the Prime Word (8 

credible, 6 not credible) and Target Word (25 for each credible and not credible) 

questionnaires.  Mean agreement was calculated for the words presented on all of the 
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questionnaires (Tables 2 and 3) and words with a mean agreement of 3.00 and higher 

were used in Study 2 as target or prime words.  The words from the checklists that were 

utilized in Study 2 are presented in Table 4.    

2.5 Study 1 Discussion 

 With a two-stage process for determining words most associated with credible 

and not credible child witnesses, 11 words emerged as consistently representative of the 

two categories. Participants indicated that children who are viewed as credible are 

consistent, coherent, confident, intelligent, well behaved, honest, have a good memory, 

and display an appropriate level of emotion. The presence of physical evidence also 

contributes to the credibility of a child witness. Participants indicated that children who 

are not credible are of low intelligence, suggestible, have lied in the past, rehearsed, 

inconsistent, display inconsistent or exaggerated emotions, and the description of the 

event will contain too few or too many details. These critical words were used to create 

the materials for Study 2.  

 The characteristics that emerged during the two-stage process are consistent with 

the previous literature.  Witness consistency plays an important role in perceptions of 

credibility (Lieppe & Romanczyk, 1987; Yozwiak, Golding, & Marsil, 2004) and 

coherence is also important because credibility is impacted by the extent to which an 

account has meaning (Raskin & Esplin, 1991). There is also empirical support for the 

relations between honesty (Ross et al., 2003), cognitive ability (Ross et al., 2003), and the 

ability to recall details (Goodman et al., 1987; Leippe & Romanczyk, 1987; Potter & 

Brewer, 1999) and credibility perceptions.  A lack of confidence (Tenney, MacCoun, 

Spellman, & Hastie, 2007; Whitley & Martin, 1986) and suggestibility (Bottoms & 
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Table 2 

Mean Agreement and Standard Deviation for the Prime Word Checklists 

Category Words M (SD) 
Credible Child Witness Jumpy 3.00 (1.20) 
 Consistent 5.63 (1.06) 
 Unrehearsed 5.25 (2.43) 
 Honest 5.75 (1.39) 
 Mature 4.63 (1.06) 
 Confident 

 
4.50 (1.20) 

Not Credible Child Witness Fidgety  3.33 (1.21) 
 Rehearsed 6.17 (1.17) 
 Confused 3.83 (1.17) 
 Suggestible  4.00 (1.41) 
 Liar 6.33 (1.21) 
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Table 3 

Mean Agreement and Standard Deviation for the Target Word Checklists  

Category Words M (SD) 
Credible Child Witness Nervous 4.24 (1.36) 
 Jittery 3.48 (1.33) 
 Afraid 4.25 (1.22) 
 Scared 4.08 (1.22) 
 Unhappy 3.60 (1.68) 
 Calm 4.68 (1.21) 
 Stable 4.92 (1.38) 
 Emotional 4.44 (1.37) 
 Reserved 4.16 (1.31) 
 Quiet 4.32 (1.57) 
 Irritable 3.21 (1.22) 
 Upset 3.67 (1.09) 
 Fearful 4.24 (1.20) 
 Frightened 4.00 (1.35) 
 Flinching 2.97 (1.24) 
 Jumpy 3.00 (1.15) 
 Defensive 2.88 (1.68) 
 Violent 2.36 (1.41) 
 No eye contact 3.32 (1.63) 
 Behaved 4.92 (1.35) 
 Timid 4.04 (1.40) 
 Sad 4.00 (1.29) 
 Stuttering 3.44 (1.45) 
 Monotone 2.88 (1.20) 
 Not rehearsed 4.80 (1.80) 
 Shy 4.28 (1.43) 
 Embarrassed  3.96 (1.40) 
 Uncomfortable  4.16 (1.25) 
 Accurate 5.24 (1.36) 
 Clear 4.96 (1.24) 
 Not coerced 5.36 (1.38) 
 Chronological story 4.92 (1.73) 
 Good memory 5.00 (1.38) 
 Intelligent 4.72 (1.28) 
 Bold 4.48 (1.33) 
 Helpful 4.92 (1.35) 
 Knowledgeable 4.68 (1.37) 
 Truthful 5.76 (1.13) 
 Assertive 4.44 (1.42) 
 Competent 4.80 (1.04) 
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 Honest 6.00 (0.96) 
 Confident 4.56 (1.39) 
Not Credible Child Witness Excitable 4.12 (1.69) 

Emotionless 3.68 (1.82) 
 Energetic 3.79 (1.98) 
 Exaggerates 5.24 (1.76) 
 Dishonest 5.12 (2.20) 
 Distracted 4.54 (1.77) 
 Shy 3.21 (1.41) 
 Avoids eye contact 3.96 (1.93) 
 Disobedient 4.00 (1.61) 
 Cowers 3.40 (1.55) 
 Slumped 3.48 (1.58) 
 Smiles 3.20 (1.22) 
 Quiet 3.00 (1.26) 
 Whiny 3.32 (1.60) 
 Shaky 3.76 (1.69) 
 Forgetful 4.48 (1.81) 
 Coerced 4.92 (1.78) 
 Poor memory 4.40 (1.88) 
 Inconsistent 5.12 (1.92) 
 Fantastical tale 5.00 (1.87) 
 Coached 5.00 (1.98) 
 Too detailed 4.16 (1.89) 
 Attention Seeking 4.60 (1.50) 
 Anger 3.68 (1.60) 
 Influenced 5.04 (1.65) 
 Immature 3.76 (1.59) 
 Unintelligent 3.12 (1.39) 
 Unknowledgeable  3.32 (1.57) 
 Not enough details 3.80 (1.35) 
 Liar 4.92 (2.02) 
 Playful 3.00 (1.12) 
 Carefree 3.44 (1.26) 
 Calm 3.04 (1.27) 
 Inconsistent 4.60 (1.78) 
 Suggestible 4.16 (1.52) 
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Table 4 
 
Checklist words used in Study 2 
 
Phase 1 and 3   
 Prime Words Target Words 
Practice Trialsa   
Credible Consistent Frightened; Jittery 
Not Credible Rehearsed Whiny; Smiling 
Actual Trialsb   
Credible Consistent Scared 
 Honest Stable 
  Reserved 
  Behaved 
  Timid 
  Unrehearsed 
  Accurate 
  Bold 
Not Credible Rehearsed Excitable 
 Liar Disobedient 
  Cowers 
  Poor memory 
  Inconsistent 
  Fantastical tale 
  Angry 
  Few details 
Phase 2   
 Prime Words Target Words 
Practice Trialsa   
Credible Consistent Upset; Unhappy 
Not Credible Rehearsed Unknowledgeable; Carefree 
Actual Trialsc   
Credible Consistent Nervous 
 Honest Afraid 
  Calm 
  Emotional 
  Quiet 
  Fearful 
  Sad 
  Stuttering 
  Embarrassed 
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  Uncomfortable 
  Clear 
  Uncoerced 
  Chronological story 
  Intelligent 
  Helpful 
  Knowledgeable 
  Truthful 
  Assertive 
  Competent 
  Confident 
Not credible Rehearsed Emotionless 
 Liar Energetic 
  Exaggerates 
  Dishonest 
  Distracted 
  Avoids eye contact 
  Slumped 
  Shaky 
  Forgetful 
  Coerced 
  Coached 
  Too detailed 
  Attention seeking 
  Influenced 
  Immature 
  Playful  
  Suggestible 
  Inconsistent 
  Quiet 
  Shy 
aAll three phases consisted of 16 practice trials  
bPhase I and III consisted of 160 actual trials.  
cPhase II consisted of 6 blocks of 80 trials each 
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Goodman, 1994; Goodman et al., 1987) detract from perceptions of credibility. Emotions 

can both enhance (Kaufmann, Drevland, Wessel, Overskeid, & Magnussen, 2003; Regan 

& Baker, 1998) and detract from credibility depending on the intensity of the display 

(Miller & Burgoon, 1982).  The presence of corroborating evidence has also contributed 

to credibility in prior work (Bottoms & Goodman, 1994). 

 Despite the consistency with which words were generated, there were some 

limitations to Study 1. Although open-ended questions elicit rich data, responses can be 

challenging to interpret.  Use of this type of question permitted participants to generate 

information regarding traits and characteristics of a credible/not credible child witness, 

however, it also resulted in many uninterpretable and apparently irrelevant words.  Future 

stereotype content generation may use a smaller sample or request that a limited number 

of words be generated by each participant.  Participants could also be asked to generate 

words related to particular categories (e.g., emotions displayed, gender, abuse type).     

3. Study 2: Stereotype Activation and Application 

The purpose of Study 2 was to examine the influence of positive and negative 

stereotypes on decisions regarding child witness credibility (stereotype condition: 

positive, negative, and neutral).  Participants either did or did not receive 

counterstereotype affirmation training to examine its effectiveness in reducing the 

influence of positive and negative stereotypes on credibility judgments (training: 

counterstereotype affirmation training, control).  This was a 2 (pre-training stereotype 

measurement, post-training stereotype measurement) x 2 (training: counterstereotype 

affirmation training, control training) x 3 (stereotype condition: positive, negative, neutral 

stereotype) mixed model design. The dependent variables were response times, 
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credibility ratings, and verdict. The prime and target words generated in Study 1 were 

used in the pre-training stereotype measurement task, post-training stereotype 

measurement task, and in the counterstereotype affirmation training task. Also, while 

completing the credibility ratings and verdict questionnaire participants simultaneously 

completed a distracter task. 

3.1 Method 

3.1.1 Participants.  Two-hundred fifty-four students from the University of 

Regina Psychology Participant Pool were recruited to participate in a study on assessing 

the credibility of child witnesses. Participant age ranged from 17 to 54 years (M = 22.00, 

SD = 5.60). The majority of participants were female (77.2%), single (86.6%), of 

European ancestry (62.6%), and employed part-time (54.7%). The number of psychology 

classes participants had taken ranged from zero to 26 (M = 2.63, SD = 2.97). The highest 

level of education attained by most participants was partial college/university degree 

(61.4%). The majority of participants did not have children (86.2%) and stated that they 

interact with children one to seven times per year (18.9%). The majority of participants 

stated that they had not been sexually (80.7%) or physically abused (61.0%). Detailed 

demographic information is provided in Table 5. Students obtained partial course credit 

in compensation.  An a priori power analysis was conducted to determine the number of 

participants to be recruited.  An analysis conducted using GPower (Faul & Erdfelder, 

1992) indicated that a total of 270 participants were required across the 2 (training: 

counterstereotype affirmation training, control training) x 3 (stereotype condition: 

positive stereotype, negative stereotype, stereotype neutral) between subjects variables in 

order to obtain a medium effect size (power = .90, α = .05).  



62 

 

Table 5 
 
Demographic Characteristics (N = 254) 
 
Variable n % 
Gender   
     Male 56 22.0 
     Female 196 77.2 
     Missing 2 0.8 
Marital Status   
     Single 220 86.6 
     Common-law 18 7.1 
     Married 11 4.3 
     Separated 1 0.4 
     Divorced 2 0.8 
     Widowed 1 0.4 
     Missing 4 0.4 
Employment Status   

Full-time 35 13.8 
Part-time 139 54.7 
Unemployed 69 27.2 
Missing 11 4.3 

Ethnicity   
     European 159 62.6 
     East Asian (China, Hong Kong, Korea, Japan) 10 3.9 
     South Asian (India, Pakistan, Bangladesh) 16 6.3 
     Middle Eastern 4 1.6 
     African 16 6.3 
     Pacific Islands (Philippines, Hawaii) 1 0.4 
     Caribbean 2 0.8 
     Aboriginal 1 0.4 
     Metis 11 4.3 
     Other 6 2.4 
     Missing 28 11.0 
Political Orientation   
     Far Right 3 1.2 
     Conservative 33 13.0 
     Middle of the Road 57 22.4 
     Liberal 50 19.7 
     Far Left 8 3.1 
     Other or None 100 39.4 
     Missing 3 1.2 
Education   
     Less than high school 1 0.4 
     High school diploma 57 22.4 
     Partial college (at least one year or specialized training) 156 61.4 
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     Standard college or university graduation 24 9.4 
     Graduate degree/professional training 2 0.8 
     Missing 14 5.5 
Religion   
     Not at all 85 33.5 
     Somewhat, attend seldom 100 39.4 
     Somewhat, attend often 29 11.4 
     Very, seldom attend 16 6.3 
     Very, always attend 23 9.1 
      Missing 1 0.4 
Number of Children   
     None 219 86.2 
     One 8 3.1 
     Two 7 2.8 
     Three 4 0.4 
     Seven 1 0.4 
     Missing 14 5.5 
Interaction with 7 to 8 year old   
     Daily 24 9.4 

3-5 times per week 28 11.0 
1-2 times per week 40 15.7 
1-3 times per month 51 20.1 
8-11 times per year 38 15.0 
1-7 times per year 48 18.9 
None 14 55 
Missing 11 4.3 

Physical abuse experienced   
     Yes 82 32.3 
     No 155 61.0 
     Unsure 6 2.4 
     Missing 11 4.3 
Sexual abuse experienced   
     Yes 33 13.0 
      No 205 80.7 
     Unsure 5 2.0 
     Missing 11 4.3 

Age 22.0 (M) 5.6 (SD) 
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3.1.2 Procedure.  

3.1.2.1 Phase 1: Pre-training measurement of stereotype activation.  

All participants were presented with a primed Stroop task to measure response latency 

which served as an indicator for spontaneous stereotype activation.  In a standard Stroop 

task (Stroop, 1935), participants are presented with a series of colour words and are asked 

to name the colour in which the word is presented.  When letters of the words spell a 

colour name that is different than the colour in which the word is printed (e.g., the word 

RED is shown in green font), participants have been found to be slower at colour naming 

(MacLeod, 1991).  The degree of interference in colour naming has been found to be a 

function of activation of a word’s semantic meaning - a greater amount of interference 

leads to a greater amount of processing resources needed to inhibit it, which results in 

slower colour naming (MacLeod, 1991).  In this study, each colour naming trial was 

preceded by a prime (Warren, 1972, 1974).  A primed Stroop task to measure automatic 

stereotype activation has been used in previous research by Kawakami and colleagues 

(2000).  It is important to note that in the primed Stroop task utilized by Kawakami and 

colleagues, the prime was presented to participants for 950ms.  However, according to a 

Neely (1977), perceivers require a relatively short presentation interval between when the 

prime is displayed and when the target is displayed in order to respond automatically in 

semantic priming procedures; Neely illustrated that the interval needs to be less than 

500ms.  Researchers implementing priming have also presented primes for shorter 

amounts of time than Kawakami et al. (2000). For instance, both Moskowitz and 

colleagues (1999) and Gawronski et al. (2008b) presented primes for 200ms.  According 

to Blair and Banaji (1996), shorter presentations times lead to higher cognitive 
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constraints and greater constraints reveal stronger automatic effects.  For this study, the 

prime was presented for 200ms. 

Participants were informed that they would be presented with trials on a computer 

which would consist of an initial asterisk and two words.  They were further instructed to 

read the first of the two words (prime) silently and to state the colour of the second word 

(target) as accurately as possible.  Primes consisted of credible (i.e., consistent, honest) 

and not credible words (i.e., rehearsed, liar) generated from Study 1. Participants were 

told that these primes applied to child witnesses and to keep child witnesses in mind.  

Participants were also instructed to press the space bar when they said the target word 

aloud.  On each trial, participants were presented with the following sequence: an asterisk 

in the center of the computer screen for 300 ms to prepare them for the prime (i.e., a 

fixation stimulus), a blank screen for 500 ms, a prime for 200 ms, a blank screen for 50 

ms, and a target word – presented until the participant named the target word colour 

aloud and pressed the space bar (see Figure 1).  Participants were then presented with a 

blank screen for 2000 ms before the next trial.  

In the primed Stroop task, a total of 178 trials were randomly presented in which 

the credible and not credible child witness primes were presented with each of the targets 

in four different colours – red, blue, green, and yellow (Kawakami et al., 2000).  As 

participants spoke the colour of the target word a loud, they were asked to simultaneously 

press the space bar to advance to the next trial.  Participant utterances were recorded by a 

research assistant. Errors were defined as stutters, mispronunciations, no responses, and 

stating the wrong colour.  Errors were made on 0.8% of the trials – 0.35% were stutters,
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Figure 1. Sequence of events for the primed Stroop task in Phase 1 and 3 of 
Study 2.  Boxes represent a computer screen and the time beneath the boxes 
refers to the duration (in milliseconds) the stimulus was presented for.   
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 0.07% were mispronunciations, 0.39% were classified as a no response, and 0.05% were 

errors associated with stating the wrong colour.  Before beginning Phase 1, participants 

were presented with a block of 16 practice trials. The practice trial consisted of one 

credible prime, one not credible prime, two credible targets, and two not credible targets.  

Detailed information regarding the primes and targets used in this task are presented in 

Table 4.   

3.1.2.2 Phase 2: Training task.  A random number generator was used to 

randomly assign participants to either the counterstereotype affirmation training task or 

the control training task.  In the counterstereotype affirmation training task, participants 

received the prime word and a target word (see Table 4 for a complete list of words used) 

that was either consistent or inconsistent with the prime.  Participants in this condition 

were instructed to respond yes each time they saw a target that was inconsistent with the 

prime by pressing the space bar on the keyboard. Participants were instructed to do 

nothing when presented with prime and target combinations that were consistent 

(verbatim instructions are provided in Appendix K).  Participants assigned to the control 

training task were presented with one of two primes on each trial (i.e., positive or 

negative) and target words that were positive or negative (target words were obtained 

from Gawronski et al., 2008b, and were unrelated to child witnesses; see Appendix L for 

a complete list).  These participants were also asked to respond yes each time they saw a 

target that was inconsistent with the prime.  

Participants in both conditions were presented with six blocks of 80 trials.  For 

each trial, the prime word was presented in capital letters at the top of the screen (see 
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CONSISTENT 

Truthful 
 

 
 

 
ERROR! 

Figure 2. Sequence of events for the counterstereotype affirmation training when 
prime and target are presented from the same category.  Boxes represent a 
computer screen and the time beneath the boxes refers to the length of time (in 
milliseconds) the stimulus is presented for.  The prime and target presented were 
from either the credible or not credible child witness category. 
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Figure 2 for an illustration of the counterstereotype affirmation training task).  After 500 

ms, a target word in lower-case letters appeared beneath the prime word.  When 

participants correctly pressed the yes key, the prime-target pair disappeared and the next 

trial started.  If participants incorrectly pressed the yes key, the stimuli was replaced by 

the message error! which appeared for 1500 ms in the center of the screen.  If 

participants did not respond to the given consistent prime-target pair, they disappeared 

after 2500 ms and the next trial started. If participants did not respond to an inconsistent 

prime-target pair the error! message appeared and was followed by the next trial.  The 

time between trials was 1000 ms.  After each block of 80 trials, participants were given a 

one minute break. The target words used in the counterstereotype affirmation training 

task were 20 stereotypes of a credible child witness and 20 stereotypes of a not credible 

child witness that were not used in the pre- and post-training measurement of stereotype 

activation.   

3.1.2.3 Phase 3: Post-training measurement of stereotype activation.  

In Phase 3, the primed Stroop task was re-administered to examine the effect of the 

counterstereotype affirmation training on subsequent stereotype activation.  The same 

stimulus material was used in the pre-training and post-training primed Stroop task.  

Errors in responding were less than 1% (0.06%) of total responding and comprised 0.24% 

stutters, 0.07% mispronunciations, 0.35% no responses, and 0.04% stating the wrong 

colour. 

After completing the post-training measurement of stereotype activation, 

participants read one of six vignettes and completed questionnaires in the following 

order: credibility questionnaire, verdict questionnaire, knowledge of child abuse 
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questionnaire, and demographic questionnaire. While completing the credibility and 

verdict questionnaires, participants were required to complete a distracter task. After 

participants completed the questionnaires, they received a debriefing form that explained 

the purpose of the study. Figure 3 provides an overview of the procedure used in Study 2. 

3.1.3 Measures. 

3.1.3.1 Credibility questionnaire.  The credibility questionnaire 

(Appendix M) assessed the perceived honesty and cognitive ability of the child depicted 

in the vignette (adapted from Connolly, Price, Lavoie, & Gordon, 2009; Ross et al., 

2003).  Honesty was measured using a composite score derived from the average of three 

questions inquiring about the honesty of the child (“How honest was the child?”), the 

truthfulness of the child (“How truthful was the child?”), and the likelihood that the child 

fabricated the event (“How likely is it that the child fabricated the event?”).  Cognitive 

competence of the child witness was measured using a composite score derived from the 

average of three questions inquiring about the intelligence of the child (“How intelligent 

do you think the child was?”), the accuracy with which the child recalled the event 

(“How accurately do you think the child recalled the event?”), and the child’s 

understanding of the event (“How well did the child understand the events she 

described?”).  Credibility was measured using a composite score derived from the 

average of two questions pertaining to the believability of the child (“How believable was 

the child?”) and overall credibility of the child (“Overall, how credible was the child?”). 

Consistency (“How consistent was the child?”), child confidence (Luus & Wells, 1994; 

“How confident was the child?”) and likeability (Leippe et al., 1992; “How likeable was 

the child?”) were also measured.  Six distracter questions were also included in the 
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Figure 3. Overview of Study 2 procedure.  The verdict questionnaire includes 
questions pertaining to belief in the guilt of the accused and perceptions of event 
likelihood. 
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questionnaire (indicated by the letter D following the questions in Appendix M).  The 

distracter questions were general questions inquiring about attitudes towards children as 

witnesses. These questions inquired about children in general to disguise the special 

interest in evaluations of the child depicted in the vignette.  

To prevent order effects, two random orders of the credibility questions were 

created and approximately half of the participants received each order.  Independent t-

tests were conducted to examine whether there were differences in responses on the two 

orders of the credibility questionnaire; these analyses were conducted after combining the 

vignettes (see page 75 for details).  There were no differences on the likeability, t(247) = 

1.61, p > .05, confidence, t(249) = 0.08, p > .05, credibility, t(245) = 0.02, p > .05, 

cognitive capacity, t(249) = 0.87, p > .05, consistency, t(250) = 0.47, p > .05, or honesty 

composite scores, t(247) = 0.75, p > .05.  Thus, all analyses are collapsed across 

questionnaire order. 

3.1.3.2 Verdict questionnaire.  Participants were asked for their verdict: 

guilty or not guilty (“what verdict would you render in this case?”).  An 8-point rating 

scale was also used to rate confidence in the verdict.  The scale ranged from 1 (not at all 

confident in his or her decision) to 8 (completely confident in his or her decision).  This 

measure is similar to guilt measures used in previous research (e.g., Bottoms & 

Goodman, 1994; Schmidt & Brigham, 1996).  Participants were also asked about their 

belief in the guilt of the accused rated on a 0 (innocent) to 100 (guilty) scale and the 

likelihood that the event described by the child occurred from 1 (not at all likely) to 6 

(very likely). See Appendix N. 
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3.1.3.3 Knowledge of child abuse questionnaire.  Participants completed 

a 34 item scale that assessed knowledge about child abuse (Hazzard & Rupp, 1986; 

Appendix O). Items on this scale inquired about the definitions, characteristics, causes, 

and effects of child abuse. The questionnaire also asked about reporting requirements and 

treatment options. Participants were asked to respond on a 5-point Likert scale from 

strongly disagree (0) to strongly agree (4).  For 16 items strongly agree was the correct 

response and for 18 items strongly disagree was the correct response.  Scores could range 

from 0 to 136.  This measure was included as knowledge of child abuse has the potential 

to influence stereotypes, which in turn may influence credibility assessments and case 

judgments (Sanghara & Wilson, 2006).  Results from this study suggest that this scale 

had a relatively low internal consistency as determined by a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.66. 

Initially, the Knowledge of Child Abuse Questionnaire (KCSA) was used as a 

covariate when examining the impact training/vignette type had on perceptions of guilt, 

event likelihood, and credibility. The KCSA was included because some prior research 

has shown that knowledge of child abuse can influence beliefs related to child abuse 

(e.g., Sanghara & Wilson, 2006). However, KCSA scores were not a statistically 

significant covariate, so for parsimony results without the KCSA as a covariate are 

presented. It was anticipated that participants receiving training would be less impacted 

by beliefs related to child witness credibility than participants in the control group.   

3.1.3.4 Demographic questionnaire.  Demographic information was also 

gathered from the participants (Appendix P).  Participants were asked to provide 

information pertaining to their age, sex, marital status, education, occupation, religion, 

number of children, interactions with children, ethnicity, and political orientation. The 
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demographic questionnaire also inquired about physical and sexual abuse experienced 

before the age of 17. 

3.1.4 Materials. 

3.1.4.1 Vignettes.  Vignettes were used to depict an 8 year old child’s 

experience with physical abuse.  An 8 year old victim is perceived as more believable 

than a younger (age 3) or older (age 13) victim (Key, Warren, & Ross, 1996). According 

to Nunez and colleagues (2011), an 8 year old child may be an ideal witness in cases of 

child sexual abuse because perceptions of trustworthiness and honesty peak at this age.  

An 8 year old victim was chosen for this study to examine how stereotypic beliefs 

influence perceptions of what is typically a credible child.  

Vignettes used in Study 2 reflected dominant themes that emerged in response to 

the open-ended question posed in Study 1.  Six vignettes were developed – two depicted 

a child witness who was credible (positive), two depicted a child witness who was not 

credible (negative), and two vignettes served as controls (neutral).  The child witness in 

the positive vignettes provided details of the event (e.g., when the incident occurred; 

vignette 1) or cried when recounting her story (vignette 2).  The child witness depicted in 

the negative vignettes provided inconsistencies in her report (vignette 5) or was depicted 

as suggestible and forgetful while reporting (vignette 6).  The neutral vignettes did not 

include any characteristics associated with a credible or not credible child witness 

(vignettes 3 and 4).  The vignettes are provided in Appendix Q.  To pilot-test the 

vignettes, 68 participants were asked to read one vignette and rate the credibility of the 

witness on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all credible) to 7 (very credible).  The child 

witness in vignette 6 (a not credible vignette) was perceived as more credible than 
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anticipated (M = 3.50, SD = 1.40); the rating for this vignette fell above the midpoint on 

the credibility scale.  Vignette 6 was modified twice to portray characteristics of a child 

witness who would be perceived as being less credible; the final piloted version was used 

in Study 2.  Descriptive statistics related to the piloting of the vignettes are provided in 

Table 6.   

Two vignettes were used for each of the three conditions (i.e., positive, negative, 

and neutral) to allow for increased generalizability. Independent samples t-tests were 

conducted to examine whether differences existed in perceptions of witness credibility as 

measured by the credibility questionnaire across the two vignettes in each condition.  

There were no differences in the overall credibility rating between the two vignettes for 

each of the conditions (ts < 1.79, ps > .18), so ratings are collapsed across these two 

vignettes.  

3.1.4.2 Distracter task.  According to Correction Theory (Wegener & 

Petty, 1997), if people perceive that strategies aimed at reducing stereotypes may 

influence their responses, they may attempt to reassert their prior stereotypic associations.  

However, limited cognitive capacity reduces the likelihood of correction. Kawakami and 

colleagues (2007) noted that after counterstereotype affirmation training, participants 

showed a reduction in sexual discrimination in hiring decisions only when participants 

completed a distracter task while making hiring decisions; participants not assigned to the 

distracter task did not display any influence of counterstereotype affirmation training on 

hiring decision making.  Cognitive capacity can be reduced with the addition of a probe 

reaction task (Wegener & Petty, 1995).  
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Table 6 

Descriptive Statistics from Vignette Piloting 

                                                         Vignette 
 Positive Neutral Negative 

 V.1 
(Provided 
details) 

V.2 
(Displayed 
consistent 
emotion) 

V.3 V.4 

 

V.5  
(Inconsistent) 

V.6 
(Suggestible/ 

Forgetful) 

Mean 
(SD) 

4.60 
(0.55) 

3.80 
(1.30) 

3.30 
(1.16) 

3.10 
(0.99) 

2.80 
(1.40) 

2.63 
(1.41) 

n 5 5 10 10 10 8 
Total 4.20 (1.03) 3.20 (1.06) 2.72 (1.36) 
       

t 1.27 0.41 0.26 
df 8 18 16 
p .24 .68 .80 
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Participants were required to complete the probe reaction task while they 

completed the credibility and verdict questionnaires.  This task consisted of the computer 

screen turning green at random intervals.  Participants were required to press the space 

bar on the keyboard each time the computer screen turned green, which would turn the 

screen white.  The changing of the computer screen colour was randomized for each 

participant.  Participants hit the space bar between 40 and 221 times (M = 48.70, SD = 

31.00). The average response time was 171.62 ms (SD = 937.02 ms; range = 709.05 ms – 

2034.19 ms).   

3.2 Study 2 Results 

3.2.1 Were beliefs related to child witnesses activated?  Analyses were carried 

out to examine whether beliefs related to child witnesses were activated during the 

primed Stroop task. Mixed model analyses of variance (ANOVA) were conducted to 

assess the impact of the different prime word and target word pairings on reaction times; 

a 2 (target: credible, not credible) by 2 (training: counterstereotype affirmation, control) 

mixed model ANOVA was conducted for each of the prime categories (i.e., credible 

prime, not credible prime).  It was anticipated that beliefs related to both credible and not 

credible child witnesses would be activated as indicated by slower responding when the 

target and prime word belonged to the same category (i.e., credible or not credible). If 

beliefs were activated slower responding to consistent prime-target pairs was expected 

compared to inconsistent prime-target pairs because in the consistent pairings participants 

would be unable to ignore the content of the target word and focus on naming the ink 

colour; belief activation interferes with the ability to name the colour of the target word 

and results in slower responding. Activation of beliefs in this first phase of the 
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experiment was required for further exploration of whether or not stereotypes could be 

minimized through training.   

For the ANOVA conducted using the credible prime pairings (credible prime and 

credible target, credible prime and not credible target), there was a main effect of target 

on response times, F(1, 252) = 14.15, p < .01, ηp
2 = 0.05; after receiving a credible prime, 

participants responded faster to credible targets words (M = 782.06, SD = 338.23) than to 

not credible target words (M = 793.62, SD = 338.23).  This finding is inconsistent with 

the hypothesis that response times for consistent pairings would be slower relative to 

inconsistent pairings because the prime word would cause interference for consistent 

pairings and interference is indicative of belief activation. Initial activation is required to 

study the effects of counterstereotype affirmation training. This pattern was not observed; 

the credible prime did not to lead to belief activation. Thus, these pairings were not used 

in further analyses.  There was no main effect of training on response times, F(1, 252) = 

0.72, p = 0.40, ηp
2 < .01, and no interaction of target and training, F(1, 252) = 1.21, p = 

0.27, ηp
2 = .01. 

The mixed model ANOVA conducted using the not credible prime pairings also 

revealed a main effect of target on response times, F(1, 252) = 22.13, p < .01, ηp
2 = 0.08, 

with participants responding slower when not credible target words followed the not 

credible prime (M = 795.04, SD = 357.29) than when credible target words followed the 

not credible prime (M = 780.42, SD = 347.94).  These results provide evidence of belief 

activation, and thus the not credible prime pairings were used in further analyses. There 

was no main effect of training, F(1, 252) = 0.70, p = .40, ηp
2 < .01. There was also no 
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Table 7 
 
Statistical Summaries for Stereotype Activation  
 
Source  n M (SD) 
Credible Prime (N = 254) 
Target Not credible 254 793.62 (351.90) 
  Training 130 813.17 (386.17) 
  Control 124 773.13 (312.23) 

 Credible 254 782.06 (338.23) 
  Training 130 798.34 (369.51) 
  Control 124 765.00 (302.56) 

    
Not Credible Prime (N = 254) 
Target Not credible 254 795.04 (357.29) 
  Training 130 813.01 (393.55) 
  Control 124 776. 20 (315.34) 
 Credible 254 780.42 (347.94) 
  Training 130 798.65 (386.07) 
  Control 124 761.31 (303.28) 
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interaction between target and training on response times, F(1, 252) < .01, p = -.93, ηp
2 < 

.01. See Table 7 for detailed results. 

3.2.2 Did learning occur during the training task? Repeated measures 

ANOVAs were conducted to examine the impact of training on response speed and 

accuracy.  It was anticipated that during the counterstereotype affirmation training and 

control tasks, participants would learn the word pairs over time (i.e., blocks).  It was also 

anticipated that learning would translate into faster responding (reduced response time) 

and improved accuracy. Results (see below) indicate that accuracy of responding and 

reaction time improved over trials. 

During the counterstereotype affirmation training and control tasks, participants 

completed six blocks of 80 trials.  Mixed model 6 (blocks) x 2 (training) ANOVAs were 

conducted to examine change in accuracy and reaction time over blocks.  There was an 

effect of training on accuracy, F(1, 252) = 181.62, p < .01, ηp
2 = .42. Accuracy was 

greater in the control group (M = 0.97, SD = 0.06) than in the training group (M = 0.82, 

SD = 0.13).  There was a main effect of block on accuracy, F(1, 248) = 75.98, p < .01, ηp
2 

= .61 and the interaction between block and training was also statistically significant, F(1, 

248) = 74.76, p < .01, ηp
2 = .60 (see Figure 4).  Paired sample t-tests reveal that there 

were differences in accuracy between block one and six for the counterstereotype 

affirmation training group, t(129) = 21.10, p < .01, and not for the control group, t(123) = 

0.31, p = 0.76.   

 For reaction time over blocks, there was a main effect of training, F(1, 252) = 

188.13, p < .01, ηp
2 = .43, with quicker reaction times in the control condition (M = 

824.42, SD = 20.34) compared to the training condition (M = 1214.36, SD = 19.86).  
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There was a main effect of blocks on reaction time, F(1, 248) = 15.31, p < .01, ηp
2 = .24.  

There was also an interaction between block and training, F(1, 248) = 19.82, p < .01, ηp
2 

= .29 (see Figure 5).  Paired sample t-tests reveal that there were differences in reaction 

time from blocks one to six for the counterstereotype affirmation training group, t(129) = 

10.56, p  < .01, and not for the control group, t(123) = 0.80, p = .43. Overall, the 

counterstereotype affirmation training task participants were learning the pairs, and this 

learning allowed for an increase in accuracy over time and a decrease in response time as 

more pairs were presented. 

3.2.3 Did training result in reduced stereotype activation? A mixed model 

ANOVA was conducted using the not credible prime pairs following training to assess 

for activation of beliefs related to not credible child witness. Mixed model ANOVAs 

were also conducted to examine whether there were differences in response time between 

Phase 1 and Phase 3, and whether differences emerged by group (i.e., training versus 

control).  It was anticipated that there would be less interference after training, that is, 

participants would be quicker to respond to the target word when presented with a prime 

from same category than a prime from a different category in comparison to responding 

to target from the same category as the prime prior to training. Training did not reduce 

stereotype activation compared to the control group. 

The mixed model ANOVA conducted using the not credible prime pairs revealed 

a main effect of target on response times following training, F(1, 252) = 13.53, p < .01, 

ηp
2 =  .05, with participants responding slower when the not credible target words 

followed the not credible prime words (M = 735.54, SD = 245.10) than when credible 

target words followed the not credible prime (M = 725. 76, SD = 237.33). These results 
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Figure 4. Accuracy of responding by block.
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Figure 5.  Response reaction time by block.  
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provide evidence of continued belief activation following training. There was no main 

effect of training, F(1, 252) < .01, p = .98, ηp
2 <.01. There was an interaction between 

target and training on response time following the training, F(1, 252) = 5.78, p = .02, ηp
2 

= .02. Participants in the training (M = 732.75, SD = 21.54) and control (M = 738.46, SD 

= 22.05) conditions responded slower to the not credible target words following training 

compared to responding to the credible target words (training: M = 729.30, SD = 20.85; 

control: M = 722.05, SD = 21.35). 

 Paired sample t-tests for the counterstereotype affirmation training and control 

conditions were conducted to explore differences in reaction times in response to the not 

credible primes over time (i.e., Phase 1 versus Phase 3).  For the counterstereotype 

affirmation training condition, reaction times improved from Phase 1 (M = 813.01ms, SD 

= 393.55) to Phase 3 (M = 732.75, SD = 230.38) for both the not credible prime/not 

credible target pair, t(129) = 2.80, p < .01, and the not credible prime/credible target pair 

(from M = 798.65ms, SD = 386.07 to M = 729.30ms, SD = 227.24), t(129) = 2.56, p < 

.01.  Results for the control condition also revealed differences between response times 

for the not credible prime/not credible target, t(123) = 3.01, p < .01, and the not credible 

prime/credible target pairs, t(123) = 3.26, p < .01, from Phase 1 to Phase 3. Average 

response times decreased from 776.20 (SD = 315.34) to 738.46 (SD = 260.55) for the not 

credible prime/not credible target pairs and from 761.31ms (SD = 303.28) to 722.05ms 

(SD = 248.34) for the not credible prime/credible target pairs.  

 Reaction time difference scores were calculated by subtracting Phase 1 response 

times from Phase 3 response times for both not credible prime/not credible target and not 

credible prime/credible target pairs. Independent sample t-tests were calculated to 
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examine whether response time changes from Phase 1 to Phase 3 differed by training 

condition.  The counterstereotype affirmation training and control conditions did not 

differ in their difference scores for the not credible prime/credible target pairs, t(252) = 

0.27, p = .32, ηp
2 < 0.01, and the not credible prime/not credible target pairs, t(252) = 

1.33, p = .18, ηp
2 = 0.01. These results indicate that counterstereotype affirmation training 

did not reduce response times from Phase 1 to Phase 3 relative to the control condition.  

 3.2.4 Did training influence stereotype application with regards to credibility 

perceptions?  Participants were asked to read a vignette and then complete 

questionnaires inquiring about their beliefs regarding their perceptions of the child 

witness’ credibility (see Figure 3).  The aim of this phase of the project was to examine 

whether training would impact how participants applied stereotypes to these scenarios. 

The effects of training condition and child witness characteristics depicted in the 

vignettes (i.e., positive, negative, neutral) on the scores on each of the credibility 

composite scales (i.e., likeability, honesty, consistency, cognitive abilities, confidence, 

and credibility) were examined; a series of between-subject ANOVAs were conducted.  It 

was anticipated that training would reduce the impact of the characteristics on credibility 

evaluations; that is, participants who did not receive training would rate the child witness 

as more credible or less credible, depending on the vignette condition, than participants 

who did receive training.  It was also anticipated that there would be a main effect of 

child credibility characteristics with positive vignettes receiving the highest credibility 

ratings, followed by the neutral and negative vignettes, respectively. 

There was a main effect of the vignettes on ratings of cognitive ability, F(2, 245) 

= 29.44, p < .01, ηp
2 = .19; consistency, F(2, 246) = 46.12, p < .01, ηp

2  = .27; confidence, 
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F(2, 245) = 39.04, p < .01, ηp
2 = .24;  credibility, F(2, 241) = 19.40, p < .01, ηp

2 = .14; 

honesty, F(2, 243) = 11.49, p < .01, ηp
2 = .09; and likeability, F(2, 243) = 9.47, p < .01, 

ηp
2 =.07.  In all cases, the positive vignettes were rated most favourably, followed by the 

neutral vignettes, and then the negative vignettes (see Table 8). Main effect contrast tests 

between each of the three vignette conditions were almost always statistically significant, 

with the exception of comparisons between the positive and neutral vignettes for the 

honesty, credibility, and likeability scores. Refer to Table 9 for statistics associated with 

these comparisons.   

There was a marginally statistically significant main effect of training on honesty, 

F(1, 243) = 3.08, p = .08, ηp
2 < .01, and cognitive ability, F(1, 245) = 3.02, p = .08, ηp

2 < 

.12. Participants in the control condition rated children in the vignettes as being more 

honest and cognitively able than did participants in the training condition (see Table 8). 

The more positive ratings in the control condition are consistent with the notion that 

training reduces belief application. There was no main effect of training on consistency, 

F(1, 246) = 0.83, p = .36, ηp
2 < .01; credibility, F(1, 241) = 1.40, p = .24, ηp

2 < .01; 

confidence, F(1, 245) = 2.63, p = .11, ηp
2 < .01; and likeability, F(1, 243) = 0.27, p = .60, 

ηp
2 <.01.   

Finally, there were no interactions between vignette condition and training on 

perceptions of cognitive ability, F(2, 245) = 0.64, p = .53, ηp
2 <.01; consistency, F(2, 

246) = 0.50, p = .61, ηp
2 < .01; confidence, F(2, 245) = 1.48, p = .23, ηp

2 < .01; 

credibility, F(2, 241) = 0.29, p = .75, ηp
2 < .01; honesty, F(2, 243) = .58, p = .56, ηp

2 < 

.01; and likeability, F(2, 243) = 2.32, p = .10, ηp
2 = .02. 
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Table 8 

Statistical Summaries for Credibility Composite Scores 

Source   n M (SD) 
Cognitive Abilities (N = 251) 
Training Condition 
 

Training   
 Positive vignette 41 4.14 (0.76) 
 Negative vignette 44 3.05 (0.82) 
 Neutral vignette 42 3.88 (1.04) 
Control    

  Positive vignette 42 4.35 (1.03) 
  Negative vignette 41 3.38 (0.80) 
  Neutral vignette 41 3.91 (0.82) 
Consistency (N = 252) 
Training Condition 
 

Training   
 Positive vignette 40 4.03 (1.21) 
 Negative vignette 43 2.28 (1.33) 
 Neutral vignette 43 3.81 (1.40) 
Control   

  Positive vignette 43 4.30 (1.06) 
  Negative vignette 41 2.51 (1.10) 
  Neutral vignette 42 3.74 (1.36) 
Confidence (N = 251) 
Training Condition 
 

Training   
 Positive vignette 41 4.37 (1.24) 
 Negative vignette 42 2.29 (1.07) 
 Neutral vignette 43 3.33 (1.32) 
Control   

  Positive vignette 43 4.30 (1.06) 
  Negative vignette 41 2.51 (1.10) 
  Neutral vignette 42 3.75 (1.36) 
Credibility (N = 247) 
Training condition 
 

Training   
 Positive vignette 40 4.19 (1.10) 
 Negative vignette 42 3.15 (1.21) 
 Neutral vignette 42 4.11 (1.04) 
Control   

  Positive vignette 41 4.37 (0.95) 
  Negative vignette 41 3.44 (1.15) 
  Neutral vignette 41 4.13 (1.04) 
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Honesty (N = 254) 
Training condition 
 

Training   
 Positive vignette 41 4.13 (1.04) 
 Negative vignette 42 3.34 (1.10) 
 Neutral vignette 43 4.10 (0.95) 
Control   

  Positive vignette 41 4.24 (0.92) 
  Negative vignette 41 3.75 (0.87) 
  Neutral vignette 41 4.24 (0.99) 
Likeability (N = 249) 
Training condition 
 

Training   
 Positive vignette 41 5.24 (0.92) 
 Negative vignette 42 4.14 (1.20) 
 Neutral vignette 43 4.58 (1.20) 
Control    

  Positive vignette 41 4.88 (1.10) 
  Negative vignette 41 4.44 (1.34) 
  Neutral vignette 41 4.88 (1.03) 
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Table 9 

Simple Main Effect Contrast Tests for the Main Effect of Child Characteristics Depicted 

in the Vignette on Credibility Composite Scores 

Credibility Composite 
Score 

Vignette Contrast t df p 

     
Honesty Positive vs. Neutral 0.08 164 .95 
 Negative vs. Neutral 4.11 165 <.01 
 Positive vs. Negative 4.15 163 <.01 
     
Cognitive Competence Positive vs. Neutral 2.47 164 .02 
 Negative vs. Neutral  5.06 166 <.01 
 Positive vs. Negative 7.76 166 <.01 
     
Credibility Positive vs. Neutral 0.95 162 .33 
 Negative vs. Neutral 4.78 164 <.01 
 Positive vs. Negative 5.69 162 <.01 
     
Consistency Positive vs. Neutral 2.04 161.56 .05 
 Negative vs. Neutral 6.91 165.18 <.01 
 Positive vs. Negative 9.73 165 < .01 
     
Confidence Positive vs. Neutral 4.15 166 <.01 
 Negative vs. Neutral 4.75 166 <.01 
 Positive vs. Negative 8.74 164 <.01 
     
Likeability Positive vs. Neutral 2.01 164 .05 
 Negative vs. Neutral 2.35 165 .02 
 Positive vs. Negative 4.29 163 <.01 
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3.2.5 Did training influence stereotype application with regards to case 

disposition? Analyses were carried out to examine whether the training and 

characteristics of child credibility depicted in the vignette influenced participants’ 

responses on questions inquiring about the verdict, belief in guilt of the accused, and 

event likelihood (see Figure 3).  A loglinear analysis was conducted to examine influence 

of training and vignette on verdict.  Multiple 2 (training) x 3 (vignette) analyses of 

variance were also conducted to examine whether the training and vignette condition 

influenced belief in guilt and event likelihood. 

  3.2.5.1 Verdict. The three way loglinear analysis produced a final model 

that did not retain any effects. The highest order interaction (verdict x training x vignette) 

was not statistically significant, likelihood ratio χ2(2) = 0.94, p = .63. Two way effects, 

likelihood ratio χ2(5) = 6.94, p = .23, and one-way effects were not statistically 

significant, likelihood ratio χ2(4) = 1.76, p  = .78. See Table 10. 

  3.2.5.2 Belief in guilt of the accused.  Participants rated the likelihood 

(scale of 1-100 with a higher score indicating a higher belief in the guilt of the accused) 

that the accused was guilty.   There was no main effect of the vignette, F(2, 248) = 1.98, 

p = .14, ηp
2= .02, and no main effect of training, F(1, 248) = 0.01, p = .92, ηp

2< .01.  

There was also no interaction between vignette and training on ratings of guilt belief, F(2, 

248) < 0.01, p = .99, ηp
2< .01 (see Table 11).  

  3.2.5.3 Event likelihood. Participants were asked to make a judgment of 

the likelihood that the event occurred. The results of a 2 (training) x 3 (vignette) ANOVA 

indicate a main effect of the vignette, F(2, 243) = 5.02, p = .01, ηp
2= .04. Main effects 

contrast tests indicated that the positive vignettes were rated as more likely than the 
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Table 10 

Frequency of Guilty and Not Guilty Responses for Verdict 

Source Vignette Condition Guilty (n) Not Guilty (n) 
Control Neutral 25 17 
 Positive 28 15 
 Negative 

 
22 19 

Training Neutral 19 23 
 Positive 26 15 
 Negative 20 24 
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negative vignettes (p < .01) and the negative vignettes were rated as less likely than the 

neutral vignettes (p = .03). No other comparisons were statistically significant. There was 

no main effect of training, F(1, 243) = 2.10, p = .15, ηp
2 = .01, and no interaction between 

training and vignette, F(2, 243) = 1.30, p = . 28, ηp
2 = .01 (Table 11).  

  3.2.5.4 Confidence in verdict delivered.  Participants were asked to rate 

their confidence in the verdict rendered on a scale from 1 to 6, with 1 indicating low 

confidence and 6 indicating high levels of confidence.  There was no main effect of the 

child credibility characteristics, F(2, 248) = 0.51, p = .60, ηp
2 < .01, and no main effect of 

training condition, F(1, 248) < .01, p = .93, ηp
2 < .01. There was also no interaction 

between training and child credibility characteristics, F(2, 248) = 0.66, p = .52, ηp
2 = 

0.01.   

3.2.6 Did personal abuse history influence responding?  Analyses were also 

carried out to examine whether personal abuse experiences (physical or sexual) 

influenced participants’ responses on questions inquiring about verdict, belief in guilt of 

the accused, event likelihood, and credibility.  A chi-square analysis was conducted to 

explore the relationship between abuse (sexual and physical) experienced and verdict. 

Analyses of variance were conducted to examine whether abuse experience influenced 

belief in guilt and event likelihood. Analyses of variance were also conducted to examine 

whether there was an impact of either physical or sexual abuse experienced on the six 

credibility composite scores.  Tables 12 and 13 depict these statistics. 

3.2.6.1 Verdict.  There was no association between physical abuse 

experience and verdict delivered, χ2(1) = 1.10, p = .29, or sexual abuse and verdict 

delivered, χ2(1) = 1.87, p = .17. 
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Table 11 

Means (standard deviations) for Guilt Belief and Event Likelihood Ratings 

Source  n M (SD) 
Guilt Belief  (N = 254) 
Training 
Condition 

Training   
 Positive vignette 41 60.00 (20.37) 
 Negative vignette 44 53.41 (24.96) 
 Neutral vignette 43 56.98 (21.88) 
Control    

  Positive vignette 43 60.47 (21.49) 
  Negative vignette 41 53.41 (20.57) 
  Neutral vignette 42 57.38 (24.00) 
    

Event Likelihood (N = 254) 
Training 
Condition 

Training   
 Positive vignette 41 4.78 (0.96) 
 Negative vignette 44 4.11 (1.43) 
 Neutral vignette 43 4.33 (1.23) 
Control    

  Positive vignette 43 4.72 (1.00) 
  Negative vignette 41 4.29 (1.29) 
  Neutral vignette 42 4.83 (0.85) 
    
Verdict Confidence (N = 254) 
Training 
Condition 

Training   
 Positive vignette 41 5.07 (1.31) 
 Negative vignette 44 5.02 (1.53) 
 Neutral vignette 43 5.35 (1.31) 

 Control   
  Positive vignette 43 5.33 (1.34) 
  Negative vignette 41 5.05 (1.47) 
  Neutral vignette 42 5.12 (1.38) 
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Table 12  

Means (standard deviations) credibility scores for personal experiences with abuse 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Abuse 
Type 

  Credibility  
 

  n Honesty Cognitive 
Capacity 

Credibility Consistency Confidence Likeability 

         
Physical  Yes 82 4.05 

(1.00) 
4.00 

(1.12) 
3.93 

(1.28) 
3.62 

(1.60) 
3.62 

(1.61) 
4.72 

(1.27) 
 No 155 3.89 

(1.05) 
3.65 

(0.92) 
3.87 

(1.12) 
3.35  

(1.38) 
3.39  

(1.39) 
4.66 

(1.18) 
 
          

Sexual  Yes 33 4.11 
(0.89) 

3.93 
(0.89) 

4.08 
(1.22) 

3.55 
(1.62) 

3.49 
(1.52) 

4.63 
(1.24) 

 No 205 
 

3.93 
(1.04) 

3.78 
(1.02) 

3.86 
(1.16) 

3.45 
 (1.44) 

3.48  
(1.45) 

4.69 
(1.21) 
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Table 13  

Means (standard deviations) for case disposition for personal experiences with abuse 

Abuse 
Type 

  Guilt 
Belief 

Event 
Likelihood 

Confidence Verdict 

  n     
      Guilty 

(n) 
Not 

guilty 
(n) 

Physical  Yes 82 56.83 
(23.19) 

4.48 
(1.20) 

5.28  
(1.39) 

41 41 

 No 155 57.55 
(21.96) 

4.52 
(1.19) 

5.09 
 (1.33) 

88 
 

66 

 
              

Sexual  Yes 33 65.76 
(20.92)  

4.82 
(1.10) 

5.52 
 (1.09) 

22 11 

 No 205 
 

55.95 
(22.35) 

4.47 
(1.19) 

5.11  
(1.40) 

110 94 
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3.2.6.2 Confidence in verdict. There was no association between physical 

abuse experienced and confidence in verdict, F(1, 235) = 1.07, p = .30, ηp
2 = .01, or 

sexual abuse experienced and confidence in verdict, F(1, 236) = 2.48, p = .12, ηp
2 = .01.  

See Table 13 for details. 

3.2.6.3 Belief in guilt of the accused.  There was no effect of physical 

abuse experienced on belief in guilt of the accused, F(1, 235) = 0.06, p = .81, ηp
2 < .01. 

However, there was an effect of sexual abuse experienced on belief in guilt, F(1, 236) = 

5.56, p = .02, ηp
2 = .02.  Participants who reported experiencing sexual abuse rated the 

accused as more guilty (M = 65.76, SD = 20.92) than participants who did not report 

experiencing sexual abuse (M = 55.95, SD = 22.35). 

  3.2.6.4 Event likelihood.  Neither experience of physical, F(1, 235) = 

0.08, p = .77, ηp
2 < .01, nor sexual abuse, F(1, 236) = 2.52, p = .11, ηp

2 = .01,   impacted 

ratings of event likelihood. 

3.2.6.5 Credibility. There was no effect of experiencing physical abuse on 

honesty, F(1, 235) = 1.19, p = .28, ηp
2 = .01, credibility, F(1, 228) = .12, p = .73, ηp

2 < 

.01, consistency, F(1, 233) = 1.76, p = .19, ηp
2 = .01, confidence, F(1, 232) = 1.28, p =  

.26, ηp
2 = .01, or likeability, F(1, 230) = .13, p = .71, ηp

2 < .01.  However, there was an 

effect of physical abuse experienced on cognitive ability, F(1, 232) = 6.75, p = .01, ηp
2 = 

.03.  Those who experienced physical abuse rated the child witness as more cognitively 

able (M = 4.00, SD = 1.12) than those who did not experience physical abuse (M = 3.65, 

SD = .92).  

Sexual abuse experienced did not impact perceptions of honesty, F(1, 231) = .86, 

p = .36, ηp
2 = <.01, cognitive ability, F(1, 238) = 0.80, p = .37, ηp

2 = .01, credibility, F(1, 
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229) = .96, p = .34, ηp
2 < .01, consistency, F(1, 234) = 0.13, p =.72, ηp

2 < .01, confidence, 

F(1, 233) = 0.01, p = .97, ηp
2 < .01, or likeability, F(1, 231) = 0.05, p = .83, ηp

2 < .01. 

3.2.7 Correlates of credibility composite scores.  Pearson product moment 

correlations coefficients were computed to determine the degree to which belief in guilt 

was associated with credibility composite scores.  The correlations between belief in guilt 

and honesty, r(247) = .37, p < .01; cognitive ability, r(249) = .34, p < .01; credibility, 

r(245)= .42, p < .01; consistency, r(250) = 0.29, p < .01; likeability, r(247) = .23, p < .01; 

and confidence, r(249) = .15, p = .02, were statistically significant. Participants who 

perceived the accused as more likely to be guilty of the abuse depicted in the vignette 

found the child to be more likeable, consistent, credible, cognitively competent, and 

honest. 

 Correlations were computed to examine the degree to which event likelihood was 

associated with credibility composite scores.  The correlations between event likelihood 

and honesty, r(247) = 0.52, p < .01; cognitive ability, r(249) = .42, p < .01; credibility, 

r(245) = .58, p < .01; consistency, r(250) = .44, p < .01; confidence, r(249) = .29, p < .01; 

and likeability, r(247) = 0.37, p < .01, were all statistically significant.  Participants who 

perceived the event had occurred found the child to be more likeable, honest, consistent, 

confidence, credible, and cognitively competent than those who felt the event did not 

occur.   

4. General Discussion 

 Previous research has shown that beliefs can impact decision making (e.g., 

Mazzella & Feingold, 1994; Myers et al., 1999; Ross et al., 2003).  This study examined 

whether counterstereotype affirmation training could ameliorate the impact of beliefs on 
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decision making regarding the credibility of a child alleging physical abuse.  Training did 

not impact belief activation.  With regards to belief application, a trend was noted 

wherein counterstereotype affirmation training appears to have reduced the impact of 

beliefs on perceptions of child credibility compared to the control condition. Training did 

not impact decisions regarding case disposition.  

4.1 Belief Activation 

 It was anticipated that beliefs associated with both credible and not credible child 

witnesses would be activated via the presentation of primes.  Credible primes were not 

effective at inducing beliefs associated with credible child witnesses.  However, beliefs 

associated with child witnesses who were not credible were activated.  A possible 

explanation for the lack of induction of beliefs associated with credible child witnesses 

may be that the structure of these beliefs is more complex than the structure of the beliefs 

associated with child witnesses who are not credible.  Kawakami and colleagues (2000) 

used a pretest-posttest design to test whether individuals who received stereotype 

negation training would show a decrease in automatic stereotype activation; beliefs 

related to skinhead and elderly groups were used.  Kawakami and colleagues found while 

skinhead traits were activated, there was an absence of elderly trait activation and 

speculated that there may be differences in the nature and structure of stereotypes.  

Kawakami and colleagues also noted that it is possible that elderly stereotypes were not 

activated because elderly primes may have produced different responses among different 

participants which in turn reduced the likelihood of stereotype activation. Similarly, 

credible child witness primes may have produced variable responses among participants, 

reducing the likelihood of automatic activation.  
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Only clearly defined stereotypes may produce evidence for automatic activation 

(Kawakami, Dion, & Dovidio, 1998) and stereotypes associated with credible child 

witnesses may not be as clearly defined as those for not credible child witnesses.  Support 

for this hypothesis can be found in Table 1, where it is clear that responses provided for 

the credible condition in Study 1 were more variable than responses provided for the not 

credible condition.  It is also possible that some beliefs related to credible child witnesses 

were not activated because the use of such beliefs is susceptible to public censure and 

personal condemnation (Devine, 1998). Though we would have anticipated this to be 

more likely to be the case in the not credible condition, it is a possibility worthy of further 

explanation.  

4.2 Impact of Training on Activation and Application 

It was anticipated that training would lead to a reduction in belief activation. 

Although participants experienced learning during the training (accuracy over the blocks 

increased and reaction time improved), the learning did not translate into a clear 

reduction in belief activation.  The power analysis to determine sample size in the present 

study was conducted to detect a medium effects size, but perhaps the reduction in belief 

activation is a small effect that would not be observable without doubling the sample 

size. Participants with training displayed a statistically non-significant yet consistent 

reduction in impact of beliefs on perceptions of credibility, that is, ratings closer to the 

midpoint of the credibility scale (i.e., a reduction in the general tendency to perceive 

child witnesses positively).   

Political conservatism is linked to prejudice (Jones, 2002).  People low in 

prejudice and those with chronic egalitarian motives may inhibit or eliminate automatic 
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stereotype activation (Kawakami et al., 2000). Participants in this study were more likely 

to endorse liberal (19.7%) and middle of the road (22.4%), compared to conservative 

(13.1%) political beliefs. Despite having more liberal beliefs, stereotype activation was 

evident for the not credible child witness.   

Motivation can also influence stereotype activation and application (Fein, von 

Hippel, & Spencer, 1999) and whether or not activation will be inhibited (Kawakami et 

al., 2000).  People may be motivated to reaffirm a non-prejudiced self-concept which can 

serve as a motivation to reduce stereotype activation (Devine, 1989).  In this study, 

participants were asked about child abuse and beliefs related to child abuse were 

activated. In such instances, participants may have had little to no motivation to reduce 

belief activation, possibly because the public is over-exposed to sensational cases of child 

abuse through media such as crime dramas and the news in which grievous harm to 

children is depicted (Dhooper, Royse, & Wolfe, 1991).  Strong beliefs exist against child 

abuse and having these strong beliefs paired with a lack of motivation to reduce 

stereotype use may have prevented the reduction of activation post training.   

Another possible reason for the lack of change in activation post-training may 

relate to the speed of responding.  Rapid responding is prone to emotional reasoning 

(Evans, 2008).  When engaging in the Stroop task, participants were asked to make 

judgments quickly which may have made it difficult to avoid the use of beliefs.  In the 

application tasks, participants were asked to respond to paper questionnaires at their own 

pace and simultaneously engage in a distracter task.  Because participants were not asked 

to respond quickly, there is a likelihood that they were able to use more rational 

reasoning despite experiencing a higher cognitive load (due to working on two tasks 
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simultaneously; Evans, 2008).  Cognitive load increases the use of stereotypes 

(Bodenhausen, 1990; Macrae, Hewstone, & Griffiths, 1993), however, the results of this 

study are more in line with Kawakami et al. (2005) that increasing cognitive load leads to 

the reduced use of some beliefs when making decisions after training.  

Although there were no changes in Stroop task responding after training, a 

consistent though statistically non-significant pattern was observed in responding on the 

credibility questionnaire.  Participants who received training on the non-credible primes 

consistently rated the child victim lower on the credibility questionnaire than participants 

in the control condition; the child was rated as being closer to neutral on the credibility 

questionnaire.  The difference in ratings between the control and training condition was 

marginally statistically significant for ratings of honesty and cognitive ability.  Given that 

training did not impact reduction of stereotype activation, it is interesting that application 

was influenced (under dual task conditions) and this implies that implicit stereotypes 

were not impacted by the training but explicit stereotypes might have been.  It is possible 

for explicit and implicit attitudes to change independent of one another (Evans, 2008; 

Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006).  Implicit attitudes are automatic reactions and do not 

require much cognitive capacity whereas explicit attitudes are concerned with belief 

validation and whether there is truth to the belief (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). 

This pattern may emerge when there is a change in judgments after considering a new 

proposition that implicit evaluations are not valid and this additional proposition leads to 

a rejection of implicit evaluations without any change of these evaluations.  In this study, 

the presentation of new pairings (i.e., credible prime with not credible target and vice 
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versa) may have led to the rejection of implicit attitudes without actual change of the 

implicit evaluation. 

4.3 Influence of Training and Vignette Type on Credibility  

Vignette manipulations of stereotypes related to child victims (i.e., positive, 

negative, neutral) effectively influenced credibility judgments for honesty, cognitive 

ability, credibility, consistency, confidence, and likeability composite scores.  There was 

also some evidence that training influenced the impact stereotypes had on credibility 

ratings, more specifically, ratings of honesty and cognitive ability.  These results were 

found under dual task conditions.  

 Participants rated the child in the positive vignettes (i.e., detailed, crying) to be 

more credible, honest, cognitively competent, consistent, confident, and likeable than the 

child in the negative stereotype vignettes (i.e., inconsistent, suggestible/forgetful). This 

finding is consistent with previous research that has demonstrated that teary (but not too 

teary) children are perceived as credible (Golding et al., 2003).  Providing a detailed 

account also contributes to perceptions of credibility.  Participants may have held the 

belief that children cannot accurately recall information because of poor memory 

(Melinder et al., 2004); when the child performed better than anticipated, scores on 

confidence, consistency, and cognitive ability were elevated (contrast effect; Ross et al., 

1990).  The amount of detail provided by a witness matters and can influence juror 

judgments.  Bell and Loftus (1988) found that the participants were impressed by details 

given by eyewitnesses and that the relative credibility of the witness was influenced by 

the degree of detail provided by the eyewitness.   
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 With regards to differences between the positive and neutral vignettes, 

participants consistently gave higher ratings to the child in the positive vignette than the 

neutral vignette; however, the positive and neutral vignettes only differed on ratings of 

confidence, consistency, and cognitive ability.  It is likely that the child in the positive 

vignette was perceived as more confident, consistent, and cognitively able due to the 

combination of providing a detailed account and displaying appropriate emotions. 

 The participants rated the child in the negative vignettes to be less honest, 

cognitively able, credible, consistent, likeable, and confident than the child witness 

depicted in the neutral vignettes. This pattern of results is consistent with previous 

literature that has shown that suggestibility and inconsistency detract from credibility and 

also confirms the effectiveness of the characteristics derived from Study 1.  Inconsistency 

is considered by jurors to be a marker of inaccuracy (Brewer et al., 1999) which 

negatively impacts child credibility (Leipped & Romanczyk, 1989).  Myers and 

colleagues (1999) also reported that actual jurors rated the honesty and consistency of a 

child as the most important factors in deciding the outcome of a child sexual abuse trial. 

Inconsistencies detract from credibility despite clear evidence that inconsistency does not 

necessarily equate to inaccuracy (Fisher & Cutler, 1995).  People may have beliefs that 

children are suggestible and easily confused (Ross, Dunning, Toglia, & Ceci, 1990) and it 

is possible that these beliefs may contribute to children not being viewed as credible 

witnesses. Further, if a child is perceived as suggestible, it may lead evaluators to further 

question her/his cognitive capability.  
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4.4 Decisions about Case Disposition and Guilt   

Verdict, confidence in the verdict, and belief in guilt of the accused were all 

uninfluenced by the child characteristics depicted in the vignette.  The abuse depicted in 

the vignette was physical in nature and described as a mother hitting and yelling at her 

eight year old daughter. Hitting was not described in detail and may have evoked variable 

images for participants. Some participants may have viewed the hitting as corporal 

punishment, which is considered appropriate and normative for many Canadians (Ateah 

& Durant, 2005). Participants may have believed that the child was being disciplined and 

not abused. The perpetrator of abuse in these vignettes was female which may also have 

impacted the severity of punishment participants thought was warranted.  In sexual abuse 

cases, women have been found to be treated more leniently than men (Quas, Bottoms, 

Haegerich, & Nysse-Carris, 2002), which is interesting given some evidence that abuse is 

more likely to be perpetrated by mothers (40.8%) than fathers (18.8%; McDonald, 2005). 

The questions regarding belief in guilt, verdict, and confidence in verdict are worded as 

though the parent is guilty of a crime and participants may not have viewed hitting as a 

crime.  Also, previous research has demonstrated that participants are reluctant to use the 

extreme ends of guilt measures, leading to very small effects (e.g., Dahl & Price, 2012; 

Price & Dahl, 2014).  

There was an effect of child credibility characteristics depicted in the vignette on 

event likelihood.  The positive vignettes were rated as more likely to have occurred than 

the negative vignettes and the negative vignettes were rated as less likely to have 

occurred than the neutral vignettes. It is possible that an event described in more detail 

while expressing appropriate emotions is believed as happening versus one in which the 
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child has difficulty recalling details and being consistent in her report.  Inconsistency can 

hinder credibility (Lieppe & Romanczyk, 1989) which in turn can make people question 

whether the event occurred whereas being able to recall details of an event enhances 

credibility.  Training did not have an impact on ratings of event likelihood. It is possible, 

as discussed above, that training only targeted beliefs regarding the child’s credibility and 

not beliefs regarding event likelihood.  Overall participants rated a relatively high 

likelihood of the event occurring and this may be because participants were aware of the 

rates at which corporal punishment occurs. Durrant, Rose-Krasnor, and Broberg (2003) 

found that in a sample of mothers of preschoolers in Manitoba and Ontario, 70% reported 

having used physical punishment at some point in time.  Furthermore, one-third of the 

mothers that reported using physical punishment indicated that they had done so at least 

once per week.  

4.5 Impact of Personal Abuse Experience 

 The impact of personal experiences of physical and sexual abuse on decision 

making was also examined.  Belief in guilt of the accused was higher among participants 

who reported experiencing sexual abuse compared to those participants who did not 

report experiencing sexual abuse. Those who had experienced sexual abuse may have had 

strong attitudes towards the accused which could have carried over from their own 

experiences of abuse.  It appears that sexual abuse experiences may have had more of an 

impact on attitudes towards the accused than attitudes towards the child; this variable had 

no impact on event likelihood or the credibility composite scores.  Personal experiences 

with sexual abuse did not influence perceptions of event likelihood or verdict which is 

inconsistent with results published by Finkelhor, Hotaling, Lewis, and Smith (1989).  
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Finkelhor and colleagues found that adult victims of child sexual abuse, especially 

females, saw the frequency of child sexual abuse to be higher than those who had not 

experienced childhood sexual abuse.  Adults who have experienced childhood sexual 

abuse are also more likely to talk about or read about abuse recently which may make 

attitudes towards child sexual abuse more accessible (attitude accessibility; Fazio, 1995). 

 Sexual abuse history did not impact any of the credibility composite scores; 

experiences of childhood sexual abuse did not make the participants more sympathetic to 

the child alleging physical abuse.  The child alleging physical abuse might be viewed as 

an out-group member because she alleged having experienced a different form of abuse.   

Our natural tendency to categorize the social world allows us to easily draw inferences 

about people based on the category to which they belong (McCarthy, 2002). Participants 

may have placed the child alleging physical abuse into a category that is different from 

the one they belong to.  Had participants placed the child in the same category as 

themselves, they may have evaluated the child victim more positively which may have 

translated to higher credibility scores (in-group favouritism; Tajfel & Turner, 1986).   

 Personal experiences with childhood physical abuse did not have an impact on 

verdict, belief in the guilt of the accused, and event likelihood. The type of physical abuse 

depicted in the vignette is relatively common.  Participants who indicated experiencing 

physical abuse perceived the child as more cognitively able than those who did not 

experience physical abuse; this is interesting given that higher perceptions of cognitive 

ability did not impact how participants rated the accused (i.e., verdict, belief in guilt).  

Those who had experienced physical abuse may have perceived the abuse depicted in the 
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vignette as discipline and not abuse. Physical abuse experienced did not impact 

perceptions of honesty, credibility, consistency, confidence, and likeability.   

4.6 Limitations 

 This study made use of a university sample as mock jurors. The attitudes held by 

this sample may be different from people who have not attended university.  Yekta, 

Bagherian, and Nezhad (2011) found that education was positively associated with 

reactions towards child abuse and awareness of child abuse.  These differences in 

attitudes between those who attend university and those who do not may have resulted in 

enhanced perceptions of credibility of the child.  Although students may not be 

representative of the community population, a meta-analysis by Bornstein (1999) has 

shown that there are few differences in the findings between studies that use college 

students and those that use community samples.  One difference that does arise is that 

students tend to be more lenient in their judgments of guilt and/or sentencing in forensic 

experiments than their community member counterparts (Bornstein, 1999).  Lenient 

judgements among students may reflect students’ generally greater idealism, education, 

and political liberalism (Sears, 1986).    

Further, the information generated may not generalize beyond the population 

sampled as the sample was primarily female. Research has shown that women are more 

likely to perceive a child favourably than are men (Golding et al., 2009). Women are 

more likely than men to be victims and may be able to empathize more with a child 

victim (Bottoms, 1993).   

 Another limitation of this study is that mock jurors were asked to read a short 

vignette  and make decisions based on this short description of events; participants were 
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not given the amount of information jurors receive in an actual trial.  To enhance realism, 

age appropriate testimony, judicial instructions, and opening and closing statements could 

be included in future work (Leippe & Romancyzk, 1989).  To obtain results that more 

closely mimic those that would have been obtained in an actual trial, a court simulation 

study could also be conducted.  In other contexts (e.g., real trials), jurors are provided 

with actual testimony of a child and are able to compare a real child to their stereotypes 

and this comparison may alter the case outcome and credibility judgements.  When mock 

jurors receive other visual and auditory information about the child, they may be able to 

base their decisions on both the stereotype of the child and the extent to which the child 

matches their stereotypes (Nightingale, 1993).  When a child disconfirms a negative 

stereotype, jurors may demonstrate a bias that favours the child (Lieppe & Romanczyk, 

1989).   

Finally, only one form of abuse was investigated (physical abuse) for the purpose 

of this study and this limits the ability to extend these findings to other forms of abuse.  

The severity of the abuse depicted in the vignettes may have been ambiguous enough to 

some participants that it was viewed as corporal punishment rather than abuse, which 

may have impacted participant responding.  Abuse severity can influence perceptions of 

credibility such that victims of more severe abuse were more believable than victims of 

less severe abuse (Bornstein et al., 2007).  Future research should consider investigating 

other forms of abuse and manipulating the severity of abuse. 

4.7 Future Directions  

 The present study examined the impact of counterstereotype affirmation training 

on the activation and application of beliefs related to child witnesses who are depicted as 
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being credible and not credible.  Participant beliefs related to not credible child witnesses 

were activated, however, training did not reduce the activation of these beliefs.  Training 

did have a small, statistically non-significant, but consistent effect on decision making 

related to the credibility of the child victim; this effect was found under a dual task 

condition wherein participants completed a distracter task while completing the 

credibility questionnaires.  Replication of these findings is needed.  Research that 

examines the underlying mechanisms of the training effectiveness is also needed.  Future 

research should also consider examining individual differences that may impact 

activation and application.  For instance, high-prejudice and low-prejudice people 

experience different motivational forces (Devine & Monteith, 1993).  These motivational 

forces may impact the effect training has on reducing stereotype activation; effects of 

training may be observed more quickly and endure longer for low prejudice people. 

 In summary, research has demonstrated that training has the potential to reduce 

the activation and application of beliefs (e.g., Gawronski et al., 2007; Kawakami et al., 

2007).  Research has also shown that beliefs can impact decision making in child abuse 

cases (e.g., Bottoms et al., 2004; Golding et al., 2003; Myers et al., 1999).  This study 

explored beliefs regarding credible and not credible child witnesses and whether a 

training task could be used to reduce belief activation. Further, the effectiveness of this 

training task in reducing belief application to a case of child physical abuse was explored.  

The current study established that while belief activation was not impacted by the 

training task, the application of beliefs regarding credibility may have been influenced by 

the training.  Based on the results of this study, there is no firm evidence that biases can 

be reduced when making decisions regarding child witness credibility, however, it is 
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premature to completely rule out the possibility of a training protocol reducing bias in 

credibility decision making. If replicated, these results have important implications 

related to reducing the impact of bias in decision making and raise important questions 

regarding the implementation of ecologically valid anti-bias interventions for jurors.  The 

results of this study suggest that while reliance on biases was unchanged for decisions 

concerning case disposition, it may be possible to train jurors to reduce reliance on biases 

during decision making regarding credibility.
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Appendix B 
 

Consent Form (Study 1; Online Version) 
 

  
 

Participant Consent Form  
 

Project Title: Assessing Beliefs Concerning Witness Credibility 
 
Researchers: The primary investigator is Jasmin Dhillon, M. A. She is a Ph.D. student in 
the Department of Psychology at the University of Regina.  This research project 
constitutes part of her dissertation.  Her email address is dhillonj@uregina.ca 
 
Supervisor:  This research project is being supervised by Dr. Heather Price.  Dr. Price is 
an Associate Professor of Psychology at the University of  Regina.  She can be contacted 
via email at heather.price@uregina.ca or via phone at 306-585-4297. 
 
Purpose of the study:  The intent of this research is to assess the credibility of a child 
witness. 
 
Procedure: If you agree to participate, you will be asked to complete an online survey.  
You will be presented with a question and be required to write down your responses in 
the space provided.  You will be asked to click “Next” at the bottom of each page to 
move onto the next page of questions. At the conclusion of the survey, you will be asked 
to click “Done” to exit the survey. Total time required for your participation will be 
approximately 10-15 minutes.  
 
Potential risks: There are no known risks associated with taking part in this online 
survey.  
 
Potential benefits: Participants will receive course credit in exchange for their 
participation in this study. The results of this study have the potential to contribute to an 
understanding of children’s role in the justice system. 
 
Compensation: Participants will receive partial course credit in exchange for their 
participation. 
 
Confidentiality: Any information gained from your participation in this research is 
confidential and will only be shared with the researcher and supervisor. Information will 
be used for research purposes only. Any details that could potentially reveal your identity 
will be excluded from discussions, study reports, and presentations. All information 
collected for this study will be kept in a locked office at the University of Regina and 
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held for a minimum of 5 years. If you provide your name, student identification number, 
and email address they will not be linked to the information you provide. 

Confidentiality and Internet Surveys: 

There is a very small chance that your privacy may not be guaranteed by participating in 
this online study. Descriptions of the risks are listed below: 

a. In order to protect the integrity of the study and to prevent multiple submissions from 
the same source this survey will record your computer’s Internet address. All Internet 
Service Providers assign an identification number to every computer. This number will 
be temporarily stored in a file until the research is completed. After completion of the 
research the principal investigator will delete the entire file. The principal investigator 
will not have access to this information, and it will not be used to identify individuals. 

b. When submitting your survey answers via the Internet, there is small possibility your 
information will be intercepted by unauthorized third parties using sophisticated tools. It 
should be noted that this rarely occurs although it is a risk about which you should be 
advised.  

c. Any computer connected to the Internet will store information about visited websites 
on the Internet browser’s history list and its disk cache. The responses to this survey are 
only temporarily stored on your computer until you close down your browser window. In 
other words, after you complete and submit your survey, your computer will 
automatically delete this information. You may also delete this information by clearing 
your history list and disk cache. 

d. After completion of your survey, the information will be sent directly to the survey 
software website. The information will then be sent to a private folder that is only 
accessible by the primary researcher. All responses will be downloaded daily and kept in 
a secure location by the researcher until completion of the study. The results will be 
stored on a secure file, and the information will not be linked to your Internet address.  

e. It is also important for you to know that "Survey Monkey", a web-survey company that 
is located in the USA, is the host of this on-line research. This company is subject to U.S. 
laws; in particular, the US Patriot Act that allows authorities access to the records of 
internet service providers. Survey Monkey's servers record incoming IP addresses - 
including that of the computer that you use to access the survey. However, no connection 
is made between your data and your computer's IP address. If you choose to participate in 
the survey, you understand that your responses to the survey questions will be stored and 
accessed in the USA. 

Right to withdraw: Your participation is voluntary and you can answer only those 
questions that you are comfortable with.  You may withdraw from the research for any 
reason, at any time without explanation of penalty of any sort.  Should you wish to 
withdraw, simply exit the survey webpage.  The data collected from you before you 
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withdraw will be used in the research project unless you specify that you would not like 
for it to be used.  Your right to withdraw data from the study will apply until the date the 
data has been transferred to an electronic file which will occur one week after the date 
you participated.  After this date, any identifying information will be removed from the 
data and it will not be possible to identify which responses belong to you. It is also 
possible that some form of research dissemination will have already occurred after this 
point in time.   

Questions or Concerns: If you have any questions, feedback, or comments about the 
research study or the results of the research study, please feel free to contact the primary 
investigator Jasmin Dhillon at 306-337-3339 (email: dhillonj@uregina.ca).  A summary 
of the results will be available once all the data has been collected and analyzed.  This 
will likely take over a year.  If you have any further questions regarding research 
findings, please feel free to contact us. 

This project has been approved on ethical grounds by the University of Regina Ethics 
Board on (date).  Any questions regarding your rights as a participant may be addressed 
to the committee at 306-585-4775 or research.ethics@uregina.ca.  Out of town 
participants may call collect.   

It is strongly recommended that you print out a copy of this consent form for your records.  
Alternatively, you may send an email to dhillonj@uregina.ca requesting a copy of the consent 
form and one will be emailed to you. 
 
By completing and submitting the questionnaire, YOUR FREE AND INFORMED CONSENT 
IS IMPLIED and indicates that you understand the above conditions of participation in this 
study. 
  

mailto:research.ethics@uregina.ca
mailto:dhillonj@uregina.ca
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Appendix C 
 

Consent Form (Study 1; In-person Version) 

  
 

Participant Consent Form  
 

Project Title: Assessing Beliefs Concerning Witness Credibility 
 
Researchers: The primary investigator is Jasmin Dhillon, M. A. She is a Ph.D. student in 
the Department of Psychology at the University of Regina.  This research project 
constitutes part of her dissertation.  Her email address is dhillonj@uregina.ca 
 
Supervisor:  This research project is being supervised by Dr. Heather Price.  Dr. Price is 
an Associate Professor of Psychology at the University of  Regina.  She can be contacted 
via email at heather.price@uregina.ca or via phone at 306-585-4297. 
 
Purpose of the study:  The intent of this research is to assess the credibility of a child 
witness. 
 
Procedure: If you agree to participate, you will be presented with a question and be 
required to write down your responses in the space provided.  Total time required for 
your participation will be approximately 10-15 minutes.  
 
Potential risks: There are no known risks associated with taking part in this online 
survey.  
 
Potential benefits: Participants will receive course credit in exchange for their 
participation in this study. The results of this study have the potential to contribute to an 
understanding of children’s role in the justice system. 
 
Compensation: Participants will receive partial course credit in exchange for their 
participation. 
 
Confidentiality: Any information gained from your participation in this research is 
confidential and will only be shared with the researcher and supervisor. Information will 
be used for research purposes only. Any details that could potentially reveal your identity 
will be excluded from discussions, study reports, and presentations. All information 
collected for this study will be kept in a locked office at the University of Regina and 
held for a minimum of 5 years.  

Right to withdraw: Your participation is voluntary and you can answer only those 
questions that you are comfortable with.  You may withdraw from the research for any 
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reason, at any time without explanation of penalty of any sort.  Should you wish to 
withdraw, simply let the experimenter know.  At this point you must also let the 
researcher know if you would like to withdraw your data from the study.   After this point 
in time, it will not be possible to identify which responses belong to you as the 
questionnaires have no identifying information.   

Questions or Concerns: If you have any questions, feedback, or comments about the 
research study or the results of the research study, please feel free to contact the primary 
investigator Jasmin Dhillon at 306-337-3339 (email: dhillonj@uregina.ca).  A summary 
of the results will be available once all the data has been collected and analyzed.  This 
will likely take over a year.  If you have any further questions regarding research 
findings, please feel free to contact us. 

This project has been approved on ethical grounds by the University of Regina Ethics 
Board on (date).  Any questions regarding your rights as a participant may be addressed 
to the committee at 306-585-4775 or research.ethics@uregina.ca.  Out of town 
participants may call collect.   

Your signature below indicates that you have read and understand the description provided; I 
have had an opportunity to ask questions and my/our questions have been answered. I consent to 
participate in the research project. A copy of this Consent Form has been given to me for my 
records. 
 
     

Name of Participant  Signature  Date 
 
______________________________      _______________________ 
Researcher’s Signature   Date 
 
A copy of this consent will be left with you, and a copy will be taken by the researcher. 

  

mailto:research.ethics@uregina.ca
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Appendix D 
 

Consent Form (Vignette Piloting) 
 

  
 

Participant Consent Form  
 

Project Title: Assessing Beliefs Concerning Witness Credibility 
 
Researchers: The primary investigator is Jasmin Dhillon, M. A. She is a Ph.D. student in 
the Department of Psychology at the University of Regina.  This research project 
constitutes part of her dissertation.  Her email address is dhillonj@uregina.ca 
 
Supervisor:  This research project is being supervised by Dr. Heather Price.  Dr. Price is 
an Associate Professor of Psychology at the University of  Regina.  She can be contacted 
via email at heather.price@uregina.ca or via phone at 306-585-4297. 
 
Purpose of the study:  The intent of this research is to assess beliefs associated with 
child witnesses. 
 
Procedure: If you agree to participate, you will be asked to be asked to make judgments 
about words related to the concept of child witness credibility.  Participants will also be 
asked to read a dialogue between a child and investigator in order to make credibility 
judgments. Total time required for your participation will be approximately 10-15 
minutes.  
 
Potential risks: There are no known risks associated with taking part in this online 
survey.  
 
Potential benefits: Participants will receive course credit in exchange for their 
participation in this study. The results of this study have the potential to contribute to an 
understanding of children’s role in the justice system. 
 
Compensation: Participants will receive partial course credit in exchange for their 
participation. 
 
Confidentiality: Any information gained from your participation in this research is 
confidential and will only be shared with the researcher and supervisor. Information will 
be used for research purposes only. Any details that could potentially reveal your identity 
will be excluded from discussions, study reports, and presentations. All information 
collected for this study will be kept in a locked office at the University of Regina and 
held for a minimum of 5 years.  



144 

 

Right to withdraw: Your participation is voluntary and you can answer only those 
questions that you are comfortable with.  You may withdraw from the research for any 
reason, at any time without explanation of penalty of any sort.  Should you wish to 
withdraw, simply let the experimenter know.  At this point you must also let the 
researcher know if you would like to withdraw your data from the study.   After this point 
in time, it will not be possible to identify which responses belong to you as the 
questionnaires have no identifying information.   

Questions or Concerns: If you have any questions, feedback, or comments about the 
research study or the results of the research study, please feel free to contact the primary 
investigator Jasmin Dhillon at 306-337-3339 (email: dhillonj@uregina.ca).  A summary 
of the results will be available once all the data has been collected and analyzed.  This 
will likely take over a year.  If you have any further questions regarding research 
findings, please feel free to contact us. 

This project has been approved on ethical grounds by the University of Regina Ethics 
Board on (date).  Any questions regarding your rights as a participant may be addressed 
to the committee at 306-585-4775 or research.ethics@uregina.ca.  Out of town 
participants may call collect.   

Your signature below indicates that you have read and understand the description provided; I 
have had an opportunity to ask questions and my/our questions have been answered. I consent to 
participate in the research project. A copy of this Consent Form has been given to me for my 
records. 
 
     

Name of Participant  Signature  Date 
 
______________________________      _______________________ 
Researcher’s Signature   Date 
 
A copy of this consent will be left with you, and a copy will be taken by the researcher. 

  

mailto:research.ethics@uregina.ca
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Appendix E  
 

Consent Form (Study 2) 
 

  
 

Participant Consent Form  
 

Project Title: Assessing Determinants of Witness Credibility 
 
Researchers: The primary investigator is Jasmin Dhillon, M. A. She is a Ph.D. student in 
the Department of Psychology at the University of Regina.  This research project 
constitutes part of her dissertation.  Her email address is dhillonj@uregina.ca 
 
Supervisor:  This research project is being supervised by Dr. Heather Price.  Dr. Price is 
an Associate Professor of Psychology at the University of  Regina.  She can be contacted 
via email at heather.price@uregina.ca or via phone at 306-5854297. 
 
Purpose of the study:  The intent of this research is to assess the credibility of a child 
witness. 
 
Procedure: If you agree to participate, you will be seated in front of a computer and 
engage in a word pairing task.  After completion of the word pairing task, you will read a 
scenario involving child abuse and be asked to make judgments about the scenario.  This 
research will take place in the Children and Law lab facilities located on the main 
campus.  
Total time required for your participation will be approximately 1 hour.  
 
Potential risks: There are no known risks associated with taking part in this online 
survey.  
 
Potential benefits: Participants will receive course credit in exchange for their participation in 
this study. The results of this study have the potential to contribute to an understanding of 
children’s role in the justice system. 
 
Compensation: Participants will receive partial course credit in exchange for their 
participation. 
 
Confidentiality: Any information gained from your participation in this research is 
confidential and will only be shared with the researcher and supervisor. Information will 
be used for research purposes only. Any details that could potentially reveal your identity 
will be excluded from discussions, study reports, and presentations. All information 
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collected for this study will be kept in a locked office at the University of Regina and 
held for a minimum of 5 years.  

Right to withdraw: Your participation is voluntary and you can answer only those 
questions that you are comfortable with.  You may withdraw from the research for any 
reason, at any time without explanation of penalty of any sort.  Should you wish to 
withdraw, simply let the experimenter know.  At this point you must also let the 
researcher know if you would like to withdraw your data from the study.   After this point 
in time, it will not be possible to identify which responses belong to you as the 
questionnaires have no identifying information.   

Questions or Concerns: If you have any questions, feedback, or comments about the 
research study or the results of the research study, please feel free to contact the primary 
investigator Jasmin Dhillon at 306-337-3339 (email: dhillonj@uregina.ca).  A summary 
of the results will be available once all the data has been collected and analyzed.  This 
will likely take over a year.  If you have any further questions regarding research 
findings, please feel free to contact us. 

This project has been approved on ethical grounds by the University of Regina Ethics 
Board on (date).  Any questions regarding your rights as a participant may be addressed 
to the committee at 306-585-4775 or research.ethics@uregina.ca.  Out of town 
participants may call collect.   

Your signature below indicates that you have read and understand the description provided; I 
have had an opportunity to ask questions and my/our questions have been answered. I consent to 
participate in the research project. A copy of this Consent Form has been given to me for my 
records. 
 
     

Name of Participant  Signature  Date 
 
______________________________      _______________________ 
Researcher’s Signature   Date 
 

A copy of this consent will be left with you, and a copy will be taken by the researcher. 
 
  

mailto:research.ethics@uregina.ca
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Appendix F 
 

Debriefing Form (Study 1) 
 
Thank you for taking the time to participate in this study on assessing beliefs 
associated with child witnesses.  This study constitutes the first part of 
Jasmin Dhillon’s dissertation.  Your contribution is appreciated. 
 
Previous researchers within the domain of child witness credibility have 
examined perceptions mock jurors have of children who are testifying about 
a crime they have witnessed (e.g., Ross et al., 1990; Lieppe & Romanczyk, 
1987) and these researchers have noted that their results could be explained 
on the basis of stereotypic beliefs.  Much of the research in the area of child 
witness credibility has made use of stereotypes to help explain results; 
however, no inquiry has been made into what these stereotypes are.  Instead 
researchers have made use of preconceived notions of what these stereotypes 
might be.  As a result of this gap in the literature, this study was designed to 
identify the prevalent stereotypes in this context.   
 
As a participant in this study, you were asked to list characteristics 
associated with a credible child witness OR a child witness who is not 
perceived as being credible.  Research into how common stereotypes 
influence perceived credibility are of utmost importance as knowledge of 
how these stereotypes influence decisions can lead to potential reduction of 
existing biases.    
 
Thank you for your participation.   If you are interested in the results of this 
study please contact Jasmin Dhillon (dhillonj@uregina.ca) who will arrange 
for the information to be sent to you once the study is complete.  Questions 
are welcomed, and any concerns that you may have are important and should 
be addressed. 
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Appendix G 
 

Debriefing Form (Vignette Piloting) 
 
Thank you for taking the time to participate in this study on assessing beliefs 
associated with child witnesses.  This study constitutes the first part of 
Jasmin Dhillon’s dissertation.  Your contribution is appreciated. 
 
Previous researchers within the domain of child witness credibility has 
examined perceptions mock jurors have of children who are testifying about 
a crime they have witnessed (e.g., Ross et al., 1990; Lieppe & Romanczyk, 
1987) and these researchers have noted that their results could be explained 
on the basis of stereotypic beliefs.  Much of the research in the area of child 
witness credibility has made use of stereotypes to help explain results; 
however, no inquiry has been made into what these stereotypes are.  Instead 
researchers have made use of preconceived notions of what these stereotypes 
might be.  As a result of this gap in the literature, this study was designed to 
identify the prevalent stereotypes in this context.   
 
As a participant in this study, you were asked to make judgments regarding 
whether certain beliefs are associated with credible and not credible child 
witnesses.  These judgments will help us understand the stereotypes that 
may influence child witness credibility.  Research into how common 
stereotypes influence perceived credibility are of utmost importance as 
knowledge of how these stereotypes influence decisions can lead to a more 
educated courtroom and potential reduction of existing biases.    
 
Thank you for your participation.   If you are interested in the results of this 
study please contact Jasmin Dhillon (dhillonj@uregina.ca) who will arrange 
for the information to be sent to you once the study is complete.  Questions 
are welcomed, and any concerns that you may have are important and should 
be addressed. 
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Appendix H 
 

Debriefing Form (Study 2) 
 
Thank you for taking the time to participate in this study on assessing the 
credibility of child witnesses.  This study constitutes part of Jasmin 
Dhillon’s dissertation.  Your contribution is appreciated. 
 
Stereotypes held by mock jurors have the potential to play an important role 
in their social perceptions (Ross, Dunning, Toglia, & Ceci, 1990).  Previous 
researchers have examined perceptions mock jurors have of children who 
are testifying about a crime they have witnessed (e.g., Ross et al., 1990; 
Lieppe & Romanczyk, 1987) and these researchers have noted that their 
results could be explained on the basis of stereotypic beliefs. 
 
The aim of this study is to assess the influence stereotypes concerning child 
witnesses have on decision making.  This study also examines whether 
beliefs people have influence decision making and whether these beliefs can 
be changed.   
 
Research into how common stereotypes influence perceived credibility are 
of utmost importance because if stereotypes influence decision making, it is 
important to investigate methods that could be used to reduce their impact 
on decision making.  Although it is a starting point, the finding that the use 
of stereotypes can be reduced is a crucial first step to developing realistic 
procedures to decrease the potentially negative impact of stereotype use on 
legal decision making.   
 
Thank you for your participation.   If you are interested in the results of this 
study please contact Jasmin Dhillon (dhillonj@uregina.ca) who will arrange 
for the information to be sent to you once the study is complete.  Questions 
are welcomed, and any concerns that you may have are important and should 
be addressed. 
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Appendix I 
 

Prime Word Questionnaires 
 

Below are some words that may be used to describe a child witness.   
 
To what degree would you associate the following words with a child witness who is 
credible? 
 

1. Jumpy 
1 

Not at all 
2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very 
much 

 
2. Consistent 

1 
Not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 
much 

 
3. Unrehearsed 

1 
Not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 
much 

 
4. Honest 

1 
Not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 
much 

 
5. Mature 

1 
Not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 
much 

 
6. Confident 

1 
Not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 
much 
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Below are some words that may be used to describe a child witness.   
 
To what degree would you associate the following words with a child witness who is not 
credible? 
 

1. Fidgety 
1 

Not at all 
2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very 
much 

 
2. Rehearsed  

1 
Not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 
much 

 
3. Confused 

1 
Not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 
much 

 
4. Suggestible 

1 
Not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 
much 

 
5. Liar 

1 
Not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 
much 
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Appendix J 
 

Target Word Questionnaires 
 

Below are some words that may be used to describe a child witness.  To what degree 
would you associate the following words with a child witness who is credible? (42 items) 
 
 Not at all       Very 

Much 
Nervous 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Jittery 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Afraid 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Scared 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Unhappy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Calm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Stable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Emotional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Reserved 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Quiet 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Irritable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Upset 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Fearful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Frightened 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Flinching 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Jumpy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Defensive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Violent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
No eye contact 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Behaved 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Timid 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Stuttering 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Monotone 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not rehearsed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Shy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Embarrassed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Uncomfortable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Accurate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Clear 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not coerced 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Chronological story 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Good memory 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Intelligent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bold 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Helpful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Knowledgeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Truthful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Assertive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Competent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Honest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Confident 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Below are some words that may be used to describe a child witness.  To what degree 
would you associate the following words with a child witness who is not credible? (35 
items) 
 
 Not at all      Very much 
Excitable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Emotionless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Energetic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Exaggerates 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Dishonest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Distracted 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Shy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Avoids eye contact 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Disobedient 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Cowers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Slumped 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Smiles 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Quiet 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Whiny 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Shaky 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Forgetful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Coerced 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor memory 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Inconsistent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Fantastical tale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Coached 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Too detailed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Attention seeking 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Anger 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Influenced 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Immature 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Unintelligent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Unknowledgeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not enough details 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Liar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Playful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Carefree  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Calm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Inconsistent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Suggestible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Appendix K 
 

Phase 2 Instructions 
 

Counterstereotype affirmation training instructions 
In the following task you will be presented with the terms ‘credible child witness’ and 
‘not credible child witness.’  In addition you will be presented with words relating to 
beliefs people may have of credible and not credible child witnesses.  Your task is to 
respond ‘YES’ each time you see a combination that is INCONSISTENT with the beliefs 
held of credible and not credible child witnesses.  Specifically, you are asked to respond 
YES with a space bar each time you see the term credible child witness and a word 
relating to terms related to not credible child witness OR the term not credible child 
witness and a word relating to terms associated with a credible child witness.  Please 
attend particularly to combinations that are INCONSISTENT with beliefs held of 
credible and not credible child witnesses.  For combinations that are consistent you do 
not have to do anything.  Again, please respond YES with the space bar each time you 
see a combination that is INCONSISTENT with the beliefs of credible and not credible 
child witnesses.  Respond as quickly as possible. 
 
Control training instructions 
In the following task you will be presented with the terms ‘positive’ and ‘negative.’  In 
addition, you will be presented with words that people associate with the term positive 
and words associated with the term negative.  Your task is to respond ‘YES’ each time 
you see a combination that is INCONSISTENT.  Specifically, you are asked to response 
YES with a space bar each time you see the term positive and a word that is considered to 
be negative or the term negative and a word that is considered to be positive.  Please 
attend particularly to combinations that are INCONSISTENT.  For combinations that are 
consistent you do not have to do anything.  Again, please respond YES with the space bar 
each time you see a combination that is INCONSISTENT.  Respond as quickly as 
possible.
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Appendix L 

 
Words used in Study 2 

 
Phase 2 (Control) 
 
Priming words: positive, negative 
 
Trait words:  

Positive: paradise, summer, harmony, freedom, honor, health, cheer, pleasure, 
friend, love 
Negative: evil, sickness, bomb, murder, prison, death, cancer, rotten, poison, virus 

 
Pairing: positive prime – positive trait word, positive prime – negative trait word, 
negative prime- positive trait word, negative prime – negative trait word.
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Appendix M 
 

Credibility Questionnaires 
 

Version 1 
 
Please answer all of the following questions based on your memory of the child’s report.  
 
1. How intelligent do you think the child was?     

 
2. How likely is it that interview techniques could lead to child suggestibility? (D) 

Not at all likely 1 2 3 4 5 6                Very Likely 

 
3. How honest do you think the child was?     

 
4. How accurately do you think the child recalled the event?     

 
5. How likely is it that children are resistant to misleading or suggestive questions? (D) 

Not at all likely 1  2 3 4 5 6                 Very likely 

 

6. How believable was the child?     

 
7. How likely is the risk that people could be wrongfully convicted of child abuse? (D) 

Not at all likely 1 2 3 4 5 6                  Very likely 

 
8. In deciding a child abuse case, how much emphasis should a jury place on the  

child’s testimony? (D) 
No emphasis at all 1 2 3 4 5 6                High emphasis 

 
9. How well did the child understand the events she described?      

 
10. How truthful was the child? 

Not at all intelligent 1  2  3 4 5 6      Very intelligent 
 

                   

Very dishonest       1 2 3 4 5 6       Very honest      
 

                           
Very inaccurately    1 2 3 4 5 6        Very accurately  
 

                     

Not at all believable   1 2 3 4 5 6        Very believable    
 

                    
    

Not at all understood  1 2 3 4 5 6         Fully understood 
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11. How consistent was the child? 

 
12. How traumatic would it be for abused children to be questioned about their alleged  

abuse? (D) 
Not at all Traumatic 1 2 3 4 5 6                Very Traumatic 

 
13. How confident was the child?       

 
14. How necessary is it for the court to hear children’s testimony? (D) 

Not at all necessary 1 2 3 4 5 6                Very Necessary 

 
15. How likely is it that the child fabricated the event? 
 
 

 
16. How likeable was the child? 

 
16. Generally, how good do you think this child’s memory is: 
 
17. Overall, how credible was the child? 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Not consistent  1 2 3 4 5 6       Very consistent 
 

                 

Not at all confident 1 2 3 4 5 6        Very confident 
 

                   

Not at all credible 1 2 3 4 5 6                      Very credible 
 

                                 

Not at all truthful          1    2 3 4 5 6           Very truthful 

 

                                  

Not at all likely     1 2 3 4 5 6             Very likely 
 

                            

Not at all likeable  1 2 3 4 5 6          Very likeable 
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Credibility Questionnaire 
 

Version 2 
 

Please answer all of the following questions based on your memory of the child’s report.  
 
1. How necessary is it for the court to hear children’s testimony? (D) 

Not at all necessary 1 2 3 4 5 6                   Very Necessary 

 
2.  How truthful was the child? 
 
 
 
3. How likely is it that the child fabricated the event? 

 

 
 
4. How traumatic would it be for abused children to be questioned about their alleged  
      abuse? (D) 

Not at all Traumatic 1 2 3 4 5 6                 Very Traumatic 

 
5. How accurately do you think the child recalled the event?     

 
6. How consistent was the child? 

 
7. How believable was the child?     

 
8. How likely is it that children are resistant to misleading or suggestive questions? (D) 

Not at all likely 1 2 3 4 5 6                 Very likely 

 
9. How intelligent do you think the child was?     

 
10. How confident was the child?       

Very inaccurately   1 2 3 4 5 6       Very accurately  
 

                   

Not at all believable   1 2 3 4 5 6       Very believable    
 

                       

Not consistent  1 2 3 4 5 6       Very consistent 
 

                 

Not at all confident 1 2 3 4 5 6        Very confident 
 

                   

Not at all intelligent 1  2  3 4 5 6       Very intelligent 
 

                    

Not at all likely     1 2 3 4 5 6            Very likely 
 

                           

Not at all truthful          1 2 3 4 5 6           Very truthful 

 

                               



160 

 

 
11. In deciding a child abuse case, how much emphasis should a jury place  
     on the child’s testimony? (D) 

No emphasis at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 High emphasis 

 
12. How well did the child understand the events she described?      

 
13. How likely is the risk that people could be wrongfully convicted of child abuse? (D) 

Not at all likely 1 2 3 4 5 6                Very likely 

 
14. How likeable was the child? 
 
 
 
15.How honest do you think the child was?  
    
 
 
16.How likely is it that interview techniques could lead to child suggestibility? (D) 

Not at all likely 1 2 3 4 5 6                  Very Likely 

 
 
17.Overall, how credible was the child? 
 
 
 

Not at all credible  1 2 3 4 5 6                      Very credible 
 

                                  

Not at all likeable  1 2 3 4 5 6       Very likeable 
 

                   

Not at all understood  1 2 3 4 5 6     Fully understood 

 

                
 

Not at all honest    1 2 3 4 5 6        Very honest 
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Appendix N 
 

Verdict Questionnaire 
 
What verdict would you render in this case? (Circle one) 
 
 
 
Rate your confidence regarding the verdict you rendered. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Not at all       Very 

confident 
 
Rate your belief in the guilt of the defendant? 
 

 
 
 

How likely is it that the event the child described did occur?  
Not at all likely 1 2 3 4 5 6                Very likely 

 

 
 

Not Guilty   Guilty 

       0 10 20   30   40 50         60        70         80          90           100 
Innocent                                                                          Guilty 
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Appendix O 
 

Knowledge of Child Abuse Questionnaire 
 

For each of the following questions, circle one number which indicates how 
strongly you agree or disagree with the statement.  
 
1. Child abuse is primarily associated with the stresses of poverty and rarely occur 

among middle or high-income families.  
0 1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
 

2. In most cases of child abuse, children are not temporarily or permanently 
removed from their parents’ home.  

0 1 2 3 4 
Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
3. The term “child neglect” includes cases in which parents provide inadequate 

supervision so that a child injures him/herself.  
0 1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
4. Many delinquent adolescents were abused as children.  

0 1 2 3 4 
Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
5. Most sexual abuse of children involves physical force. 

0 1 2 3 4 
Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
6. Children who have been abused usually tell someone soon after the abuse.  

0 1 2 3 4 
Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
7. Abusive parents often expect their children to meet the parents’ emotional needs.  

0 1 2 3 4 
Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
8. Fathers are much more likely to abuse or neglect their children than are mothers.  
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0 1 2 3 4 
Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
9. Children who are abused often believe that they deserve the punishment they 

receive.  
0 1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
10. Professionals who report a case of suspected child abuse can be sued if the case is 

not substantiated in court.  
0 1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
11. Abuse children are almost always very aggressive.  

0 1 2 3 4 
Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
12. Women who were sexually abused as children often marry passive men whom 

they can dominate and “punish”.  
0 1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
13. The term “child neglect” includes cases in which parents do not provide needed 

medical case for their children.  
0 1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
14. Most fathers who sexually abuse their daughters are likely to abuse other children 

or rape adult women.  
0 1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
15. Children who are sexually abused may have positive feelings about the 

experience at the time.  
0 1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
16. Most parents who abuse their children are either psychotic, sociopathic, alcoholic, 

or drug-addicted.  
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0 1 2 3 4 
Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
17. Most cases of reported child abuse are handled in criminal courts.  

0 1 2 3 4 
Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
18. Girls who are sexually abused often have poor relationships with their mothers.  

0 1 2 3 4 
Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
19. Parents who injure their child while physically disciplining him/her are engaging 

in physical abuse.  
0 1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
20. In most cases, children who are sexually abuse are abused by a stranger.  

0 1 2 3 4 
Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
21. Most parents who abuse their children were abused as children.  

0 1 2 3 4 
Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
22. Disabled or premature children are most likely to be abused than nondisabled 

children.  
0 1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
23. Doctors, nurses, teachers, and mental health professionals are required by law to 

report cases of suspected child abuse to the Department of Family and Children 
services.  

0 1 2 3 4 
Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 
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24. Wives of fathers who sexually abuse their daughters are usually strong, 
domineering women.  

0 1 2 3 4 
Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
25. Most sexual abuse of children includes intercourse.  

0 1 2 3 4 
Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
26. It is more difficult for abusive parents than for most people to trust others.  

0 1 2 3 4 
Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
27. Abusive parents usually have very high expectations of their children.  

0 1 2 3 4 
Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
28. Most men who sexually abuse their daughters feel guilty about their behaviour 

afterwards.  
0 1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
29. The Department of Family and Children Services investigates only reports of 

child abuse made by professionals.  
0 1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
30. A professional must have physical evidence of child abuse before reporting the 

case to the Department of Family and Children Services.  
0 1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
31. There are about 100 cases of physical abuse or neglect to every 1 case of child 

sexual abuse.  
0 1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 
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32. Almost all abusive parents respond very positively to therapeutic interventions.  
0 1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
33. There are at least 100, 000 cases of child abuse nationwide each year.  

0 1 2 3 4 
Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
34. Most children who report sexual abuse are fantasizing or trying to “get back” at 

someone.  
0 1 2 3 4 

Strongly 
disagree 

Slightly 
disagree 

Neutral Slightly agree Strongly agree 

 
 



167 

 

Appendix P 
 

Demographic Questionnaire 
 

1) Age:______ Sex:______ 
 
 
2) Current Marital Status 
              a) Single                 _____ d)Separated            ______ 
              b) Common-law     _____ e)Divorced             ______ 
              c)  Married             _____ f) Widowed            ______ 
 
3) Current Employment Status 

a)Employed full time        _____ c)Unemployed    _____ 
b)Employed part time       _____ d) Retired            _____ 
 
Occupation?__________________ 

 
4) Education 
Are you currently attending university/college?  YES/NO   Part time/Full time 
(circle one) 

If NO proceed to question 4 (iii) 
 
(i)What is your major? _________________ 
 
(ii) Number of psychology courses completed ________ 
 
(iii)What level of education have you attained? 

(a)  Less than high school ______  
 (b) High school graduate (public, private,  
 trade school) ______ 
(c) Partial college/university ______ 

                  (d) Standard college/university degree ______ 
(e) Graduate professional training   
     (graduate degree) ______  

 
5) Political Orientation 
What political orientation would best describe yours? 

a)Far right                      _____ d) Liberal           ______ 
b) Conservative             _____ e) Far left           ______ 
c) Middle of the Road    _____ f) Other or none ______ 

 
6)Religion/Spirituality 
How religious/spiritual do you consider yourself to be? 

  a) Not at all        _____ 
  b) Somewhat   (Seldom attend church/temple/mosque/ashram) _____ 
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  c) Somewhat   (Attend often [at least 2 times/month])   _____ 
  d) Very   (Seldom attend)      _____ 

  e) Very   (Always attend)      _____ 
 
7) Ethnicity:   

Ethnic origin pertains to ancestral identity or background and should not be 
confused with citizenship or nationality.  If you have multiple ethnic origins, then 
please select the one that you most strongly identify with.  If this is not possible, 
then leave this question blank. 

European (including British Isles)     _____ 
East Asian (e.g. China, Hong Kong, Korea, Japan)  _____ 
South Asian (e.g. India, Pakistan, Bangladesh)  _____ 
Middle Eastern      _____ 
African       _____ 
Latin, Central, and South American    _____ 
Pacific Islands (e.g. Philippines, Hawaii)   _____ 
Caribbean       _____ 
Aboriginal       _____ 
Métis        _____ 

Other (please specify)   _________________ 
 

8) Experience with children   
(i) How many children do you have? _________________ 

 
(ii) In the past 1 year, how many interactions would you say you have had with 

7- to 8- year-old children (please choose only one): 
Daily _______ 
3-5 times per week _____________ 
1-2 times per week _____________ 
1-3 times per month_____________ 
8-11 times per year______________ 
1 – 7 times per year______________ 
None____________________ 

 9) Abuse experienced 
 (i) As a child/teenager (before the age of 17) were you ever hit, slapped, kicked, 

or otherwise physically hurt by your parents/legal guardian?  (Circle one) 
 

       YES         NO UNSURE 
 

(ii)When you were a child/teenager (before the age of 17) did you have any 
unwanted sexual experience? (Circle one) 

 
       YES         NO UNSURE 
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Appendix Q 
 

Vignettes 
 

Credible – detailed 
 
The following in an interview excerpt from an investigation into an allegation of child 
abuse with a young girl named Sarah.  Sarah is 8 years old.  She performs at a level that 
is expected of her age.  She enjoys school and likes to draw.  She has many friends, she 
rarely gets into fights, and she is generally liked by her classmates and teacher.  Her 
parents work full-time and she has an older sibling who is 12 years old.   
 
The following in an excerpt of a dialogue that took place between Sarah and a social 
worker.  
 
Interviewer: I’m going to ask you a few questions, and there are a few things that I need 
you to do.  One of them is I need you to tell me the truth.  Now do you know the 
difference between the truth and not the truth? 
 
Child: Yes.  
 
Interviewer: Is there anything happening at home right now where you’re not happy? 
 
Child: That I’m grounded and I get hit. 
 
Interviewer: Ok, at home sometimes you get hit, can you tell me a little more about that?  
 
Child: My mom yells a lot and she can get really loud.  Sometime she will hit me.  She 
said that it’s my fault, and that if I was really bad she’d hit me harder. She said it would 
be abuse if she was like punching me or beating me up, or leaving marks all over my 
body. 

 
Interviewer: Can you tell me more about getting hit?  
 
Child: I don’t get hit a lot. The last time she hit me was over the weekend.  And before 
that it happened 2 weeks ago. She usually slaps me.   
 
Interviewer: Ok 
 
Child: When she hits me she doesn’t do it for long.  Maybe 2 minutes.  She will yell for 
longer, usually around 5-7 minutes.  Sometimes she yells but doesn’t hit me.   
 
Interviewer: Yeah  
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Child: I’ve never really told anyone before.  My mom has always yelled at me but the 
hitting started while I was 7 years old.  It doesn’t happen a lot, maybe once every 1-2 
weeks. 
 
Interviewer: So how does mom hit you?  
 
Child: Well it’s not really bad.  She usually slaps me across the face.  There was this one 
time where she hit my arm really hard.  
 
Interviewer: Can you show me how mom does that?  
 
Child: Well, it’s kind of like this. (Demonstrates for the interviewer) 
 
Interviewer: She goes like this?  
 
Child: Yeah  
 
Interviewer: On your face? 
 
Child: Most of the time, yes.  
 
Interviewer: Ok, has there ever been left a mark on your face?  
 
Child: No, it is usually red right after she hits me but that goes away quickly. 
 
Interviewer: Okay, so what are you going to do after school today? 
 
Child: Well I’m going to meet my mom at the office and then I will wait for mom, tell 
her I’m alright and then I will go skating. 
 
Interviewer: You’re going to go skating? 
 
Child: Umm 
 
Interviewer: That sounds like fun 
 
Child: Yep  
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Credible – Cried 
 
The following in an interview excerpt from an investigation into an allegation of child 
abuse with a young girl named Sarah.  Sarah is 8 years old.  She performs at a level that 
is expected of her age.  She enjoys school and likes to draw.  She has many friends, she 
rarely gets into fights, and she is generally liked by her classmates and teacher.  Her 
parents work full-time and she has an older sibling who is 12 years old.   
 
The following in an excerpt of a dialogue that took place between Sarah and a social 
worker.    
 
Interviewer: I’m going to ask you a few questions, and there are a few things that I need 
you to do.  One of them is I need you to tell me the truth.  Now do you know the 
difference between the truth and not the truth? 
 
Child: Yes.  
 
Interviewer: Is there anything happening at home right now where you’re not happy? 
 
Child: That I’m grounded and I get hit.  
 
Interviewer: Ok, at home sometimes you get hit, can you tell me a little more about that?  
 
Child: My mom yells a lot and she can get really loud.  Sometime she will hit me.  She 
said that it’s my fault, and that if I was really bad she’d hit me harder. She said it would 
be abuse if she was like punching me or beating me up, or leaving marks all over my 
body (crying). 

 
Interviewer: Can you tell me more about getting hit?  
 
Child: I don’t get hit a lot. Just sometimes.   
 
Interviewer: Ok 
 
Child: When she hits me she doesn’t do it for long.  She yells much more than she hits 
(sniffles). 
 
Interviewer: Yeah  
 
Child: It doesn’t happen a lot.   
 
Interviewer: So how does mom hit you?  
 
Child: Well it’s not really bad.  She usually slaps me.  
 
Interviewer: Can you show me how mom does that?  
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Child: Well, it’s kind of like this. (Demonstrates for the interviewer) 
 
Interviewer: She goes like this?  
 
Child: Yeah (sniffles) 
 
Interviewer: On your face? 
 
Child: Yes.  
 
Interviewer: Ok, has there ever been left a mark on your face?  
 
Child: I don’t know (sniffles). 
 
Interviewer: Okay, so what are you going to do after school today? 
 
Child: Well I’m going to meet my mom at the office and then I will wait for mom, tell 
her I’m alright and then I will go skating. 
 
Interviewer: You’re going to go skating? 
 
Child: Umm 
 
Interviewer: That sounds like fun 
 
Child: Yep  
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Neutral 
 
The following in an interview excerpt from an investigation into an allegation of child 
abuse with a young girl named Sarah.  Sarah is 8 years old.  She performs at a level that 
is expected of her age.  She enjoys school and likes to draw.  She has many friends, she 
rarely gets into fights, and she is generally liked by her classmates and teacher.  Her 
parents work full-time and she has an older sibling who is 12 years old.   
 
The following in an excerpt of a dialogue that took place between Sarah and a social 
worker.    
 
Interviewer: I’m going to ask you a few questions, and there are a few things that I need 
you to do.  One of them is I need you to tell me the truth.  Now do you know the 
difference between the truth and not the truth? 
 
Child: Yes.  
 
Interviewer: Is there anything happening at home right now where you’re not happy? 
 
Child: That I’m grounded and I get hit.  
 
Interviewer: Ok, at home sometimes you get hit, can you tell me a little more about that?  
 
My mom yells a lot and she can get really loud.  Sometime she will hit me.  She said that 
it’s my fault, and that if I was really bad she’d hit me harder. She said it would be abuse 
if she was like punching me or beating me up, or leaving marks all over my body. 

 
Interviewer: Can you tell me more about getting hit?  
 
Child: I don’t get hit a lot. Just sometimes.   
 
Interviewer: Ok 
 
Child: When she hits me she doesn’t do it for long.  She yells much more than she hits. 
 
Interviewer: Yeah  
 
Child: It doesn’t happen a lot.   
 
Interviewer: So how does mom hit you?  
 
Child: Well it’s not really bad.  She usually slaps me.  
 
Interviewer: Can you show me how mom does that?  
 
Child: Well, it’s kind of like this. (Demonstrates for the interviewer) 
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Interviewer: She goes like this?  
 
Child: Yeah  
 
Interviewer: On your face? 
 
Child: Yes.  
 
Interviewer: Ok, has there ever been left a mark on your face?  
 
Child: I don’t know. 
 
Interviewer: Okay, so what are you going to do after school today? 
 
Child: Well I’m going to meet my mom at the office and then I will wait for mom, tell 
her I’m alright and then I will go skating. 
 
Interviewer: You’re going to go skating? 
 
Child: Umm 
 
Interviewer: That sounds like fun 
 
Child: Yep  
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Neutral 
 
The following in an interview excerpt from an investigation into an allegation of child 
abuse with a young girl named Sarah.  Sarah is 8 years old.  She performs at a level that 
is expected of her age.  She enjoys school and likes to draw.  She has many friends, she 
rarely gets into fights, and she is generally liked by her classmates and teacher.  Her 
parents work full-time and she has an older sibling who is 12 years old.   
 
The following in an excerpt of a dialogue that took place between Sarah and a social 
worker.    
 
Interviewer: I’m going to ask you a few questions, and there are a few things that I need 
you to do.  One of them is I need you to tell me the truth.  Now do you know the 
difference between the truth and not the truth? 
 
Child: Yes.  
 
Interviewer: Why am I here?  
 
Child: Because of my mom  
 
Interviewer: Okay, what about your mom?  
 
Child: Um, … she hit me  
 
Interviewer: Okay. So, you were telling lots of things last time we met? We were talking 
about your family… do you remember?  
 
Child: Yeah. My mom yells a lot and she can get really loud.  Sometime she will hit me.  
She said that it’s my fault, and that if I was really bad she’d hit me harder. She said it 
would be abuse if she was like punching me or beating me up, or leaving marks all over 
my body. 

 
Interviewer: Can you tell me more about getting hit?  
 
Child: I get slapped. 
 
Interviewer: Ok 
 
Child: She doesn’t slap me too hard. Just hard when I misbehave. 
 
Interviewer: Yeah  
 
Child: It doesn’t happen a lot.   
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Interviewer: So how does mom hit you?  
 
Child: Well it’s not really bad.  My mom usually slaps me and then I usually go to my 
room and stay there.  
 
Interviewer: Can you show me how mom does that?  
 
Child: Well, it’s kind of like this. (Demonstrates for the interviewer) 
 
Interviewer: She goes like this?  
 
Child: Yeah  
 
Interviewer: On your face? 
 
Child: Yes.  
 
Interviewer: Ok, has there ever been left a mark on your face?  
 
Child: I don’t know. 
 
Interviewer: Okay, so what are you going to do after school today? 
 
Child: Well I’m going to meet my mom at the office and then I will wait for mom, tell 
her I’m alright and then I will go skating. 
 
Interviewer: You’re going to go skating? 
 
Child: Umm 
 
Interviewer: That sounds like fun 
 
Child: Yep  
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Not Credible – Inconsistent 
 
The following in an interview excerpt from an investigation into an allegation of child 
abuse with a young girl named Sarah.  Sarah is 8 years old.  She performs at a level that 
is expected of her age.  She enjoys school and likes to draw.  She has many friends, she 
rarely gets into fights, and she is generally liked by her classmates and teacher.  Her 
parents work full-time and she has an older sibling who is 12 years old.   
 
The following in an excerpt of a dialogue that took place between Sarah and a social 
worker.    
 
Interviewer: I’m going to ask you a few questions, and there are a few things that I need 
you to do.  One of them is I need you to tell me the truth.  Now do you know the 
difference between the truth and not the truth? 
 
Child: Yes.  
 
Interviewer: Is there anything happening at home right now where you’re not happy? 
 
Child: That I’m grounded and I get hit.  
 
Interviewer: Ok, at home sometimes you get hit, can you tell me a little more about that?  
 
Child: My mom yells a lot and she can get really loud.  Sometime she will hit me.  She 
said that it’s my fault, and that if I was really bad she’d hit me harder. She said it would 
be abuse if she was like punching me or beating me up, or leaving marks all over my 
body. 

 
Interviewer: Can you tell me more about getting hit?  
 
Child: I don’t get hit a lot. Just sometimes.   
 
Interviewer: Ok 
 
Child: When she hits me she doesn’t do it for long.  She yells much more than she hits.  
The last time she hit me was over the last weekend. 
 
Interviewer: Yeah  
 
Child: It doesn’t happen a lot.  It’s been a while since she hit me. 
 
Interviewer: You just said that mom hit you over the weekend. 
 
Child: No, it’s been a while.  Maybe 3 weeks. 
 
Interviewer: So how does mom hit you?  
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Child: Well it’s not really bad.  She always slaps me. She doesn’t do anything else. 
Interviewer: Can you show me how mom does that?  
 
Child: Well, it’s kind of like this. (Demonstrates for the interviewer) 
 
Interviewer: She goes like this?  
 
Child: Yeah  
 
Interviewer: On your face? 
 
Child: Yes.  
 
Interviewer: Ok, has there ever been left a mark on your face?  
 
Child: I don’t know.  Last time she hit me on the arm really hard. 
 
Interviewer: I thought you said mom always slaps you.   
 
Child: um, I don’t know.  She does always slap me. 
 
Interviewer: Okay, so what are you going to do after school today? 
 
Child: Well I’m going to meet my mom at the office and then I will wait for mom, tell 
her I’m alright and then I will go skating. 
 
Interviewer: You’re going to go skating? 
 
Child: Umm 
 
Interviewer: That sounds like fun 
 
Child: Yep  
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Not credible – Suggestible/Forgetful 
 
The following is an interview excerpt from an investigation into an allegation of child 
abuse with a young girl named Sarah.  Sarah is 8 years old.  She performs at a level that 
is expected of her age.  She enjoys school and likes to draw.  She has many friends, she 
rarely gets into fights, and she is generally liked by her classmates and teacher.  Her 
parents work full-time and she has an older sibling who is 12 years old.   
 
The following is an excerpt of a dialogue that took place between Sarah and a social 
worker.    
 
Interviewer: I’m going to ask you a few questions, and there are a few things that I need 
you to do.  One of them is I need you to tell me the truth.  Now do you know the 
difference between the truth and not the truth? 
 
Child: umm…Yes.  
 
Interviewer: Is there anything happening at home right now where you’re not happy? 
 
Child:I don’t know 
 
Interviewer: Ok, you said that at home sometimes you get hit, can you tell me a little 
more about that?  
 
Child: My mom yells a lot and she can get really loud.  Sometimes she will hit me.  She 
said that it’s my fault, and that if I was really bad she’d hit me harder. She said it would 
be abuse if she was like punching me or beating me up, or leaving marks all over my 
body. 

 
Interviewer: Can you tell me more about getting hit?  
 
Child: I forget. 
 
Interviewer: Ok.  You said that mom hit you over the weekend. 
 
Child: Yes, she hit me over the weekend.  
 
Interviewer: Yeah. Does it happen a lot? 
 
Child: um...I forget. 
 
Interviewer: You said that it does not happen a lot. 
 
Child: It doesn’t happen a lot.   
 
Interviewer: So how does mom hit you?  



180 

 

 
Child: um...I forget.  She sometimes slaps me.  
 
Interviewer: Can you show me how mom does that?  
 
Child: (silent) 
 
Interviewer: She goes like this? (Demonstrates for the child) 
 
Child: Yeah  
 
Interviewer: On your face? 
 
Child: Yes.  
 
Interviewer: Ok, has there ever been left a mark on your face?  
 
Child: I forget 
 
Interviewer: Okay, so what are you going to do after school today? 
 
Child: Well I’m going to meet my mom at the office and then I will wait for mom, tell 
her I’m alright and then I will go skating. 
 
Interviewer: You’re going to go skating? 
 
Child: Umm 
 
Interviewer: That sounds like fun 
 
Child: Yep  
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