fingerprint bias


Start of Block: consent


consent 

Invitation to Participate

You are invited to participate in a research study titled “Juror Decision Making”. This study is being conducted at the University of Scranton.

 

Exclusionary Criteria

If you are under the age of 18, not a United States Citizen, cannot read, write, and speak English, and have been convicted for a crime and sentenced to imprisonment for more than one year you may not participate. Only those who are 18 or older who are citizens of the United States, can read, write, and speak English, and have never been convicted for a crime and sentenced to imprisonment for more than one year may participate.



Basis for Selection

You have been selected because you expressed an interest in participating in a research study and are at least 18 years old, a United States Citizen, can read, write, and speak English, and have never been convicted for a crime and sentenced to imprisonment.



Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to better understand the process of juror decision making. This information will contribute to understanding what people know about juror decision-making. Approximately 420 people will take part in this study.  



Explanation of the Procedures

Your participation in the study will take around 5 minutes. Your participation will consist of reading a criminal case, answering some questions about that case, rendering a verdict, and answering a few demographic questions. You may benefit from being in this study in terms of increased awareness about our justice system and your decision making abilities. 

 

Potential Risks, and Discomforts

The anticipated risks or discomforts from participating in this study are minimal and comparable to everyday experiences. 

 

Compensation and Alternatives to Participation

You will not have any costs for being in this research study. If you choose, you will be awarded $0.75 for your participation. The University of Scranton and the research team are receiving no payments from other agencies, organizations, or companies to conduct this research study. You are free to withdraw your consent at any time, without penalty. If you agree to participate, you can still withdraw from this research at any time. 

 

Assurance of Confidentiality

Your responses to these tasks will not be linked to any personal information. Records will be maintained as long as needed for the analysis and dissemination of results. Furthermore, any published reports of this research will focus on general data and will not refer to individual participants.

 

Voluntary Participation & Withdrawal from the Study

Your participation is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will in no way influence your present or future relationship with the University of Scranton. If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw your consent and to discontinue participation at any time. 

 

Offer to Answer Questions

The researchers conducting this study are Dr. Joshua Reynolds, Connor Gannon, Annabelle Berry, and Anna Gowarty. If you have questions, concerns, or complaints about the research, please contact Dr. Joshua Reynolds, Connor Gannon, Annabelle Berry, or Anna Gowarty by email: Joshua.reynolds@scranton.edu, connor.gannon@scranton.edu, annabelle.berry@scranton.edu or anna.gowarty@scranton.edu.  Or, if you have questions regarding your rights as a research subject, or if you have any concerns or complaints about the research, you may contact The University of Scranton Institutional Review Board administrator,

Brooke Leonard, brooke.leonard@scranton.edu, (570) 941-7653.



Consent Statement

You are voluntarily making a decision whether or not to participate.  

By selecting “Yes, I agree to participate”, you indicate that:

you are at least 18 years of age,

you are a United States Citizen, 

you can read, write, and speak English,

you have never been convicted of a crime and sentenced to imprisonment for more than one year, and have read the information provided above carefully, and have agreed to participate.



If you do not consent to participate or do not meet those criteria, please select “No, I do not agree to participate” or exit this window on your computer. 



 
Yes, I agree to participate  (1) 
No, I do not agree to participate  (2) 

End of Block: consent

Start of Block: id
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id What is your Prolific ID? Please note that this response should auto-fill with the correct ID
________________________________________________________________

End of Block: id

Start of Block: ver


ver Just click the checkbox:

End of Block: ver

Start of Block: main.inst


m.i.1  You will now read about a crime and the investigation of that crime. Read the case as if you were a member of a jury and had to make a real decision about it. Read it closely, as we will ask you questions about the case afterward.

End of Block: main.inst

Start of Block: control


Q148 At approximately 3:00 am on August 15th, police were dispatched to Dairy Queen, located at 473 Wyoming Avenue following the security alarm being triggered. When the police arrived, the suspect was already gone. There were signs of damage to the lock of the back door where the suspect forcibly entered. Upon reviewing the security camera footage, police see a male of average height and build, dressed in a black hooded sweatshirt. The footage shows the suspect breaking into the safe and walking out the back door, the total amount stolen was $3,450.00. Since the suspect had only touched the back door and safe, the investigator at the scene dusted for and retrieved one latent print off the safe, likely left by the suspect as he fled the scene.
 The following day, the fingerprint was entered into the Automated Fingerprint Identification System (AFIS). AFIS indicated that there was a print with some similarity to the print at the crime scene, Daniel Matthews. Daniel Matthews is a 26-year-old man, 5'9, 155 pounds, with a prior arrest for petty theft. When called to the police station for questioning, Matthews stated that he had never been to 473 Wyoming Avenue, denied knowledge of the situation, and refused to tell police where he had been the previous night. Daniel Matthews then asked for a lawyer and the interrogation stopped. A fingerprint examiner, Bill Hicks, examined the prints. According to Bill Hicks, “There was one ridge that was not quite the same, but it is likely just distortion from the way the print was taken. The rest of the latent print was consistent with the suspect. The two prints came from the same person, in my expert opinion.” The case was later brought to trial




control_timing Timing
First Click  (1)
Last Click  (2)
Page Submit  (3)
Click Count  (4)

End of Block: control

Start of Block: blinded


blinded_cond At approximately 3:00 am on August 15th, police were dispatched to Dairy Queen, located at 473 Wyoming Avenue following the security alarm being triggered. When the police arrived, the suspect was already gone. There were signs of damage to the lock of the back door where the suspect forcibly entered. Upon reviewing the security camera footage, police see a male of average height and build, dressed in a black hooded sweatshirt. The footage shows the suspect breaking into the safe and walking out the back door, the total amount stolen was $3,450.00. Since the suspect had only touched the back door and safe, the investigator at the scene dusted for and retrieved one latent print off the safe, likely left by the suspect as he fled the scene.

The following day, the fingerprint was entered into the Automated Fingerprint Identification System (AFIS). AFIS indicated that there was a print with some similarity to the print at the crime scene, Daniel Matthews. Daniel Matthews is a 26-year-old man, 5'9, 155 pounds, with a prior arrest for petty theft. When called to the police station for questioning, Matthews stated that he had never been to 473 Wyoming Avenue, denied knowledge of the situation, and refused to tell police where he had been the previous night. Daniel Matthews then asked for a lawyer and the interrogation stopped. The latent print from the crime scene and the potential matches were brought to an examiner, Bill Hicks. Using standardized lab protocol, when Bill Hicks compared the print from the crime scene and the print of Daniel Matthews, he was not given any details of the case. Bill Hicks did not know who Daniel Matthews was, did not know about any of the other evidence relating to the case, and did not speak to any detectives on the case. Bill Hicks based his decision on the quality and similarity of the fingerprints themselves. According to Bill Hicks, “There was one ridge that was not quite the same, but it is likely just distortion from the way the print was taken. The rest of the latent print was consistent with the suspect. The two prints came from the same person, in my expert opinion.” The case was later brought to trial




blinded_timing Timing
First Click  (1)
Last Click  (2)
Page Submit  (3)
Click Count  (4)

End of Block: blinded

Start of Block: confirmation


conf_cond At approximately 3:00 am on August 15th, police were dispatched to Dairy Queen, located at 473 Wyoming Avenue following the security alarm being triggered. When the police arrived, the suspect was already gone. There were signs of damage to the lock of the back door where the suspect forcibly entered. Upon reviewing the security camera footage, police see a male of average height and build, dressed in a black hooded sweatshirt. The footage shows the suspect breaking into the safe and walking out the back door, the total amount stolen was $3,450.00. Since the suspect had only touched the back door and safe, the investigator at the scene dusted for and retrieved one latent print off the safe, likely left by the suspect as he fled the scene.

The following day, the fingerprint was entered into the Automated Fingerprint Identification System (AFIS). AFIS indicated that there was a print with some similarity to the print at the crime scene, Daniel Matthews. Daniel Matthews is a 26-year-old man, 5'9, 155 pounds, with a prior arrest for petty theft. When called to the police station for questioning, Matthews stated that he had never been to 473 Wyoming Avenue, denied knowledge of the situation, and refused to tell police where he had been the previous night. Daniel Matthews then asked for a lawyer and the interrogation stopped. Detective Trojanowski brought the print from the crime scene and the print from Daniel Matthews to the forensic examiner, Bill Hicks. Detective Trojanowski told Bill Hicks, “We know this guy did it, tell us the print matches, and we got him”. The fingerprint examiner, Bill Hicks, examined the prints. According to Bill Hicks, “There was one ridge that was not quite the same, but it is likely just distortion from the way the print was taken. The rest of the latent print was consistent with the suspect. The two prints came from the same person, in my expert opinion.” The case was later brought to trial




conf_timing Timing
First Click  (1)
Last Click  (2)
Page Submit  (3)
Click Count  (4)

End of Block: confirmation

Start of Block: contextual


contextual_cond At approximately 3:00 am on August 15th, police were dispatched to Dairy Queen, located at 473 Wyoming Avenue following the security alarm being triggered. When the police arrived, the suspect was already gone. There were signs of damage to the lock of the back door where the suspect forcibly entered. Upon reviewing the security camera footage, police see a male of average height and build, dressed in a black hooded sweatshirt. The footage shows the suspect breaking into the safe and walking out the back door, the total amount stolen was $3,450.00. Since the suspect had only touched the back door and safe, the investigator at the scene dusted for and retrieved one latent print off the safe, likely left by the suspect as he fled the scene.

The following day, the fingerprint was entered into the Automated Fingerprint Identification System (AFIS). AFIS indicated that there was a print with some similarity to the print at the crime scene, Daniel Matthews. Daniel Matthews is a 26-year-old man, 5'9, 155 pounds, with a prior arrest for petty theft. When called to the police station for questioning, Matthews stated that he had never been to 473 Wyoming Avenue, denied knowledge of the situation, and refused to tell police where he had been the previous night. Daniel Matthews then asked for a lawyer and the interrogation stopped. Detective Trojanowski brought the print from the crime scene and the print from Daniel Matthews to the forensic examiner, Bill Hicks. Detective Trojanowski told Bill Hicks, “We already have a mountain of evidence against this guy, he has a record of theft, he fits the description, and he wouldn’t even give an alibi”. The fingerprint examiner, Bill Hicks, examined the prints. According to Bill Hicks, “There was one ridge that was not quite the same, but it is likely just distortion from the way the print was taken. The rest of the latent print was consistent with the suspect. The two prints came from the same person, in my expert opinion.” The case was later brought to trial




context_timing Timing
First Click  (1)
Last Click  (2)
Page Submit  (3)
Click Count  (4)

End of Block: contextual

Start of Block: double


double_cond At approximately 3:00 am on August 15th, police were dispatched to Dairy Queen, located at 473 Wyoming Avenue following the security alarm being triggered. When the police arrived, the suspect was already gone. There were signs of damage to the lock of the back door where the suspect forcibly entered. Upon reviewing the security camera footage, police see a male of average height and build, dressed in a black hooded sweatshirt. The footage shows the suspect breaking into the safe and walking out the back door, the total amount stolen was $3,450.00. Since the suspect had only touched the back door and safe, the investigator at the scene dusted for and retrieved one latent print off the safe, likely left by the suspect as he fled the scene.

The following day, the fingerprint was entered into the Automated Fingerprint Identification System (AFIS). AFIS indicated that there was a print with some similarity to the print at the crime scene, Daniel Matthews. Daniel Matthews is a 26-year-old man, 5'9, 155 pounds, with a prior arrest for petty theft. When called to the police station for questioning, Matthews stated that he had never been to 473 Wyoming Avenue, denied knowledge of the situation, and refused to tell police where he had been the previous night. Daniel Matthews then asked for a lawyer and the interrogation stopped. Detective Trojanowski brought the print from the crime scene and the print from Daniel Matthews to the forensic examiner, Bill Hicks. Detective Trojanowski told Bill Hicks, “We already have a mountain of evidence against this guy, he has a record of theft, he fits the description, and he wouldn’t even give an alibi. So we already know this guy did it, tell us the print matches, and we got him”. The fingerprint examiner, Bill Hicks, examined the prints. According to Bill Hicks, “There was one ridge that was not quite the same, but it is likely just distortion from the way the print was taken. The rest of the latent print was consistent with the suspect. The two prints came from the same person, in my expert opinion.” The case was later brought to trial.




double_timing Timing
First Click  (1)
Last Click  (2)
Page Submit  (3)
Click Count  (4)

End of Block: double

Start of Block: dv_ins


main_ins You will now answer some questions about the case you just read. Please answer the questions as if you were a juror in this case.

End of Block: dv_ins

Start of Block: source prob


Q149 The first question concerns just the fingerprint evidence in the case.


	[image: ]



source.prob Rate the probability that the fingerprint found at the crime scene came from the defendant, Daniel Matthews. Enter a number from 0 to 100. 
For example:
0 = The fingerprint definitely DIDN'T come from the defendant
50 = The fingerprint is equally likely to have come from the defendant as from someone else 
100 = The fingerprint definitely DID come from the defendant

________________________________________________________________

End of Block: source prob

Start of Block: guilt
	[image: ]
	[image: ]
	[image: ]



guilt If you were a juror in this case, what would your verdict be?
Guilty  (0) 
Not Guilty  (1) 

End of Block: guilt

Start of Block: attention check qs
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attention.check1 What crime was committed in the vignette?
Murder  (1) 
Burglary  (2) 
Vandalism  (3) 
Assault  (4) 
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attention.check2 What location did the crime occur at?
Starbucks  (1) 
McDonald's  (2) 
Taco Bell  (3) 
Dairy Queen  (4) 

End of Block: attention check qs

Start of Block: demo


ins Please fill in all information about yourself requested below.  All information is used purely for research purposes.  No information will be used to identify you as an individual.
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age What is your age (in years)? 
________________________________________________________________
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sex What is your biological sex?
Male  (1) 
Female  (2) 
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race What is your race/ethnicity? Select one or more from the list below.
American Indian or Alaska Native (For example, Navajo, Blackfeet, Mayan, Aztec, Inuit)  (1) 
Asian (For example, Chinese, Filipino, Asian Indian, Vietnamese, Korean, Japanese)  (2) 
Black or African American (For example, Jamaican, Haitian, Nigerian, Ethiopian, Somalian)  (3) 
Hispanic, Latino or Spanish Origin (For example, Mexican or Mexican American, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Salvadoran, Dominican, Columbian)  (4) 
Middle Eastern or North African (For example, Lebanese, Iranian, Egyptian, Syrian, Moroccan, Algerian)  (5) 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (For example, Native Hawaiian, Samoan, Chamorro, Tongan, Fijian, Marshallese)  (6) 
White (For example, German, Irish, English, Italian, Polish, French)  (7) 
Some other race, ethnicity, or origin, please specify:  (8) __________________________________________________

End of Block: demo

Start of Block: debf


debf Thank you for taking the time to participate in this study. Science can only progress with volunteers like yourself.
This study is part of a project to examine how people make decisions as mock jurors, specifically how different types of information may influence judgments of guilt or innocence. One of the conditions (control) presented case materials in a neutral format. The other conditions (experimental) included additional contextual or biasing information to explore how such details might affect decision making.
We are interested in how people use this information to form their evaluations of evidence and reach verdicts.If you have any questions please contact Dr. Joshua Reynolds at Joshua.reynolds@scranton.edu. Thank you again!


 




End of Block: debf
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