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Objective: Despite research on case factors that can trigger confirmation bias in investigations leading to
wrongful convictions, we know little about what sparks this chain reaction andwhy an innocent person initially
falls under suspicion. Across four studies, we investigated what perceived behaviors exhibited by 911 callers
(urgency, emotionality, cognitive load, impression management, and information management) are related to
laypeople’s (Studies 1, 2, and 4) and police officers’ (Study 3) suspicion toward the caller. Hypotheses: We
predicted, for lay and police samples, callers perceived asmore urgent or emotional would be perceived as less
suspicious, whereas callers perceived as more under cognitive load, managing information, or managing
impressions of themselves would be perceived as more suspicious. We tested whether these relationships
depended on caller gender—predicting gender stereotypes might play a role, particularly with emotionality.
Method: Participants (Studies 1, 2, and 4: online laypeople; Study 3: police officers) listened to a real 911 call
(Studies 1 and 4) or a more controlled, simulated 911 call (Studies 2 and 3) by a male or female caller. We
assessed behavioral predictors associated with suspicion via participants’ spontaneous impressions and scales
assessing these behaviors. Participants indicated how suspicious they found the caller and howmuch the caller
violated their expectations. Results: Participants spontaneously mentioned the callers’ emotionality most
frequently and consistently across studies (77%–85%). Perceptions of callers being more urgent and emotional
were associatedwith less suspicion and violation of expectations, while perceptions of callers engaging inmore
information management and impression management were associated with more suspicion and violation of
expectations. Police, but not laypeople, perceived male callers as more suspicious than female callers—despite
holding 911 call scripts constant.Conclusions:Citizens engaging in the well-intentioned act of calling 911 risk
observers—including police—holding expectations for their behavior and targeting them as a suspect if they
violate those expectations.
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Public Significance Statement
Recent police trainings instruct law enforcement to judge whether someone who calls 911 to report a crime
could be the perpetrator based on their behavior on the call. In this research, we investigated how
perceptions of a 911 caller’s behavior can trigger suspicion toward the caller for both laypeople and police
officers. Given there is no “one size fits all” reaction to a traumatic event, it is important to understand how
others expect (perhaps unreasonably) a 911 caller to behave and how violating those expectations can
trigger suspicion toward the caller. Our data suggest that individuals who call 911 to help others might
make themselves vulnerable to becoming targeted as a suspect if they violate potentially misguided
expectations for what is “normal” behavior during a traumatic event. It is critical to examine why someone
is initially suspected because research and anecdotal case evidence suggest that, once someone is a suspect,
a chain reaction of confirmation bias can lead to a wrongful conviction.

Keywords: suspicion, confirmation bias, 911 calls, expectancy violation, judgment
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The Innocence Project, founded in 1992, and the National
Registry of Exonerations, founded in 2012, were established to
investigate claims of innocence after conviction. These organiza-
tions identified types of evidence that have led to wrongful con-
victions, such as mistaken eyewitness identifications (Wells et al.,
1998, 2020), forensic science errors (Kassin et al., 2013; National
Research Council, 2009), police-induced false confessions (Kassin
et al., 2010, 2025), and jailhouse informants who lied (Natapoff,
2022; Neuschatz & Golding, 2022). These are critical, but prompt a
deeper inquiry: Why did these innocent people become suspects in
the first place, thereby unleashing a guilt-presumptive series of
confirmation biases from which a cumulative disadvantage accrues
(Scherr et al., 2020)?
Case files and media coverage of 460 factually innocent de-

fendants revealed eight “origins of implication” leading innocent
individuals to be misclassified as suspects (e.g., suspect’s race and
age, being physically proximate to the crime, prior relationship to
the victim, past or present criminal activity, Lowrey-Kinberg et al.,
2019). However, these documents did not thoroughly address
behavioral cues that may have led police to become suspicious based
on a witness’s demeanor. Case files and media rarely include of-
ficers’ explicit admissions of these motivations, potentially because
they are unaware or unwilling to admit such motivations. We
considered this deeper inquiry, focusing on the first moment a
person could become a suspect: when they call 911 to initially report
that a crime has occurred. We report four studies investigating what
behaviors in a 911 call violate laypeople’s and police officers’
expectations and trigger suspicion about the caller.

Witness Demeanor and Suspicion

Suspicion is characterized as the state of mind when an individual
has multiple, potentially contradictory hypotheses that cause them to

question a person’s authenticity or behavioral motives (e.g., Barone
et al., 2004; Vonk, 1998). As a result, the observer hesitates to take
that person’s behavior at face value (Fein, 1996; Toris & DePaulo,
1984). Because feelings of suspicion predict deception judgments
(Toris &DePaulo, 1984) and related negative impressions of a target
(e.g., Barone et al., 2004; DeCarlo, 2005; Ferguson et al., 2011), it is
critical to understand what behaviors spark suspicion toward
innocent witnesses at the beginning of an investigation.

Cases in which police targeted innocent individuals reveal that an
“inappropriate” level of emotion is often cited as an origin of
suspicion. Michael Crowe was coerced into falsely confessing to
his sister’s murder, in part, because detectives thought he reacted
with too little emotion (Johnson, 2003; Kassin & Gudjonsson,
2004). Marty Tankleff also falsely confessed to killing of his
parents after a detective thought he was “too calm” (Heath, 2009).
In contrast, Jeffrey Deskovic drew suspicion when police saw him
as “overly distraught” after a high-school classmate was raped
and murdered (Heath, 2009; Santos, 2006). Amanda Knox was
described as overly emotional at one moment but not emotional
enough at another, following her roommate’s murder (Burleigh,
2011). These cases illustrate how perceptions of a suspect’s demeanor
have triggered suspicion, even among factually innocent, exonerated
individuals.

Police are human—and humans routinely form first impressions
quickly based on a mere snapshot of information (Todorov & Oh,
2021; Willis & Todorov, 2006) or a “thin slice” of expressive
behavior (Ambady & Rosenthal, 1993; N. A. Murphy et al., 2019).
Further, police officers in general—including those trained in the so-
called Behavioral Analysis Interview of the Reid technique (Inbau et
al., 2013)—are both overly confident in their deception detection
abilities based on judging witnesses’ verbal and nonverbal behavior
and biased toward seeing deception (Masip et al., 2005, 2016;
Meissner & Kassin, 2002; Vrij, 2008).
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The 911 Paradigm

Today’s centralized 911 system was created in 1968 following
public concern about bystander nonintervention in the 1964 Kitty
Genovese case (Rosenthal, 1964). Yet, an emerging issue is whether
individuals who call 911 to report crimes, emergencies, or injuries
are socially responsible citizens and victims in need or perpetrators
worthy of investigation. Over the years, numerous individuals have
found themselves under suspicion after calling 911. For example,
Gary Gauger was labeled as affectively “flat” in his 911 call about
his parents’ deaths, after which he was coerced into a false con-
fession before being exonerated (Gauger & Von Bergen, 2008;
Heath, 2009; Shapiro, 1998). Sandra Ortiz’s “calm tone” on a 911
call was used against her in trial in which she was wrongfully
convicted of murdering her boyfriend (Possley, 2013). More
recently, Thomas Perez falsely confessed to his father’s murder after
a 911 dispatcher felt “something was off,” as she perceived him as
lacking concern and “rambling” (Clarke & Prokupecz, 2024).
Perez’s father was found alive days later. Even then, officers
continued to search for a possible victim or crime involving Perez
because of his behavior on the 911 call.
These cases underscore the importance of understanding the

assumptions and judgments made about 911 callers. Since we
collected our data, a controversial new “911 linguistic analysis”
training (“Is the Caller the Killer?”) for police has emerged—which
claims to teach attendees behavioral indicators of guilt and innocence
on 911 calls (Harpster et al., 2009; for a critique, see B.Murphy, 2022;
for a description of this pseudoscience in court, see B.Murphy, 2023).
Indeed, the training claims to identify dubious behavioral cues on a
911 call that indicate the caller is concealing their involvement in the
crime they are reporting (e.g., opening the call by saying “hello”; see
Harpster & Adams, 2017). Importantly, the only study supporting the
training contains methodological concerns and unusually large effect
sizes (Markey et al., 2025) and has repeatedly failed to replicate (e.g.,
Cromer et al., 2019; Markey et al., 2022, 2025; Miller et al., 2021;
O’Donnell et al., 2022). Given recent attention to this training, the
present research—examining what behaviors the public (laypeople
and police) expect or find suspicious in a 911 call—is particularly
timely and critical.

Behaviors That Violate Expectations

People often have expectations for how an individual should
behave based on factors such as who the person is, the social
desirability of their behavior, and the norms inherent in the situation
they are in (Heider, 1958; Jones & Davis, 1965; Kelley, 1967).
When an individual’s verbal or nonverbal behaviors deviate from
these normative expectations, we may perceive them as suspicious
(e.g., Bond et al., 1992) if not outright dishonest (Levine et
al., 2000).
Behavioral expectations for the specific context can also shape

diverging inferences drawn from the same behavior. For example,
when calling 911 immediately after witnessing a horrific crime, a
presumed-innocent person is expected to express “appropriately”
high emotion—perhaps sounding nervous, fearful, or panic stricken
(Salerno et al., 2025). Yet, appearing nervous and fearful in an
interview after becoming a suspect might increase suspicion. For
example, the Reid technique advises investigators that behaviors
demonstrating anxiousness or nervousness are indicators of guilt

during a suspect’s interview (Inbau et al., 2013). Thus, the same
emotions (i.e., nervousness, fear) might trigger suspicion of a
suspect if they infer the fear is due to getting caught in a lie, but
decrease suspicion toward a 911 caller if they infer the fear is about
witnessing a traumatic event. Therefore, it is important to investigate
what sparks initial suspicion of a presumably innocent witness
before they become a suspect—a critical distinction, as suspicion
often precedes a deception judgment (Toris & DePaulo, 1984) and
could critically set off a chain reaction of confirmation bias,
increasing chances of wrongful conviction.

Individuals experiencing acute stress or a traumatic event can
exhibit a range of behavioral responses, from heightened emotional
expression and urgency to dissociation, cognitive overload, or
controlled speech (Isserlin et al., 2008; Sharpe et al., 2010). These
different reactions can shape how observers—including police
officers—interpret a caller’s demeanor. While some trauma re-
sponses might align with societal expectations of distress (e.g.,
urgency, panic), other reactions may violate these expectations (e.g.,
excessive detail, lack of affect) and could be misinterpreted as
suspicious. It is critical to understand that witnesses to a violent
crime may exhibit a wide range of behavioral reactions; there is no
“one size fits all” for how to respond to a traumatic event (for an
overview, see Salerno, 2021).

Yet, people often have expectations for what is considered
“appropriate” emotion depending on situational cues. For example,
defendants in a murder trial who are accused of killing a spouse are
expected to exhibit greater emotionality on the witness stand than
those accused of killing a stranger (Heath et al., 2007; Heath &
Grannemann, 2015). What is seen as appropriate may also vary with
gender, as women are expected to behave more emotionally than
men (e.g., Fabes & Martin, 1991; Salerno et al., 2019).

In this study, we identify behavioral categories that might trigger
suspicion in the context of reporting a violent crime in a 911 call:
perceived urgency, emotionality, cognitive load, impression man-
agement, and information management. Although these categories
are informed by several reviews and meta-analyses of deception
cues and linguistic perception (Bond & DePaulo, 2006; Buller &
Burgoon, 1996; DePaulo et al., 2003; Duran et al., 2010; Fuller et
al., 2013; Hartwig & Bond, 2014; Vrij et al., 2000)—including
research involving 911 calls specifically (Burns & Moffitt, 2014;
Cromer et al., 2019; Markey et al., 2022)—they are not meant to be
direct diagnostic markers of deception. Instead, they serve as critical
elements in exploring how the violation of listeners’ expectations
may spark suspicion. Ample research in other contexts has shown
many of the demeanor cues police are trained to use (e.g., eye
contact, changes in posture, facial expressions) are not empirically
diagnostic of deception, yielding low accuracy rates. Moreover,
training and experience are not associated with significant im-
provements and often an increased bias toward seeing deception
(Bond & DePaulo, 2006; Denault et al., 2022; Hartwig & Bond,
2011; Honts et al., 2021; Luke, 2019;Meissner &Kassin, 2002; Vrij
et al., 2019).

Rather than focusing on deception detection accuracy, we
investigated what behaviors spark suspicion before individuals
become suspects. Given the underlying premise of our approach that
suspicion often arises from discrepancies between expected and
observed behaviors, we identified behaviors we predicted would
violate expectations and be associated with suspicion, described
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next. Additionally, we sought to investigate how perceptions of
these behaviors might differ based on the caller’s gender.

Perceived Emotionality

Although we are not aware of any previous studies specifically
addressing expectations of a crimewitness’s emotionality, researchers
have documented an emotional victim effect, which demonstrates that
individuals who expect victims to be highly emotional perceive less
emotional victims to be less credible (e.g., Ask & Landström, 2010;
Hackett et al., 2008; McAuliff et al., 2015). Indeed, police and
laypeople’s beliefs about what is appropriate emotion expression
influence their perceptions of a victim’s credibility (Bollingmo et al.,
2008; Kaufmann et al., 2003). This could be problematic given that
humans naturally exhibit a wide range of emotional responses to
traumatic events, ranging from numbness to hysteria (Substance
Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, 2014). Yet,
anecdotal evidence suggests people harbor an expectation for a
“typical” emotional response to traumatic events (Heath, 2009), when
those expectations are violated, suspicion is triggered.
In another article based on the current series of studies, we

manipulated the level of emotion that 911 callers expressed while
holding the script constant. Police officers found callers who ex-
hibited a low level of emotion, compared with moderate and high
emotion, as significantly more suspicious (Salerno et al., 2025). In
the present research, we analyzed measures of perceived emo-
tionality (rather than manipulated emotion) along with four other
behaviors potentially characteristic of 911 callers that were collected
but not reported in the prior article. In the context of a 911 call to
report a shooting, we predicted that the caller’s perceived emo-
tionality would be negatively associated with expectation violations
and suspicion.

Perceived Urgency

Individuals who call 911 generally do so because they have
observed an emergency that requires police, firefighter, or medical
intervention. Thus, one might expect a witness to a violent crime to
express urgency in their 911 call, with callers that sound less urgent
triggering suspicion. Prior research on 911 linguistic behavior re-
veals conflicting results for the role of urgency as it relates to
deception. Harpster et al. (2009) reported perceived urgency was
associated with being a truthful 911 caller. In contrast, other studies
have failed to observe an association between urgency and actual
deception (Miller et al., 2021; O’Donnell et al., 2022). Given its
potential (but mixed) relationship with deception, we tested whether
participants expected a caller to be urgent when reporting a violent
crime to 911. We predicted the caller’s perceived sense of urgency
would be negatively associated with expectation violations and
suspicion.

Perceived Cognitive Load

Telling a lie is generally more cognitively demanding than telling
the truth, so it takes more time and is more easily disrupted (Vrij et
al., 2010; for a meta-analysis, see Suchotzki et al., 2017). In the
context of an in-person interview or interrogation, people expect
suspects to present their narrative easily if they are merely reporting
the truth. Yet, there is a critical difference in the context of 911 calls:

the fast pace and traumatic nature of the call might prove cognitively
demanding even to innocent bystanders trying to provide a coherent
description to the dispatcher—because they are upset, distracted, or
still witnessing a violent event. One might expect that a caller
engaging in deception is in an especially cognitively demanding
situation, as they must comprehend what the operator is saying
while planning their next response, monitor the operator’s reaction,
and respond in an appropriate amount of time. In a manifestation of
the fundamental attribution error (Gilbert & Malone, 1995; Ross,
1977, 2018), we predicted that perceiving a caller as struggling to
produce a coherent narrative might spark suspicion in listeners who
attribute the cognitive load to internal efforts of deception rather
than to the external and traumatic situation—thereby violating their
behavioral expectations for an innocent caller. Thus, we predicted
the caller’s perceived cognitive load would be positively associated
with expectation violations and suspicion.

Perceived Impression Management

Impression management—the attempt to self-present oneself to
others in a favorable light—is common among both liars and truth-
tellers in social situations (Colwell et al., 2006; DePaulo, 1992;
Hartwig et al., 2010). Yet people are inclined to believe that in-
dividuals who appear to engage in impression management are more
immoral than those who do not (Lafrenière et al., 2016), in part
because it suggests an individual has ulterior motives (Ham&Vonk,
2011). In criminal investigations, 911 callers who appear to engage
in impression management might be perceived as disingenuous and
as having ulterior motives. For example, observers might believe a
911 caller who exhibits high levels of politeness to the dispatcher is
trying to make a good impression—perhaps to distract from and
conceal their potential involvement in the reported crime. Impression
management behaviors have been inconsistently linked to deception in
911 calls. Whereas Harpster et al. (2009) reported politeness to the
dispatcher is associatedwith guilty callers, more recent studies have not
replicated this finding (Cromer et al., 2019; Miller et al., 2021). As it
relates to suspicion, we hypothesize that in reporting a violent crime,
perceptions of the caller engaging in impression management might be
associated with a violation of expectations and suspicion, as priori-
tizing actions such as politeness might not be expected in such an
urgent situation. However, given past inconsistencies for findings
between impression management and actual deception, we sought to
test this factor in this new context, but suspected perceived impression
management would be positively associated with expectation viola-
tions and suspicion.

Perceived Information Management

Individuals sometimes manage how they are perceived by
carefully selecting, or gatekeeping, which information they present
to others. In the context of in-person interviews and interrogations,
research shows that, compared with innocent suspects, perpetrators
are more concerned with strategically managing the information
they present to others (Hartwig et al., 2010; Strömwall et al., 2006).
Intuitively, one might expect that an innocent bystander calling 911
is motivated to share any and all information that might prove
beneficial to investigators; thus, any appearance of inhibition would
trigger suspicion. Yet, it is important to note that a 911 caller who
might want to freely provide information to the operator might be
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unable to do so, given the trauma of the situation. Similar to per-
ceived cognitive load, it is possible listeners might underestimate
this external factor and assume an internal motivation to withhold
information. Thus, we predicted the caller’s perceived information
management would be positively associated with expectation vio-
lations and suspicion.

Research Overview

To investigate which behaviors on 911 calls trigger suspicion, we
conducted (a) three experiments with an associated mini meta-
analysis and then (b) a conceptual replication with a larger, more
diverse set of real calls. Across studies, we investigated the rela-
tionship between perceptions of behavioral predictors on a 911 call
and the degree to which expectations were violated and suspicion
was triggered in lay observers (Studies 1, 2, and 4) and police
officers (Study 3). Participants listened to real (Studies 1 and 4) and
simulated, tightly controlled (Studies 2 and 3) 911 calls, half made
by women and half by men. We measured perceptions of five
theoretical predictors of suspicion—first, by coding participants’
spontaneous mentions of each behavior in an open-ended response
and then directly through participants’ rating of the caller’s urgency,
emotionality, cognitive load, impression management, and infor-
mation management. Participants indicated how much the caller
violated their expectations, how suspicious they found the caller,
and ultimately whether police should expend resources to investi-
gate the caller’s role in the crime.

Hypotheses

We coded open-ended first impressions of 911 callers to deter-
mine how frequently listeners spontaneously mentioned the five
behavioral predictors before they were primed with these concepts
in our survey scales. We hypothesized that increased perceptions of
(a) urgency and emotionality would be associated with decreased
suspicion, as listeners likely expect these behaviors in 911 callers
reporting emergency situations; and (b) cognitive load, information
management, and impression management would be associated with
increased suspicion, as these behaviors might be perceived as the
caller strategically modifying their behavior. Additionally, given
stereotypes of women as more emotional than men, we hypothe-
sized there may be other gender-based expectations for 911 callers.
Accordingly, we explored whether the five behaviors predicted
suspicion differently based on the caller’s gender.
Given our similar methodological approaches and hypotheses

across Studies 1–3, we present these studies collectively and note
key differences where applicable. We conducted a mini meta-
analysis to provide overall conclusions about the hypothesized
pattern of results and which behaviors are reliable predictors across
studies. We report full descriptions of Studies 1–3 individually in
Supplemental Materials. Then, we report Study 4 (a conceptual
replication) that tested whether our results generalize to a larger,
diverse set of real 911 calls.

Transparency and Openness

We collected the data for the following studies within a larger
research project. In another article (Salerno et al., 2025), we focused
only on emotion expression and investigated the causal impact of

experimental manipulations of 911 callers’ emotion expression and
relationship to the victim on suspicion and tested psychological
explanations (mediators) of this effect, including moral typecasting
and expectancy violation. We powered the present studies to detect
effects for that manipulation with three experimental variables
(caller emotion, caller relationship to the victim, and caller gender).
In this article, we collapsed across caller emotion and relationship
to the victim to more broadly investigate how a variety of per-
ceived behaviors trigger suspicion, beyond just manipulated
emotion levels. In the present article, we report data not previously
analyzed, including the degree to which each of the behavioral
factors (urgency, emotionality, cognitive load, information man-
agement, and impression managements) predict suspicion and
violation of expectations and whether these predictions depend on
the caller’s gender. Further, we include quantitative coding of
the open-ended first impressions of the caller for spontaneous
mentions of these behaviors, not reported in the other article.
Materials and data files are available on the Open Science
Framework (https://osf.io/yat52/?view_only=8154999c3be5483b
a061a9018b39756f; Salerno et al., 2024), along with preregistra-
tions for Study 2 (https://osf.io/pquzm?view_only=5c71a52caf7e
405fa07b9f6116848981) and Study 4 (https://osf.io/w38tm?vie
w_only=66b677a1736146258c6aed431fcf0a8a).

Studies 1–3

Across Studies 1–3, we tested our hypotheses that perceived
urgency and emotionality would be negatively associated with
suspicion; whereas perceived cognitive load, impression manage-
ment, and information management would be positively associated
with suspicion. Additionally, we conducted exploratory tests of
whether any of these behaviors differentially predicted suspicion for
male versus female callers. In Studies 2 and 3, we directly measured
expectation violations, extending Study 1 to investigate which
behaviors are associated with violating listeners’ expectations for
how a 911 caller should behave.

In Study 3, we extended our findings to a law enforcement
sample. Although police are more confident in their ability to judge
the veracity of suspects’ statements than are laypeople, they
demonstrate a predisposition to believe other people are lying
(Kassin et al., 2005; Meissner & Kassin, 2002). Anecdotal reports
reveal instances of police officers solving crimes by making quick
decisions from a gut feeling (Pinizzotto et al., 2004; Worrall, 2013)
and often citing an “inappropriate” level of emotion as an origin of
suspicion in many wrongful conviction cases (Heath, 2009; Leo &
Drizin, 2010). In fact, Leo and Drizin (2010) argued that police
confidence in the ability to serve as “human lie detectors” is one of
the main sources of original misclassification errors of a witness as a
suspect. It is possible that, because of their expertise and experience,
police might know that people express different levels and types of
behaviors (e.g., emotion or varying degrees of cognitive load), so
these behaviors might not violate their expectations or trigger
suspicion to the same degree as for naïve laypeople. It is also
possible, however, that, like laypeople, law enforcement officers
rely on stereotypes for their expectations and interpret behaviors that
violate their expectations as suspicious, especially when they are
under intense cognitive load to quickly solve serious crimes
(National Institute of Justice, 2019; Van Knippenberg et al., 1999).
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Method

Participants

Our final samples were as follows: 943 participants in Study 1
(47% female; 77% White, 10% Black, 6.5% Hispanic/Latinx, 5%
Asian, 1% other; Amazon’s Mechanical Turk), 624 participants in
Study 2 (45% female; 71.5% White, 15.4% Black, 6% Hispanic/
Latinx, 5% Asian, and 2% other; CloudResearch), and 298 law
enforcement officers in Study 3 (21% women; Mage = 40, SDage =
10; 75% White, 2.4% Black, 15% Hispanic/Latinx, 1% Asian, and
5% other; recruited through emails distributed via police department
newsletters in a large metropolitan area). We report full participant
details and information on exclusionary criteria, see Supplemental
Materials.

Materials

The institutional review board at Arizona State University
approved this research. Across all studies, participants listened to a
911 call, but the nature of the call varied between studies.
Study 1. In Study 1, participants listened to one of six real 911

audio calls we found on the internet in which the caller reported a
shooting to emergency services (13–21 s). We employed stimulus
sampling (Wells & Windschitl, 1999), such that three of the calls
were from female callers and three were from male callers.
Studies 2 and 3. Next, we aimed to replicate Study 1 but in a

more controlled design using simulated 911 calls. We created a
scripted dialog between a 911 operator and caller based on a set of
real 911 calls and replicated specific phrases (see Appendix A for
call script). We hired voice actors to perform a 911 call reporting a
shooting, allowing us to control the dialog, duration of the call,
details of the crime, operator’s responses, and make the caller’s guilt
relatively ambiguous—thereby better isolating the moderating role
of caller gender.
Fourteen professional voice actors (seven female, seven male)

performed the same 911 call script with the first actor’s recordings as
examples and we provided additional feedback as needed. We
created a single female operator recording to combine with the voice
actors’ recordings to hold the operator audio constant. We edited the
caller and operator recordings together and enhanced the authenticity
of the calls by adding a dial tone at the beginning and a telephone
noise filter. All audio recordings were between 73 and 101 s in length
due to natural variation in the different actors’ pacing.We pilot tested
these calls by asking participants from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk
(N = 332) to report open-ended initial impressions of the calls and
eliminated any calls recorded by actors that 25% or more of parti-
cipants spontaneously mentioned sounded fake. This resulted in a
final set of nine voice actors (five female, four male).
Given emotionality was a key focus of the original research, each

voice actor performed the same script three times, varying their
emotional intensity for each one. The effect of this manipulation is
reported in the other article (Salerno et al., 2025) and we collapse
across it here. This manipulation enabled the present analysis of how
important listeners’ perceptions of the five behavioral predictors—
including but not limited to emotionality—are for suspicion across
varying levels of emotionality.
Measures. The following measures were used in every study,

with exceptions noted. Full measures for each study are available in
Appendix B.

Attention and Manipulation Checks. After reading the in-
structions, but before listening to the 911 call, participants had to
correctly answer three multiple choice attention checks before
listening to the call. At the end of each study, participants also
indicated the caller’s gender as a manipulation check.

Open-Ended First Impressions. Immediately after listening to
the 911 call, participants answered an open-ended question about
their impression of the caller. Participants were asked, “Please tell us
about your first impressions of the caller. Please write a few sen-
tences describing your impression of the person and behaviors that
led you to that impression.”

Behavioral Predictors. Each of the five behavioral predictor
scales comprised five or six items with 5-point response scales
ranging from not at all to extremely. Note, we attempted an
additional scale for verbal fluency, but it suffered lower reliability
and participants noted interpretability issues in open-ended com-
ments, so we do not report it further here (see Supplemental
Materials). The urgency scale (Cronbach’s α: Study 1 = .88) as-
sessed the degree to which participants thought the caller made the
situation sound pressing or urgent on behalf of the victim (e.g.,
caller made the situation sound urgent, caller seemed concerned
about getting help for the victim). After reading open-ended
comments in Study 1, we realized it was important to split the
urgency scale into two new behavioral predictors: (a) Urgency for
the victim, assessing the degree to which participants felt urgent for
the injured person (e.g., caller seemed concerned about getting
help for the victim) with four items (Cronbach’s α: Study 2 = .82,
Study 3 = .87); and (b) urgency for the self, assessing the degree to
which participants felt urgent for themselves (e.g., caller seemed
concerned for their own safety) with four items in Study 2 and three
items in Study 3 (Cronbach’s α: Study 2 = .83, Study 3 = .89).

The emotionality scale (Cronbach’s α: Study 1 = .92, Study 2 =
.89, Study 3= .89) assessed the degree to which participants thought
the caller was emotional (e.g., caller was hysterical, caller kept their
composure [reverse scored], caller seemed very upset). The cog-
nitive load scale (Cronbach’s α: Study 1 = .87, Study 2 = .83, Study
3 = .86) assessed the degree to which participants thought the caller
seemed to be under mental load (e.g., caller seemed to have trouble
thinking clearly, caller had difficulty getting the right words out).
The impression management scale (Cronbach’s α: Study 1 = .74,
Study 2 = .74, Study 3 = .74) assessed the degree to which par-
ticipants thought the caller was trying to be polite or make a positive
impression to the dispatcher (e.g., caller was actively trying to make
a good impression on the dispatcher, caller was polite to the
dispatcher). The information management scale (Cronbach’s α:
Study 1 = .58, Study 2 = .71, Study 3 = .80) assessed the degree to
which participants thought the caller was hiding information or
managing what they shared with the dispatcher (e.g., caller freely
provided details about the incident [reverse scored], caller gave
vague and unclear responses). Although information management
had lower reliability compared with others in Study 1, we elected to
keep it based on participants’ clear interpretations of the concept in
the open-ended impression comments and the literature identifying
it as a key variable; fortunately, its reliability improved in subse-
quent studies.

Outcome Measures. Our primary dependent variable was a
five-item suspicion scale (Cronbach’s α: Study 1 = .90, Study 2 =
.91, Study 3 = .89). Participants rated how suspicious they thought
the caller was behaving on the following items: “How likely do you
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think it is that the caller is hiding something?” (7-point scale from
extremely unlikely to extremely likelywith neither unlikely nor likely
at the midpoint), “How suspicious was the caller acting?” (6-point
scale from not at all suspicious to extremely suspicious), “How
likely do you think it is that the caller played a role in the crime?”
(7-point scale from extremely unlikely to extremely likely with
neither unlikely nor likely at the midpoint), “How sincere do you
the caller is being?” (reverse scored; 6-point scale from extremely
insincere to extremely sincere), and “How normal do you think
the caller is acting?” (reverse scored; 6-point scale from extremely
strange to extremely normal). Higher scores indicate higher le-
vels of suspicion.
Our second dependent variable was a treat as suspect scale

(Spearman–Brown coefficient: Study 1 = .87, Study 2 = .88, Study
3 = .62). Participants reported their level of support for police to
investigate the caller on two items, on a 7-point scale from strongly
disagree to strongly agree. Items included, the police should use
their resources to investigate the caller’s involvement in the crime
further and the police should treat the caller as a suspect. Given our
results predicting the treat as suspect scale largely replicated our
results predicting suspicion, we do not report analysis of this
outcome in the main text but include full details and any exceptions
in Supplemental Materials.
Additionally, for Studies 2 and 3 we developed another outcome

scale directly assessing the degree to which participants thought that
the caller’s behavior violated their expectations. The violation of
expectations scale (Cronbach’s α: Study 2 = .83, Study 3 = .80) had
four items: I was genuinely surprised about how the caller acted, the
caller behaved about how I expected (reverse scored), the caller’s
behavior violated my expectations for what a 911 call would sound
like, and if I was in the same situation I think I would behave
similarly to the caller (reverse scored).

Procedure

Participants were randomly assigned to listen to one of six real
911 calls (Study 1) or one of the 27 versions of the voice actor calls
(Studies 2 and 3). We informed participants that the calls were short,
and they might not feel they had enough information, but their gut
impressions were informative. Participants were instructed to listen
to the call three times before moving on to the next page of the study
and were able to listen to it again if they chose to throughout the
study. Participants first answered an open-ended question about
their initial impressions of the caller and then completed scales for
the behavioral predictors assessing perceptions of the caller, the
suspicion scale, the treat as suspect scale, violations scale (Studies 2
and 3), the manipulation check, and demographic measures. Lay
participants were compensated $1.50 (Studies 1 and 2) and police
officers were compensated with a $25 Amazon gift card (Study 3)
for their participation.

Results

Open-Ended Coding of First Impressions

Independent raters (blinded to which call the participant heard)
coded the participants’ first impressions of the caller for spontaneous
mentions of each behavioral predictor (i.e., urgency, emotionality,
cognitive load, impression management, information management;

see codebook in Supplemental Materials). Following established
best practices for quantitative coding (Syed&Nelson, 2015; see also
Lombard et al., 2002), the four raters were first trained on a set of
158 comments from pilot data to reach at least 80% agreement.
Next, raters worked together on the first 50 comments from the
Study 1 actual data to ensure theymaintained agreement, after which
they coded the remaining impressions on their own. We repeated
this process for Studies 2 and 3: three of the four raters from Study 1
began on an additional “refresher” training set with 26 comments
(Study 2) and 45 comments (Study 3), to ensure they had retained at
least 80% reliability before individually coding the remaining
impressions in each study. We confirmed adequate reliability
through analyses that took into account chance agreement: across
studies, Fleiss’ κ ranged from moderate (.55) to almost perfect (.95)
agreement (see Supplemental Materials for full analyses).

Participants spontaneously cited emotionality the most fre-
quently, which included specifically noting the caller was ex-
pressing emotion or a lack of emotion. In fact, the majority of
participants mentioned emotionality (Study 1: 85%, Study 2:
79%, Study 3 [police]: 77%). After emotionality, participants’
mentions of other behavioral predictors dropped substantially,
with the next most common being urgency (Study 1: 31%, Study
2: 33%, Study 3 [police]: 20%), information management
(Study 1: 18%, Study 2: 22%, Study 3 [police]: 32%), cognitive
load (Study 1: 16%, Study 2: 22%, Study 3 [police]: 14%), and
impression management (Study 1: 3%, Study 2: 9%, Study 3
[police]: 14%; see Figure 1).

Of note, participants’ frequency of mentioning emotionality did
not depend on which 911 call they heard, which varied naturally in
emotion level (Study 1) or through stimulus sampling (Studies 2
and 3). Participants frequently cited emotionality, regardless of
whether they heard a call with lower or higher emotion, Study 1:
χ2(2, N = 880) = 1.78, p = .41; Study 2: χ2(2, N = 578) = 1.53,
p = .47; Study 3 [police]: χ2(2, N = 293) = 3.51, p = .17.

Across studies, we found some differences in the frequency of
participants’ spontaneous mentions of each behavior for male versus
female callers. However, we did not find consistent results across
our studies as a whole, so we recommend caution in interpreting
these differences (see Supplemental Materials for study-specific
findings).

Relationships Among Behavioral Predictors

All descriptive information on the behavioral predictors and
correlations among measures are reported in Supplemental Tables
S1–S3. Most behavioral predictors were significantly correlated
with each other across studies. Most correlations between behav-
ioral predictors were small-to-moderate in size indicating related,
but not redundant, constructs. Of note, the strongest relationship
was the positive relationship between urgency and emotionality
(Study 1: r = .73, p < .001; Study 2: r = .64, p < .001; Study 3: r =
.70, p < .001; see Supplemental Materials for detailed results).

Behavioral Predictors of Suspicion and Violations of
Expectations

We began by analyzing each study independently to identify
which behavioral predictors were associated with suspicion and
found highly consistent patterns, with minor deviations. Given the
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overall similarity of results across studies, we opted to present the
main findings via a mini meta-analysis that combines data across
all three studies, which provides a more concise and integrative
summary of effect sizes and conclusions. Next, we then provide a
brief summary of the individual study findings, noting the deviations
(see Table 1 and Figures 2–3 for main results and Supplemental
Materials for more detailed reporting of individual study results).

Mini Meta-Analysis

Although we found largely consistent relationships across
studies, there were minor exceptions. To take advantage of the

similar methodology and measures across Studies 1–3, and to
optimize statistical power, we conducted mini meta-analyses.
This allowed us to synthesize across studies and get the best
estimation of effect size for each behavioral predictor (Goh et al.,
2016). Using a fixed-effects approach, we estimated weighted
effect sizes based on each study’s sample size. Below we share the
meta-analytic results for our suspicion outcome variable (see
Supplemental Materials for meta-analytic results for violations of
expectations).

Behavioral Predictors’ Bivariate Relationships
With Suspicion

To estimate effect size, we used the bivariate correlation between
each behavioral predictor and suspicion. We transformed each
correlation to Fisher’s z for analysis but transformed back to Pearson
r values for interpretations (see Table 2). Using the Stouffer’s Z test,
we determined that five of the six behavioral predictors were sig-
nificantly correlated with suspicion, as indicated by meta-analytic
values. Across studies, emotionality (Mr = −.48, p < .001) had a
medium, negative correlation with suspicion. Measured in two
studies, urgency for others (Mr = −.61, p < .001) had a large,
negative correlation with suspicion, and urgency for the self (Mr =
−.07, p = .01) had a small, negative correlation. Across studies,
information management (Mr = .56, p < .001) and impression
management (Mr = .43, p < .001) exhibited large and medium
positive correlations with suspicion, respectively. Given the vari-
ability in the relation between cognitive load and suspicion across
studies (i.e., significant positive correlation in Study 1, no significant
relation in Study 2, and significant negative correlation in Study 3,
see Table 2), cognitive load did not have a significant meta-analytic
correlation with suspicion (Mr = .002, p = .19). Of note, cognitive
load was not meta-analytically correlated with suspicion but was a
unique meta-analytic predictor of suspicion when statistically ad-
justing for other behavioral predictors (described next).

Behavioral Predictors’ Unique Relations to Suspicion

Additionally, we conducted a mini meta-analysis of each
behavioral predictor’s unique relation to suspicion, controlling
for the other behavioral predictors. To estimate effect sizes, we
used the semipartial, or “part” correlation, from each study’s
model predicting suspicion, in which each behavioral predictor’s
part correlation represents its unique relation to suspicion, sta-
tistically adjusting for the other behavioral predictors in the model
(Nakagawa & Cuthill, 2007; van den Berg, n.d.). We transformed
each part correlation to Fisher’s z for analysis but transformed
back to Pearson r for interpretations (see Table 3).

Using the Stouffer’s Z test, we determined all six behavioral
predictors were significantly and uniquely related to suspicion, as
indicated by the meta-analytic values. Across studies, emotionality
had a small negative effect (Mr = −.06, p = .01). Measured in two
studies, urgency for others had a medium negative effect (Mr =
−.22, p < .001) and urgency for the self had a small negative effect
(Mr = −.12, p < .001). Across studies, information management
demonstrated the strongest unique effect with a medium positive
value (Mr = .24, p < .001), followed by a smaller unique positive
for cognitive load (Mr = .12, p < .001) and impression man-
agement (Mr = .04, p = .04).
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Figure 1
Percentage of First Impressions of 911 Callers That Spontaneously
Mentioned Each Behavior, Study 1 (A), Study 2 (B), and Study 3 (C)

Note. Spontaneous mentions of each behavioral predictor in participants’
first impressions of the 911 caller.
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Summary of Study-Specific Suspicion Findings

Although we encourage readers to rely on the meta-analytic
results, we summarize the study-specific findings here for trans-
parency. Across three studies, and consistent with the meta-analytic
findings, bivariate correlations (Supplemental Tables S1–S3) re-
vealed support for our hypotheses that emotionality and urgency for
the victim were negatively related to suspicion, while perceived
information management and impression management were posi-
tively related to suspicion. Urgency for the self and cognitive load
were more mixed: They were related to suspicion in some studies,
but not others. Hierarchical regressions (Table 1) that included all
behavioral predictors and caller gender revealed that urgency, emo-
tionality, and information management largely remained unique
predictors while controlling for other behaviors. One of the rare dif-
ferences across studies was that lay samples (Studies 1 and 2) had

similar suspicion toward male versus female callers, but police officers
(Study 3) were significantly less suspicious of female versus male
callers. Across studies, we did not find evidence that the relationship
between the behavioral predictors and suspicion depended on caller
gender (see Supplemental Materials for models with two-way inter-
action terms for each behavioral predictor and caller gender).

Summary of Study-Specific Violation of
Expectations Findings

In Studies 2 and 3, we largely replicated our results predicting
suspicion summarized above. Measured in two studies, bivariate
correlations (Supplemental Tables S1–S3) revealed support for our
hypotheses that emotionality and urgency for the victim were
negatively related to violation of expectations, while perceived
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Table 1
Regression Model Results (Step 1) for Behavioral Predictors Uniquely Predicting Suspicion and Violations of Expectations,
Studies 1–3

Behavioral predictor b SE df t p

Predicting suspicion
Study 1 model: R2 = .55, F(6, 934) = 187.01, p < .001
Urgency −0.62 0.04 934 −15.93 <.001
Emotionality −0.12 0.05 934 −2.68 .01
Cognitive load 0.39 0.04 934 10.44 <.001
Information management 0.41 0.06 934 7.55 <.001
Impression management 0.07 0.05 934 1.34 .18
Caller gender −0.10 0.06 934 −1.59 .11

Study 2 model: R2 = .54, F(7, 616) = 102.63, p < .001
Urgency for the victim −0.55 0.07 616 −8.39 <.001
Urgency for the self −0.21 0.05 616 −4.36 <.001
Emotionality −0.18 0.06 616 −3.13 .002
Cognitive load 0.03 0.05 616 0.60 .55
Information management 0.75 0.07 616 11.05 <.001
Impression management 0.10 0.08 616 1.27 .20
Caller gender −0.04 0.09 616 −0.47 .64

Study 3 model: R2 = .55, F(7, 290) = 50.53, p < .001
Urgency for the victim −0.32 0.06 290 −5.27 <.001
Urgency for the self −0.18 0.06 290 −2.85 .01
Emotionality −0.03 0.07 290 −0.48 .63
Cognitive load −0.06 0.06 290 −0.99 .33
Information management 0.51 0.06 290 8.55 <.001
Impression management 0.19 0.07 290 2.66 .01
Caller gender −0.33 0.09 290 −3.60 <.001

Predicting violations of expectations
Study 2 model: R2 = .60, F(7, 616) = 135.77, p < .001
Urgency for the victim −0.40 0.05 616 −7.61 <.001
Urgency for the self −0.13 0.04 616 −3.46 <.001
Emotionality −0.48 0.05 616 −10.44 <.001
Cognitive load 0.08 0.04 616 1.76 .08
Information management 0.47 0.05 616 8.63 <.001
Impression management −0.02 0.06 616 −0.28 .78
Caller gender −0.07 0.07 616 −1.07 .29

Study 3 model: R2 = .52, F(7, 290) = 46.55, p < .001
Urgency for the victim −0.32 0.06 290 −5.03 <.001
Urgency for the self −0.15 0.06 290 −2.37 .02
Emotionality −0.39 0.07 290 −5.61 <.001
Cognitive load 0.11 0.06 290 1.83 .07
Information management 0.33 0.06 290 5.30 <.001
Impression management −0.01 0.07 290 −0.10 .92
Caller gender −0.003 0.09 290 −0.03 .98

Note. SE = standard error.
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cognitive load, information management, and impression man-
agement were positively related to violation of expectations.
Urgency for the self was more mixed: It was related to violation of
expectations in Study 3 but not in Study 2. Hierarchical regres-
sions (Table 1) that included all behavioral predictors and caller
gender revealed that urgency (for the victim and the self),
emotionality, and information management remained unique

predictors while controlling for the other behaviors. Caller gender
did not play a significant role in violation of expectations in any of
the studies (see Supplemental Materials for models with two-way
interaction terms for each behavioral predictor and caller gender).

Studies 1–3 Discussion

Our combined results enable an overall conclusion spanning the
first three studies: across real and simulated 911 calls, urgency for
the victim, urgency for the self, and emotionality were significantly
and uniquely associated with less suspicion; while cognitive load,
information management, and impression management were
significantly and uniquely associated with greater suspicion.
Participants’ spontaneous first impressions of the caller revealed the
caller’s emotionality was very salient—77%–85% of participants
spontaneously noted the callers’ emotion or lack of emotion. We
found similar patterns for violation of expectations: Behaviors that
increased suspicion were those that violated expectations more (i.e.,
less emotion and urgency, and more impression management and
information management). Finally, laypeople and police officers
shared similar judgments for behaviors associated with suspicion
and violations of expectations, but officers appeared to find female
callers generally less suspicious than male callers—despite male and
female callers describing the same incident with the same script.

Study 4

Given that the majority of our results thus far were based on
reactions to different versions of one scripted, simulated call, we
conducted a conceptual replication to test whether our findings
generalized to a larger, more diverse set of real 911 calls. In a within-
subjects design, participants listened to eight real 911 calls and rated
each caller on the six behavioral predictors and reported how
suspicious they found the callers to be. We predicted replication:
urgency for the victim, urgency for the self, and emotionality would
be uniquely associated with less suspicion; cognitive load,
information management, and impression management would be
uniquely associated with more suspicion. We also tested whether
these relationships depended on gender.

Method

Participants

We recruited 250 participants from Connect CloudResearch.
Based on prior research recommending 20 ratings per stimulus
(Lloyd et al., 2018), we determined that, for our sample of 88 calls
(described below), if each participant rated eight calls, we would
need a minimum of 220 participants (i.e., 220 participants times
eight calls is 1,760 ratings; and 1,760 ratings divided by 88 calls is
20 ratings per call). All participants passed attention checks, leading
to a final sample of 250 participants (43.2% women, 53.2% men,
3.6% nonbinary, or other; Mage = 38.71, SDage = 10.94; 69.2%
White, 10.4% Black, 9.6% Hispanic/Latinx, 8% Asian, 2.8% other).

Materials

We used 88 calls reporting violent encounters that resulted in
bodily harm or death (41 female callers, 47 male callers) obtained
from two police departments in a large city (see Appendix C for
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Figure 2
Significant and Unique Behavioral Predictors of Suspicion Toward
911 Callers, Study 1 (A), Study 2 (B), and Study 3 (C)

Note. Significant behavioral predictors uniquely associated with suspicion,
over and above other predictors and gender. The shading around each line
represents the 95% confidence interval.
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details). We created eight bins of calls based on call duration, with
11 calls per bin, and randomly assigned participants to listen to one
call from each of the eight bins to balance the length of the study.
Call lengths ranged from 34 s to 9 min and 21 s (M = 3:31, SD =
1:54). Participants took 54 min on average to complete the study.

Measures

Attention and Honesty Checks. Participants listened to an
audio recording specifying a number and then had to accurately

report that number to continue with the study. At the end of the
study, participants answered an honesty check about whether they
responded to the best of their ability (without risk of losing
compensation).

Behavioral Predictors. Participants rated each behavioral
predictor for each call they heard. For time sake, participants
responded to a single item for each behavioral predictor rather
than the full scales used in Studies 1–3 (see Appendix B for full
list). The single item was chosen by determining the item closest
to the mean for each scale from Study 1, which also used real 911
calls. Participants rated each item on 5-point Likert scales from
not at all to extremely.

Outcome Measures. Participants indicated how suspicious
they perceived the caller to be and how much they thought police
should investigate the caller as a suspect on 6-point Likert scales
from not at all to extremely. Results for the “treat as a suspect” item
largely replicated suspicion results, so we report those results in
Supplemental Materials.

Procedure

After listening to each call, participants provided an open-ended,
one-sentence impression of the call they heard and then reported
their perceptions of the six behavioral predictors and outcome
measures. Participants were compensated $12.

Results

Relationships Among Behavioral Predictors

Descriptives and correlations are reported in Supplemental
Table S4. Like Studies 1–3, the strongest relationship was between
emotionality and urgency for the victim.

Behavioral Predictors’ Unique Relations to Suspicion

Because each of the 88 calls were rated by a subset of participants,
we analyzed the data via a multilevel model with behavioral pre-
dictor ratings nested within call. This model included the six
behavioral predictors (grand mean centered) as Level 1 variables
and the caller gender at Level 2. Random effects included participant
at Level 1 and call at Level 2. The model included the cross-level
interaction between each behavioral predictor and caller gender. We
fit this model with restricted maximum likelihood using the lme4
package in R (Bates et al., 2015). The t tests to assess fixed effects
were conducted using the lmerTest package (Kuznetsova et al.,
2017). The full summary of the final model can be found in Table 4.
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Figure 3
Significant and Unique Behavioral Predictors of Violation of
Expectations Toward 911 Callers, Study 2 (A) and Study 3 (B)

Note. Significant behavioral predictors uniquely associated with violation
of expectations, over and above other predictors and gender. The shading
around each line represents the 95% confidence interval.

Table 2
Correlations of Each Behavioral Predictors Relation to Suspicion in Studies 1–3

Behavioral predictor

Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 Combined

r p r p r p r p

Urgency for the victim −.62 <.001 −.56 <.001 −.61 <.001
Urgency for the self .03 .42 −.27 <.001 −.07 .01
Emotionality −.46 <.001 −.51 <.001 −.49 <.001 −.48 <.001
Cognitive load .10 .001 −.02 .61 −.27 <.001 .002 .19
Information management .51 <.001 .60 <.001 .60 <.001 .56 <.001
Impression management .38 <.001 .49 <.001 .46 <.001 .43 <.001
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Consistent with the meta-analytic results, two behavioral pre-
dictors uniquely predicted less suspicion: urgency for the victim, b=
−0.24, SE= 0.03, p< .001, and emotionality, b=−0.07, SE= 0.03,
p = .02, and three behavioral predictors uniquely predicted more
suspicion: cognitive load, b= 0.02, SE= 0.03, p< .001; information
management, b = 0.43, SE = 0.03, p < .001; and impression
management, b = 0.05, SE = 0.02, p = .04. Contrary to Studies 1–3,
urgency for the self (p = .70) was not a significant unique predictor
of suspicion. Consistent with the lay sample studies, gender (p =
.18) was also not a significant unique predictor.
Although there was only one significant cross-level interaction,

the addition of the Level 2 predictor and cross-level interactions
significantly improved model fit, χ2(1) = 14.38, p = .05, so they
were included in the final model. There was a significant interaction
between cognitive load and caller gender, b=−0.09, SE= 0.04, p =
.03. Simple slopes analysis revealed that cognitive load was a
significant predictor of suspicion for both genders, but this rela-
tionship was stronger for male callers, b = 0.21, SE = 0.03, p < .01,
than female callers, b = 0.12, SE = 0.03, p < .01. All other in-
teractions were not significant.

Discussion

We found the mini meta-analytic results from Studies 1–3
generalized to a larger, more diverse set of real 911 calls. The only
substantial deviation from previous studies was that in response to
the diverse set of calls, when participants perceived the caller to be
more urgent on behalf of themselves they were more suspicious;
while in previous studies urgency for the self was related to less
suspicion.

General Discussion

Police often form hunches that a witness is concealing something
based on unexpected behavior—hunches that can trigger cumulative
confirmation biases throughout the investigation and ultimately
wrongful convictions (Scherr et al., 2020). Across four studies, we
identified several theoretically relevant behaviors that might violate
expectations for what is considered “normal” and trigger suspicion
toward 911 callers among laypeople and law enforcement officers.
In three studies, we found that the caller’s level of emotion was
spontaneously mentioned the most (77%–85%). This effect was
consistent across stimuli (real and simulated 911 calls), samples
(laypeople, law enforcement officers) and regardless of whether the
caller was expressing low, moderate, or high emotion. This con-
sistent and robust finding suggests the importance and salience of
emotionality in 911 calls for both lay and law enforcement
samples—even without being primed to think about these concepts.
We also found several other behaviors that triggered suspicion,
described next.

Behavioral Predictors of Suspicion

When laypeople and police were directly asked to consider the
behaviors we expected might trigger suspicion, we found several
that were consistently related to suspicion. Across all studies,
samples, and types of calls, a mini meta-analysis (N = 1,856)
revealed that the degree to which participants perceived a 911 caller
to be (a) urgent (for the victim or themselves) and emotional were
correlated with less suspicion and (b) engaging in information
management and impression management were correlated with
more suspicion. We replicated these relationships when participants
judged a larger set of diverse 911 calls—the only exception being
that urgency for the self was no longer related to suspicion. The
mini meta-analytic results also identified these relationships in a
model that included all predictors simultaneously—meaning the
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Table 4
Multilevel Model Summary Predicting Suspicion, Study 4

Behavioral predictor b SE df t p

Intercept 1.83 0.08 105 24.45 <.001
Level 1 variables
Urgency for the victim −0.24 0.03 1,953 −9.52 <.001
Urgency for the self 0.01 0.03 1,852 0.39 .70
Emotionality −0.07 0.03 1,708 −2.33 .02
Cognitive load 0.21 0.03 1,724 7.28 <.001
Information management 0.43 0.03 1,951 16.12 <.001
Impression management 0.05 0.02 1,948 2.12 .04

Level 2 variable
Caller gender −0.14 0.10 81 −1.36 .18

Interaction terms
Urgency for Victim × Gender 0.05 0.04 1,870 1.30 .19
Urgency for Self × Gender −0.04 0.04 1,770 −0.94 .35
Emotionality × Gender 0.00 0.04 1,725 0.09 .93
Cognitive Load × Gender −0.09 0.04 1,825 −2.18 .03
Information × Gender −0.01 0.04 1,851 −0.31 .76
Impression × Gender −0.06 0.03 1,858 −1.75 .08

Random effect Variance SD

Participant (Level 1) 0.20 0.44
Call (Level 2) 0.19 0.44
Residual 0.73 0.85

Note. SE = standard error.

Table 3
Semipartial (“Part”) Correlations for Each Behavioral Predictor’s Unique Relation to Suspicion in Studies 1–3

Behavioral predictor

Study 1 Study 2 Study 3 Combined

r p r p r p r p

Urgency for the victim −.23 <.001 −.21 <.001 −.22 <.001
Urgency for the self −.12 <.001 −.11 .005 −.12 <.001
Emotionality −.06 .008 −.09 .002 −.02 .63 −.06 .01
Cognitive load .23 <.001 .02 .55 −.04 .33 .12 <.001
Information management .17 <.001 .30 <.001 .34 <.001 .24 <.001
Impression management .03 .18 .04 .20 .11 .008 .04 .04
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behavioral predictors are not redundant and each behavior is
uniquely related to suspicion.
Findings about how cognitive load was associated with suspicion

were less consistent. The mini meta-analysis revealed greater per-
ceived cognitive load was uniquely related to more suspicion, but
the bivariate correlation was not significant. Looking at the indi-
vidual studies, cognitive load was not significantly related to sus-
picion in two of four studies, however, both studies that used real
911 calls (Studies 1 and 4), found callers perceived to be under more
cognitive load were perceived as more suspicious.
Behaviors that were associated with suspicion for laypeople were

generally the same behaviors that triggered suspicion among police
officers, with one exception. In lay samples, callers perceived as
more emotional were less suspicious—a relationship that remained
even when controlling for other behavioral predictors. This was also
the case for law enforcement (i.e., emotion was correlated with
suspicion), but emotionality was not a unique predictor in our police
sample when controlling for other behavioral predictors. Officers
might be confounding emotionality and urgency for the victim—this
is consistent with the high correlations among urgency for the victim
and emotionality. Although future research should more system-
atically disentangle these two concepts, it is likely these two be-
haviors co-occur in real-world 911 calls.
Law enforcement officers were more suspicious of male, compared

with female, callers—a pattern not found in the samples with lay
individuals. This gender bias manifested in the simulated calls,
meaning police officers thought male callers were more suspicious
than female callers despite all callers describing the same situation
with the same exact words. This finding is somewhat consistent with
findings in the lie detection literature, suggesting womenmay be seen
as “easier to read” (e.g., Lloyd et al., 2018). However, we did not find
any consistent effects that caller gender affected which behaviors
triggered suspicion in either sample. Thus, the same behaviors appear
to be similarly suspicious for male and female callers.

Violation of Expectations

In two studies, we directly measured how 911 callers’ behaviors
violated listeners’ expectations and found the pattern of results
largely mirrored what behaviors predicted suspicion. When lay-
people (Study 2) and law enforcement officers (Study 3) perceived
callers to be more urgent for the victim or more emotional, they
reported their expectations were less violated—suggesting they
expected callers to be emotional and urgent. When laypeople and
officers perceived callers to be engaging in more information
management, they reported their expectations were more violated—
suggesting they expected callers would not manage the flow of
information. These relationships again replicated with all behaviors
included in the model, suggesting these behaviors are not redundant,
but uniquely explain violation of expectations while controlling for
other behaviors. Although our correlational design does not allow
for causal conclusions, the data suggest behaviors that violate ex-
pectations might also trigger suspicion.

Are Expectations for Behaviors on a 911 Call
Warranted?

An important consideration is whether the behavioral predictors
that we found were associated with suspicion should be associated

with suspicion. Our findings suggest people have expectations for
how 911 callers should behave, yet it may be unrealistic to have
these behavioral expectations, as there is no “one size fits all” for
responses to traumatic events (see Salerno, 2021). Individuals who
witness acts of violence against another person often experience just
as much trauma as victims themselves (Substance Abuse andMental
Health Services Administration, 2014). Moreover, witnesses who
call 911 are expected to effectively communicate details while
behaving in ways consistent with listeners’ expectations. Yet, like
victims, witnesses experience a wide range of emotional reactions,
both negative and positive (Matsumoto & Hwang, 2014). Some
individuals’ initial reactions to trauma are characterized by intense
emotions (e.g., anxiety, agitation, anger) that manifest in various
physical (e.g., shaking, rapid breathing) and behavioral (e.g., startled
reaction, restlessness) ways, while other individuals initially react to
traumawith numbness, dissociation, andwithdrawal (SubstanceAbuse
and Mental Health Services Administration, 2014; U.S. Department
of Veterans Affairs, 2022).

Thus, a witness’s immediate reaction is complicated and impacted
by an array of sociocultural factors: including personal history with
trauma, experience with emotional expression in their family and
community, relationship to the victim, physical proximity to the
event, and national culture (Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration, 2014; Matsumoto & Hwang, 2014). These
expectations become even more problematic when applied to those
who are neurodivergent. For example,many are fighting to save Robert
Roberson from execution based on now-debunked “shaken baby
evidence.” He was originally targeted because nurses and detectives
thought he was not emotional enough—failing to recognize that he is
autistic and does not express emotion in expected ways. We believe
that no responses to traumatic events should be considered more
natural or genuine than others.

Just as there is no “one size fits all” for “appropriate” emotional
reactions to trauma, expectations for other behaviors in 911 calls (i.e.,
urgency, cognitive load, information management, and impression
management) might also be based on unrealistic expectations that
not everyone is able to follow. Finding these behaviors suspicious is
likely based on assuming intentionality (i.e., the caller is trying to
conceal their involvement) when, in reality, variation in these be-
haviors might indicate inability (i.e., the caller is not able to provide
information due to trauma putting them under cognitive load). This
is consistent with findings from trauma-informed investigative in-
terviewing (e.g., Fisher & Geiselman, 1992), which demonstrate
that trauma-exposed individuals often struggle to provide coherent,
chronological accounts. In other words, someone who does not
provide a clear narrative of what happened in a 911 call might do
so because they cannot due to trauma, or because they choose not
to in order to hide or obscure information. This is a common
problem noted in lie detection literature: Although humans can
detect these behaviors (e.g., emotion, information management),
they cannot reliably determine the cause of the behaviors (e.g.,
whether intentional or resulting from trauma). Despite the many
reasons a person might exhibit these behaviors, police still erro-
neously rely on these behaviors as indicators of guilt or innocence.

Real-World Implications

Calling 911 is typically a well-intentioned act of citizenry, yet our
findings show that these calls can trigger suspicion. Violations of
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socially constructed—but not scientifically supported—expectations
can lead listeners to infer that the caller may be involved in the crime
they report, opening them up to scrutiny and investigation. As noted
earlier, several tragic cases have come to light in which innocent 911
callers were treated with suspicion based on their behavior during
the call, resulting in arrest, prosecution, wrongful conviction, and
incarceration.
Training on 911 call analysis, developed by a retired police

deputy, has grown in popularity despite a lack of empirical support
(B. Murphy, 2022). The course and instructor claim to teach police
and prosecutors how to determine whether a caller is the perpetrator
based on behavioral cues. Although the cues that are supposed to
signal guilt have failed to replicate in controlled experiments
(Burns & Moffitt, 2014; Markey et al., 2022; Miller et al., 2021),
police officers are still taking this training, and using their in-
terpretations of these behaviors as evidence of a caller’s inno-
cence or guilt. A very recent example is the case of Jessica Logan,
in which Jessica slept through her alarm meant to prompt her to
give her sick child his medicine, only to find her infant son had
stopped breathing. She called 911 and the detective used her call
as proof that she had something to do with her son’s death, citing
multiple indicators of supposed guilt on the checklist (B. Murphy,
2022). However, Markey et al. (2025) investigated the validity
of Harpster and Adams (2017) Considering Offender Probability
Statements checklist and found it failed to differentiate between
deceptive “false allegation” and truthful “true report” callers.
Despite its growing popularity in real world cases, a growing body
of research raises serious questions about the so-called 911 lin-
guistic analysis.
Investigators’ hunches about suspicious demeanor risk setting off

guilt-presumptive chain reactions. By identifying specific behaviors
linked to suspicion (e.g., urgency, emotionality, information man-
agement), this article provided a foundation for testing the veracity of
these intuitions. It is important to investigate these intuitions, because
as other scholars have pointed out,

Police need to learn that the scientific research literature does not
support their belief in their superior human lie detection abilities; they
cannot reliably intuit whether a suspect is innocent or guilty on the basis
of their perceptions of his or her demeanor … and nonverbal behavior.
(Leo & Drizin, 2010, p. 26)

Limitations

This research has several limitations. We relied on both real and
simulated 911 calls, each with tradeoffs: real calls provide eco-
logical validity but less control, while simulated calls allow for
tighter control but may lack realism. Encouragingly, results con-
verged across both approaches. Additionally, Study 4’s statistical
models (using 88 real calls) accounted for random effects including
participant and call, enabling us to conceptually generalize to the
larger universe of unsampled calls (Judd et al., 2012). Still, our
findings are correlational, so we cannot draw causal inferences
regarding how specific behavioral predictors directly lead to sus-
picion. We believe these findings are an important step and future
research could manipulate behavioral predictors to investigate
potential causal effects. Specifically with emotionality, we dem-
onstrated the causal effect of 911 caller emotion in another article
related to the present studies, and found that failing to express
expected levels of emotion caused increased suspicion via moral

inferences about the caller (Salerno et al., 2025). Doing so with the
other behaviors is important.

It is also worth noting that not all behavioral predictors were
unique once entered into the same model, reflecting potential
overlap in how observers perceive emotion, urgency, and cognitive
load. While our mini meta-analytic results suggest all behavioral
predictors uniquely predicted suspicion, we encourage future
research to explore potential interactions among behaviors (e.g.,
whether urgency exacerbates the effects of cognitive load on sus-
picion). Finding significant correlates but not unique prediction
might suggest some behaviors are indicators of an underlying
mental state—for example, increased cognitive load might be
perceived as a result of emotionality, or emotionality might be
perceived as an expression of urgency, or vice versa. While our
focus was on examining the unique contributions of each behavior,
controlling for shared variance, we hope future research will explore
possible interactions between and among behaviors and use
experimental manipulations to tease apart constructs and inves-
tigate the psychological processes more clearly.

Conclusion

Across four studies, we identified behaviors on 911 calls that
relate to suspicion. For lay and law enforcement samples, with real
and simulated 911 calls, callers (regardless of gender) were seen as
less suspicious when they expressed greater urgency or were more
emotional; callers were seen as more suspicious when they were
perceived to be managing information or impressions of them. Our
findings suggest that Good Samaritans who call 911 to help others
might be targeted for suspicion if their perceived behavior violates
potentially misguided expectations for what constitutes “normal” or
expected behavior during a traumatic event.
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Appendix A

Controlled Script for 911 Call Used in Studies 2 and 3

Note. Call script between caller and 911 operator. Participants heard either “he” or “she” pronouns
representing the female or male caller discussing their husband or wife, respectively. Some par-
ticipants heard a male caller reporting his wife had been shot, while others heard a female caller
reporting her husband had been shot.

(Appendices continue)
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Appendix B

Study Measures

Open-Ended Short Answer (Studies 1–3)

Please tell us about your first impressions of the caller. Please
write a few sentences describing your impression of the person and
behaviors that led you to that impression.

Behavioral Predictors

Studies 1–3

The following scales included items with 5-point response scales
ranging from not at all to extremely

Perceived Urgency Scale (Study 1)

1. Caller made the situation sound urgent.

2. Caller seemed concerned about getting help for the victim.

3. Caller seemed worried about the victim.

4. Caller pled for help for the victim.

5. Caller did not seem that troubled by what was happening
(reverse scored).

Perceived Urgency for the Victim Scale (Studies 2 and 3)

1. Caller seemed concerned about getting help for the victim.

2. Caller did not seem all that worried about the victim
(reverse scored).

3. Caller pled for help for the victim.

4. Caller seemed panicked for their spouse.

Perceived Urgency for the Self (Studies 2 and 3)

1. Caller seemed concerned for their own safety.

2. Caller was scared for their own life.

3. Caller seemed afraid of getting hurt.

4. Caller did not seem worried for their own safety (reverse
scored).

Perceived Emotionality Scale (Studies 1–3)

1. Caller was hysterical.

2. Caller kept their composure (reverse scored).

3. Caller remained calm (reverse scored).

4. Caller seemed very upset.

5. Caller seemed emotionally rattled.

Perceived Cognitive Load Scale (Studies 1–3)

1. Caller seemed to have trouble thinking clearly.

2. Caller had difficulty getting the right words out.

3. Caller did not seem to understand what the dispatcher was
saying.

4. Caller seemed distracted.

5. Caller did not seem to be listening to what the dispatcher
was saying.

Information Management Scale (Studies 1–3)

1. Caller was actively trying to make a good impression on
the dispatcher.

2. Caller was polite to the dispatcher.

3. Caller did not seem to have much control over their
behavior (reverse scored).

4. Caller seemed concerned what the dispatcher might think
of him or her.

5. Caller was trying to act normal and caller was trying to be
likable.

Information Management Scale (Studies 1–3)

1. Caller freely provided details about the incident (reverse
scored).

2. Caller gave vague and unclear responses.

3. Caller gave superficial rather than in-depth responses.

4. Caller was skillful in managing the conversation.

5. Caller was making a lot of effort to control the information
they were giving the dispatcher.

6. Caller seemed to be concerned about how much detailed
information they should provide.

Suspicion Scale (Studies 1–3)

1. How suspicious is the caller acting? (Not suspicious at
all, a little suspicious, somewhat suspicious, moderately
suspicious, really suspicious, extremely suspicious)

2. How sincere do you think the caller is being? (Reverse
scored; extremely insincere, moderately insincere, somewhat
insincere, somewhat sincere, moderately sincere, extremely
sincere)

3. How normal do you think the caller is acting? (Reverse
scored; extremely strange, moderately strange, somewhat
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strange, somewhat normal, moderately normal, extremely
normal)

4. How likely do you think it is that the caller is hiding
something? (Extremely unlikely, moderately unlikely, some-
what unlikely, neither unlikely nor likely, somewhat likely,
moderately likely, extremely likely)

5. How likely do you think it is that the caller played a role
in the crime? (Extremely unlikely, moderately unlikely,
somewhat unlikely, neither unlikely nor likely, somewhat
likely, moderately likely, extremely likely)

Manipulation/Attention Checks

Gender (Studies 1–3)

1. What was the gender of the caller? (Male, female, unsure)

Relationship (Study 1)

1. At the beginning of the survey you were told the
relationship between the caller and the victim. Which
relationship were you told? (Parents, brother, coworker,
neighbor, the victim was someone the caller did not
know, I was not given this information)

Relationship (Studies 2 and 3)

1. At the beginning of the survey you were told the
relationship between the caller and the victim. Which
relationship were you told? (Parent, sibling, coworker,
spouse, the victim was someone the caller did not know, I
was not given this information)

Treat as a Suspect Scale (Studies 1–3)

• For each statement below, participants chose between:
Strongly disagree, disagree, somewhat disagree, neither
agree nor disagree, somewhat agree, agree, strongly agree

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following
statements.

1. The police should use their resources to investigate the
caller’s involvement in the crime further.

2. The police should treat the caller as a suspect.

Violation of Expectations Scale (Studies 1–3;
Items Presented in a Randomized Order)

• For each statement below, participants chose between:
strongly disagree, disagree, somewhat disagree, neither
agree nor disagree, somewhat agree, agree, strongly agree

1. I was genuinely surprised about how the caller acted.

2. The caller behaved about how I expected (reverse scored).

3. The caller’s behavior violated my expectations for what a
911 call would sound like.

4. If I was in the same situation I think I would behave
similarly to the caller (reverse scored).

Study 4 Measures

Suspicion

Do you think the caller was acting suspicious?
Responded on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 6 (extremely)

Treat as a Suspect

Do you think the police should use their resources to investigate
the caller’s involvement in the crime further?

Responded on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 6 (extremely)

Behavioral Predictors

Because this was a within-subjects design they had to be con-
verted into single-items.

Emotionality

Caller seemed very upset.
Responded with not at all, a little, somewhat, moderately,

extremely

Urgency for the Victim

Caller seemed concerned about getting help for the victim.
Responded with not at all, a little, somewhat, moderately,

extremely

Urgency for the Self

Caller seemed concerned for their own safety.
Responded with not at all, a little, somewhat, moderately,

extremely

Cognitive Load

Caller seemed to have trouble thinking clearly.
Responded with not at all, a little, somewhat, moderately,

extremely

Impression Management

Caller was trying to act normal.
Responded with not at all, a little, somewhat, moderately,

extremely

Information Management

Caller was trying to control the information they were giving the
dispatcher.

Responded with not at all, a little, somewhat, moderately,
extremely
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Appendix C

Study 4 Call Details

Call no. Reason for call Length of call Caller gender

1 Caller reported a man bleeding in the street 6:03 Male
2 Adolescent caller reported a suicide in a neighbor’s home 4:26 Male
3 Caller heard gunshots with at least one victim 3:48 Female
4 Caller heard gunshots and sees people on the ground 3:32 Female
5 Security officer reported the alleged assault of an unconscious man in bathroom 1:45 Male
6 Caller reported that his friend has been shot and provided descriptions of the

assailants
3:25 Female

7 Store employee called 911 on behalf of a man who claimed his friend was shot
outside the store

4:59 Female

8 Caller reported that a man has been stabbed outside of his apartment and someone
is banging on his door

5:03 Male

9 Father reported that his 11-year-old child deliberately shot himself in the head 6:09 Male
10 Caller heard a drive-by shooting on a nearby street 2:03 Female
11 Caller reported an alleged shooting of a bleeding man outside of his place of

employment
2:42 Male

12 Caller reported an alleged shooting outside her home involving her son, though
she is not sure who was shot

3:36 Female

13 Caller reported a shooting of a man who is not breathing and describes the
assailant

1:54 Female

14 Caller reported a shooting outside of a store, reporting that both the victim and
assailant fled the scene

1:32 Male

15 Caller reported that he heard five gunshots outside of a store 2:08 Male
16 Security officer reported hearing gunshots outside of a store 1:21 Male
17 Caller reported that her mother was dead in her ex-boyfriend’s home 5:18 Female
18 Caller reported that her daughter’s boyfriend stole her car and threatened to kill

the caller
3:37 Female

19 Caller reported that a women who appears to have been assaulted jumped out of a
vehicle that then fled

2:04 Male

20 Caller reported a drive-by shooting and described the vehicle 1:24 Male
21 Caller reported that a man was shot outside of her place of business 2:13 Female
22 Caller reported that a young man, and potentially two others, has been shot but

abruptly ends the call
0:48 Male

23 Caller reported that a woman has been shot and can see people running from the
scene

2:46 Female

24 Caller reported that three victims have been shot and described the injuries 4:42 Female
25 Caller reported that several people have been shot in a hotel stairwell and can hear

screaming
1:58 Male

26 Witness called 911 again after a shooting to report that he now sees a vehicle
fleeing the scene

1:04 Male

27 Caller reported that a woman is dead and police are on the scene but the victim
needs an ambulance

2:01 Female

28 Caller reported that a man was shot at a motel 1:02 Female
29 Caller reported that a man was shot and killed, describing details of a driver and

his vehicle who fled the scene
2:18 Male

30 Caller reported that people are dying and urgently requested an ambulance in
addition to police officers

0:41 Female

31 Silent witness reported that she knew who has the gun that was used in a shooting
the prior week

4:38 Female

32 Two individuals reported a fight that developed into a shooting at a hotel and that
people are running

7:06 Male

33 Caller reported that four victims have been shot 3:32 Female
34 Caller reported hearing shots and screaming, adding that another witness saw that

someone on the ground
2:31 Male

35 Employee reported a hearing shooting outside of a store, describing the victim and
the car that fled the scene

5:24 Female

36 Caller reported a shooting and urges the dispatcher to send help 2:45 Male
37 Caller reported that her parents heard shots fired and found a victim bleeding in

an alley
8:48 Female

38 Caller reported a man bleeding in an alley who appears to have been shot in the
head

6:47 Female

39 Caller reported a home invasion and that her roommate and an intruder were shot 7:45 Male
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Appendix C (continued)

Call no. Reason for call Length of call Caller gender

40 Caller heard a gunshot and watched victim fall to the ground 5:55 Male
41 Caller reported a potential kidnapping after witnessing a struggle between a driver

and bleeding passenger
5:11 Male

42 Caller reported finding a deceased victim near her place of employment 3:04 Female
43 Caller reported coming home to discover his family had been shot 1:01 Male
44 Caller reported shots fired and a man laying on floor 2:53 Female
45 Caller reported that a construction worker fell from a large height and is badly

injured
1:47 Male

46 Caller reported that a construction worker fell from a large height and is badly
injured

0:35 Male

47 Security guard reported that a man was brought into the hospital who was found
at a construction site and may have overdosed

2:05 Male

48 Caller heard gunshots in parking lot 3:03 Female
49 Caller reported that, while on the phone with her friend, she heard gunshots and

her friend screaming
1:08 Female

50 Caller witnessed a shooting and reported one man down and bleeding 3:48 Male
51 Security officer reported that a customer was shot in a store 3:01 Female
52 Caller heard gunshots and people yelling for help 3:30 Female
53 Caller reported that someone has been shot in a neighborhood 4:20 Female
54 Caller reported that a man was shot in the head outside of his store and appears to

be deceased
5:06 Male

55 Caller reported that a man came to her door and informed her that there is a
deceased victim in the street

6:28 Female

56 Caller reported that a theft victim hit the assailant with her vehicle in a park near
the caller’s home, leaving the assailant severely injured

6:47 Female

57 Employee reported gunshots at a gas station and believed that a victim was shot in
a car

3:16 Male

58 Caller reported that their friend was shot and the suspects fled the scene 4:51 Male
59 Employee heard gunshots and reported that a victim who was shot entered his

store
4:10 Male

60 Callers reported gunshots at their apartment complex with at least one known
victim

1:50 Male

61 Caller reported that a victim was shot in the mouth outside of her apartment
complex

1:20 Male

62 Caller reported that his cousin was shot 1:19 Male
63 Caller reported that someone was shot but does not provide details regarding the

incident
1:07 Male

64 Caller reported that a victim was shot and killed at a house party 2:17 Female
65 Caller reported that a victim was shot in her apartment complex 1:59 Female
66 Caller reported hearing gunshots in her apartment complex, noting that there is a

drug dealer living in a building in the direction of the shots
2:13 Female

67 Caller reported she heard shots right outside her building and she is hiding in
closet

2:29 Female

68 Caller reported hearing shots and screaming outside her building, and a second
witness saw someone took the weapon from the scene

3:30 Female

69 Caller reported several shots outside her apartment with a victim on the ground 2:19 Female
70 Caller reported hearing shots fired outside his apartment 2:23 Male
71 Caller reported an alleged suicide, according to a suicide note at the scene 5:05 Female
72 Caller reported a stabbing, and the assailant fled on a bicycle 3:35 Male
73 Caller reported finding a victim of an alleged stabbing 1:53 Male
74 Caller reported that he found a deceased victim who appears to have been stabbed

in a mobile home
3:14 Male

75 Caller found a young male appears to have been shot in the neck and is struggling
to breathe

3:33 Male

76 Caller reported that a bleeding victim has been shot and is claiming that someone
is trying to kill him

4:40 Male

77 Caller reported an armed robbery and shooting 2:08 Male
78 Caller reported that a man on the street is not moving and who looks beat up 3:02 Male
79 Caller reported that a victim was shot in the head and killed in a yard 7:23 Male
80 Caller reported two people lying in the road, both with apparent gunshot wounds

to the head
4:01 Male

81 Caller stated a young boy came to her house, claiming his father shot his mother
and brother.

8:14 Female

82 Caller reported that a man in his condominium has assaulted two people, noting
that they already have a restraining order against the assailant

4:25 Female

83 Employee reported that two people have been shot at a club 4:02 Male
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Appendix C (continued)

Call no. Reason for call Length of call Caller gender

84 Caller reported that an unconscious victim is bleeding profusely 2:22 Male
85 Caller reported following a trail of blood that led to a deceased individual located

outside their residence
6:19 Female

86 Caller reported that a victim was shot in the head in her front yard 5:23 Female
87 Caller reported discovering a deceased man in a park, with indications of either a

gunshot wound to the head or severe physical assault
5:19 Male

88 Caller reported a shooting at a church involving the injury of a child 5:43 Female

Note. The reason for the call reflects the information based on only the 911 call, rather than information that emerged later in the investigation.
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