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The viewers’ answers 10 the question “How did you
recognize each of the walkers?” gives us some indication
of how they dealt with the task. It is noteworthy that
none said, for example, «“Jt simply looked like Marty
walking” or “I saw Elaing walking,” although demand
characteristics may have contravened any such tendency.
Instead, viewers tended to mention as clues certain
critical features of the display, such as the speed, bounci-
ness, thythm of the walker, amount of arm swing, or
the length of steps. The most accurate viewers claimed
to associate these dynamic aspects of the display with
particular individuals. Interestingly, the poorest viewer
was the only one who reported using height of the
walkers (a nondynamic aspect that was controlled in
the selection of walkers) as a way of deciding.

Our subjects ranked how well they would be able
to recognize the walkers, but they were strikingly in-
accurate in their opinions. The correlation between
the ranked ease of recognition and the percent correct
responses Wwas small and insignificant (tho = —.06).

Although this account is tentative and speculative,
we are led to believe that the viewers were acting in large
part as conscious problem solvers rather than as direct
perceivers of particular individuals walking in the dy-
namic displays. From the start of the session, when
their task was made clear to them, they may have
tried to think of characteristic features of the walkers.
Perhaps many of these features were not actually pre-
sented in the abstract arrays, SO the viewers had to re-
assess the features that would allow them to identify
the walkers. This process of hypothesis testing might
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