s 111 ORIGINAL RESEARCH / OZGUN ARASTIRMA I £ 7.}

&

DOI: 10.17986/blm.1607
Adli Tip Bilteni 2023;28(1):6-14

Gudjonsson Suggestibility Scale-2 Turkish Reliability and
Validity Study

Gudjonsson Yonlendirilebilirlik Olcegi-2'nin Tirkce Gegerlilik ve Givenirlilik Calismasi

© Ezgi lldinm Ozcanl, ® Neylan Ziyalar2

1istinye University Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences, Department of Psychology, istanbul, Turkey
2jstanbul University-Cerrahpasa, Institute of Forensic Medicine and Forensic Sciences, Department of Social Sciences, istanbul, Turkey

ABSTRACT

Objective: This paper aims to adapt Gudjonsson suggestibility scale-2 (GSS-2) which is an objective measurement for measuring individuals
susceptibility to interrogative suggestibility into Turkish.

Methods: GSS-2 scale translated into Turkish and then backtranslated. Then form is applied to 175 participant whose age ranged from 19 to 36.
GSS-2 applied to participants by the researchers. In GSS-2 a story regarding to bicycle accident read to the participants. GSS-2 include immediate
recall and delayed recall which is after 45 minutes and formal questioning part which include suggestible questions and negative feedback
part. Participants answer the questions about the story they heard during the study. Participants also filled the dissociative experiences scale,
submissive act scale, and cognitive failure questionnaire for construct validity. Statistical analysis were performed using SPSS 21 and Lisrel 8.80.

Results: Results of the descriptive analysis showed that the mean score for accurate information recalled and confabulation after immediate
recall is 14.99 and 3.23 respectively. For the delay recalled mean score for the accurate information is found 14.42 and 4.03 for confabulation
after delayed recalled. For suggestibility scores mean scores are found to be 5.25 for yield 1 score; 6.66 for yield 2 score; 4.1 for shift score and
the mean score for the total suggestibility is 9.35. The cronbach alpha values of the subscales of the scale were calculated 0.713 for yield 1,
0.812 for yield 2, 0.600 for shift score. Confirmatory factor analysis failed that yield 1 factor found to be unidimensional in accordance with
the original, however, shift factor did not show unidimensional properties, that some questions did not fit the factor structure.. There was no
significant relationship between GSS-2 scores and the other scales determined for construct validity.

Conclusion: The results are discussed in comparison with GSS-2 adaptations in different languages. The study results suggest that culture and
language factors may be effective in witness memory and suggestibility. There is need for further studies regarding to Turkish form of GSS-2.
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Amag: Bu calismanin amaci bireylerin sorgu sirasinda karsilasabilecekleri yonlendirici sorulara ve sosyal yonlendirmelere karsi yatkinhklarini
olcmek amaciyla objektif bir olciim araci olarak gelistirilen Gudjonsson yonlendirilebilirlik 6lcegi-2’'nin (GSS-2) Tiirkce'ye uyarlanmasini
gerceklestirmektir.

Adli Tip Biilteni 2023;28(1):6-14

Yontem: GSS-2 6lcegi orijinal dili olan ingilizce’den Tiirkce’ye cevrilmis, daha sonra geri ceviri ile Tiirkce'den ingilizce’ye cevrilmistir. Olcek
19-36 yas araliginda 175 kisiye uygulanmistir. Bir bisiklet kazasina iliskin oyktyt dinleyen katilimcilar dinledikten hemen sonra ve 45 dakika
sonra hatirladiklari bilgilere iliskin serbest anlatimda bulunmuslardir. Daha sonra yonlendirici sorularin ve olumsuz geri bildirimde bulunulan
kisimdaki kapali uclu sorulari yanitlamislardir. Ayni zaman yapi gecerliliginin test edilebilmesi icin dissosiyatif yasantilar 6lcegi, boyun egici
davranis 6lgegi ve bilissel hata 6lcegini katilimalarin 6z bildirimine dayali bir bigimde doldurulmustur. istatistiksel analizler SPSS 21 ve Lisrel
8.80 ile gerceklestirilmistir.

Bulgular: Betimsel analiz sonucu, hemen geri ¢cagrilmadaki dogru bilgi ve konfabulasyonun ortalamasini sirayla 14,99 ve 3,23 olarak bulmustur.
Gecikmeli hatirlama icin dogru bilgi 14,42 ve konfabiilasyon 4,03 olarak tespit edilmistir. Yonlendirmeye iliskin puanlarda kabul 1 (yield 1) icin
ortalama 5,25; kabul 2 (yield 2) icin ortalama 6,66; degisim (Shift) puanlamasi icin ortalama 4,1 ve toplam yoélendirilebilirlik icin ortalama
9,35 olarak bulunmustur. Olgegin alt boyutlarinin cronbach alfa degerleri yield 1, yield 2 ve shift icin sirasiyla 0,713, 0,812, 0,600 olarak
hesaplanmistir. Dogrulayici faktor analizi, kabul 1 faktortntn orijinal olcekle uyumlu olarak tek boyutlu oldugu, ancak degisim faktortintn
tek boyutlu 6zellikler gostermedigi, bazi sorularin faktor yapisina uymadigi sonucuna varmistir. GSS-2 puanlari ile yapi gecerligi icin belirlenen
olcekler arasinda anlaml bir iliski bulunmamistir.

Sonug: Bulgular farkli dillerdeki adaptasyon calismalarindan elde edilen veriler isiginda karsilastiriimistir. Olgek ile ilgili edinilen bulgular dil ve

klttir farkhliginin 6nemli oldugu gostermektedir. Olcegin kullanimi i¢in norm ¢alismalarina ihtiyag vardir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Tanik ifadesi, tanik hafizasi, yonlendirilebilirlik, Gudjonsson yonlendirilebilirlik olcegi

INTRODUCTION

The reliability of eyewitnesses in the justice system is one of
the issues that has been discussed and studied for many years.
Research on the fallibility of memory began in the 1800s, yet
until 1970s, finding of the psychology studies on eyewitness
reliability is not used in the field of law (1). Starting from the
1970’s studies have shown that memory is fallible and that
witnesses memory can be affected from various factors such
as age, suggestible questions (2-5). Today, “Innocence Project”
started in the USA showed that many innocent people convicted
because of the fallible memories of the witnesses or because of
the false statements given due to social pressure (6).

Studies showed that there are various factors affecting the
reliability of the eyewitness memory. The factors affecting the
testimony of eyewitnesses were divided into two as predictive
variable and system variables by Wells and Olson (7). Predictive
variables are the factors that cannot be controlled within the
justice system, but their effects can be predicted like age of the
witness (7). On the other hand, system variables are the variables
that can be controlled by the justice sytem like time interval
between the crime and investigative interview, questions asked
in the investigative interview (7). Both predictive and estimator
variables effect the reliability of the witness testimony (7-9).
Research on eyewitness memory today still try to determine the
factors effecting the accuracy of the testimony. Study conducted
by the Loftus (2) is a milestone in the false memory studies that
found out the falsebility of the memory. Study revealed that the
answers of the participants are effected by the wording of the
question. Loftus argued that new information obtained through

the questions cause change in the original memory. On the
other hand, after the Loftus study McCloskey and Zaragoza (3)
conducted another study on memory and concluded that old
memory and new memory exist simultaneously in the memory.
Researchers stated that people’s are effected by suggestions
because they assume that the information in the question was
correct. In line with the McCloskey and Zaragoza (3), another
explanation for false memory is the source monitoring theory
which is also stated that the old and new memories are found
together. Memory errors are caused by mistaken source of the
memory (10).

Today, studies on the eyewitness testimony also emphasize
the social factors. Research has found that most people tend
to comply with everything the interviewer said because of
the social pressure caused by the interviewer (11,12). The
mechanism underlying memory errors is still being discussed
and tried to be resolved by researchers today (13).

One of the factor that the researchers focus on is the questions
asked in the investigative interview. It has been found that
the questions asked during the investigative interview
effect the accuracy, content and amount of information of
the statement (14,15). Although the mechanisms of false
memories are still not fully understood, researchers have
demonstrated that suggestible questions distort the content
of memories in memory (2,16). For this reason, Gudjonsson
designed the Gudjonsson suggestibility scale (GSS) which is an
objective psychometric scale to measure people openness to
suggestibility. This scale aims to measure effect of negative
feedback and misleading questions on testimony (17).
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GSS focuses on cognitive and social factors of the suggestibility
that the scale has two factors which are yield and shift (17).
Gudjonsson and Clark (18) model of interrogative suggestibility
suggest that accuracy of the testimony based on several social
and cognitive aspects. The model is also known as social
psychological model of interrogation as it take into account
both cognitive and social factor. The model focus on two
different source of the suggestibility that are suggestibility
through the questions and suggestibility through the feedback
by the interviewer (18). GSS is developed based on this model to
measure suggestibility. Different scores give information related
to measurement of different aspects of the suggestibility. One
of these aspects is based on the score calculated through
answers given to the misleading questions. These questions
contain leading information and aimed to mislead the
participants about the event. Studies have found that the
wording of the questions effect the answers of the interviewee
(2,19-23). The second factor is how much people are effected
by social pressure (11,12,23). Interviewer verbal and non-verbal
feedback effect the answers of the participants (24,25). GSS also
give score based on the change of answers of the participants
after the feedback (17).

GSS is developed as two parallel form as GSS-1 and GSS-2. As
these two forms similar to each other GSS-1 include a story
of a crime and GSS-2 include non-criminal story. GSS include
immediate and delayed free recall and formal questioning
part. The delay between the immediate and delayed recall is 50
minute. Formal questioning part include suggestible questions
and negative feedback part (26).

Both GSS-1 and GSS-2 measure four suggestibility score which
are yield 1, yield 2, shift and total suggestibility score. Factor
analysis revealed that suggestible questions and other control
questions in the formal questioning part load to the two
different factor. Factor analysis of 20 questions used in scoring
“yield 17 was made. It was found that 15 questions containing
suggestible information contributed to the scoring. As a result
of the analysis, it was seen that the loads of the items were
homogeneous. In the factor analysis of the “shift” score, it
was observed that the load of 15 items containing suggestible
information was heterogeneous, but the other 5 questions
were collected in other factors. In the factor analysis of 40
questions in total, it was found that the “shift” score and the
“yield 1”7 score were differentiated and grouped under different
factors (17). Internal consistency analysis values were 0.87 for
the “yield 1” subscore, 0.90 for the “yield 2” subscore, and 0.79
for the “shift” score of GSS-2. Factor analysis showed that “yield”
and “shift” sub-items were grouped under different factors (27).
The researcher found that there was a significant correlation
between the score obtained from the free recall question and the

score obtained from the “yield” scores in the groups. The “shift”
score was highly correlated with the “yield 2” score (the second
is the scoring of 20 questions answered) (17). For the parallel
form reliability GSS-2 had a mean and standard deviation close
to GSS-1. When the results of the analysis checked, it was seen
that GSS-2 is more reliable than GSS-1. Studies have stated that
GSS-1 and GSS-2 can be used interchangeably (27).

The norm values of the scale is based on the British and
Icelandic population. General population mean values for
immediate recall, delayed recall, yield 1, yield 2, shift and total
suggestibility scores for 19.7, 18.4, 4.5, 5.5, 3, 7.5 respectively
for GSS-2 (26). The scale has reliability and validity studies
conducted for Italian, Portugese, Dutch, Polish, Japanese
sample. These studies concluded that GSS is reliable and
valid scale. The data from the different population showed
that mean values for the scores differed for different samples
(27-32). Portuegese adaptation and Polish adaptation results
similar with the original scale whereas Estonian adaptation
mean values differed from the original (29,31). The norm
studies conducted with court referals, police detainees, forensic
person with intellectual disability and non-forensic persons
with intellectual disability sample (26,33-35).

Suggestibility scores measured by GSS positively correlated with
dissociation, anxiety, self-monitoring and negative life events
(36-39). Dutch study on the GSS found that dissociation has
positive correlation with suggestibility (40) whereas Polish study
could notfound anystatistical significant correlation (31). Studies
conducted by Drake (39) showed that frequency of negative life
events increase the suggestibility of the participant and by age
the cumulative effect of negative life events increased (39,41).
Some studies found personality and suggestibility scores are
correlated that Gudjonsson found positive correlation between
neuroticism and suggestibility (42). Besides Liebman et al.
(43) found that extraversion positively correlated with the
suggestibility score. However there are studies did not find
any statistically significant correlation with personality and
suggestibility (44). Another factor found to be correlated with
the suggestibility score is 1Q level and cognitive abilities that
there was negative correlation between the cognitive abilirties
and suggestibility (33,45-47).

Shortly, the GSS is a scale applied both in academic studies and
in the judicial system in some countries (26,47). The studies
on GSS-2 has shown that the scale has acceptable validity and
realibility measures (26-28,32,48-50). It has been translated in
different languages (27-32). Translation of the scale into Turkish
may contribute to the increase of studies to be conducted in
the Turkish sample and to evaluate the reliability of eyewitness
testimony in the judicial system. The main aim of the study is
to conduct a Turkish adaptation of the GSS-2 scale.
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MATERIALS and METHODS

Sample

The participants recruited by convenience sampling method
based on volunteering. Participants were called through
announcements. Total of 175 people participated in the
research. The ages of the participants ranged from 19 to 36.
One hundred four of the participants were female and 68 were
male, and 3 people did not specify their gender. Most of the
participants were undergraduate students. The average age of
the participants was 23.3.

Materials

GSS-2

GSS-2 which is developed by the Gudjosson, consists of a
narrative of a bicycle accident and 20 questions regarding to
this narrative. There are 15 suggestible question and 5 non-
suggestible questions related to the scale. There are three
different types of leading questions included to the scale. The
first of these are the leading question which include plausible
suggestions. The other leading question type is the wrong
alternative questions in which two wrong alternatives are
presented in the question. The last are the confirming questions.
Although these questions do not contain a suggestion, they are
designed to create doubt in the memory of the people.
Translation and the back translation of the form has done
by the four psychologists who know English language.
Back translations are compared with the original form, the
translation which match closely to the original forms has
chosen for the study.

For the scoring of the scale; immediate recall, delayed recall
and formal questioning part scored separately. For free recall
parts including immediate and delayed recall, four type of
score has been calculated which are memory recall, distortions,
fabrications and total confabulation. Confabulation score is
calculated by adding distortion score and fabrication score. For
formal questioning part four type of score has been calculated
which are yield 1, yield 2, shift and total suggestibility score.

Cognitive failures questionnaire

The original scale was developed by Broadbent et al. (51). The
scale aims to measure errors in memory, perception and motor
functions, which appear as absent-mindedness in daily life. The
scale consists of 25 question which are rated on 5-point Likert
scale.

The Turkish adaptation study of the scale was carried out by
Senkal et al. (52). The lowest score that can be obtained from the
scale is 0 and the highest score is 100. It has been determined
that the Turkish form has four factors. The Cronbach’s alpha
values of the Turkish form were calculated as 0.87 for forgetting

sub-dimension, 0.74 for attention sub-dimension, 0.69 for
motor functionality, and 0.88 for perception-concentration.
The alpha value for the total score was found to be 0.91. Test-
retest reliability was found to be 0.54, 0.36, 0.46, 0.39 and 0.42
for total score, perception-concentration, forgetting, attention,
and motor functionality, respectively.

Submissive behavior scale (SBS)

SBS was developed by Gilbert and Allan (53). It consists of
16 item which are rated on 5-point Likert scale. The internal
consistency coefficient of the original scale was 0.89, and the
test-retest reliability was found to be 0.84.

The internal consistency coefficient of the scale was calculated
as 0.74. The Turkish validity and reliability study and the
adaptation study conducted by Savasir and Sahin (54). The
scale showed a significant correlation with the Beck depression
inventory and sociotropy scales at the level of 0.32 and 0.36,
respectively. Test-retest reliability was calculated as 0.84 (54).

Dissociative experiences scale (DES)

The scale is a 28-item scale developed to measure the
dissociative experiences of people in the normal and clinical
population, in which people evaluate themselves between
0 and 100. The results of the validity and reliability analysis
showed that the Cronbach alpha coefficient for university
students was calculated as 0.93, and the test-retest reliability
as 0.93 (55).

The Turkish validity and reliability study of the scale was
carried out by Yargic et al (56). Analysis showed that, the half
validity coefficient of the test was determined as 0.86 for the
participants with multiple personality disorder and 0.89 for
the non-patient group. The test-retest correlation was 0.78. The
item-total correlation varies between 0.35 and 0.83.

Procedure

Participants who voluntarily participated first listened to the
GSS-2 story. Immediately after the narration, the participants
were asked to answer the free recall question by giving the
instruction “Please tell me everything you remember about
the story”. Responses of individuals were audio recorded with
permission. Then there was a break of 45 minutes. After the
break, participants were asked for a delayed recall. Afterwards,
the researcher gave the instruction and asked 20 closed-
ended questions. The researcher then told the participant, you
answered some of the questions incorrectly, now | want you to
answer the questions again. This time, | will ask you to answer
more carefully. After this negative feedback, the participants
were asked to answer 20 closed-ended questions again. At the
end of the study participants are informed regarding to study
main purpose and their data are used if they permitted after
the information given.
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Ethical Considerations

03/07/2015 dated 2015/09 numbered istanbul Arel University
Ethic Board decision regarding to GSS Turkish adaptation
study is confirmed. Because study results can be effected by
the prior information, intentional deception method had been
used. Beginning of the study participants have given informed
consent for participation. Because intentional deception used
after the experiment was completed participants debriefed
regarding to study.

Statistical Analysis

Statistical analyzes were performed using SPSS 21 and Lisrel
8.80. While SPSS 21 program was used for descriptive statistics,
validity and correlation analysis, Lisrel 8.80 program was used
for confirmatory factor analysis.

RESULTS

The number of information recalled immediately after the
narration (immediate recall), the number of information
remembered about the story after a 45-minute break (delayed
recall), yield 1, yield 2, shift taken from the GSS-2 and total
suggestibility scores and the mean value, standard deviation
and interval values of distortion, fabrication and confabulation
scores, which are the scores for people’s false memories
regarding to the story are given in the table below (Table 1).

In order to examine the construct validity of the scores obtained
from the GSS-2 scale, the relationship between the scores

obtained from the SBS, the DES and the cognitive errors scale
was examined. There was no statistically significant correlation
between the scores obtained from the GSS-2 scale and the
scores obtained from the SBS (Table 2).

The Cronbach alpha coefficients were calculated as 0.713,0.812,
0.600 and 0.740 for yield 1, yield 2, shift and total suggestibility,
respectively. Total of 12 different scores can be get from the GSS-
2 scale. The relationship between these scores was analyzed by
calculating the Pearson correlation coefficient. A strong positive
correlation was found between the suggestibility scores which
are yield 1, yield 2, shift, and the total suggestibility score
(Table 3).

Confirmatory factor analysis applied to determine factorial
structure of the scale. While the questions belonging to the
yield 1 score type were collected under a single factor, it is
found that the factor structure of the questions belonging to
the shift score type did not show factorial load as in original
form. The factor loads of yield 1 item found between 0.06 and
0.25. For shift factor although some of the factor loads of shift
items are negative, they vary between 0.0 and 0.07. Goodness
of fit statistics are found as x*/df=0.05, RMSEA=0.00, GFI=0.99,
SRMR=0.016 (57) (Figure 1).

Participants answered compared for immediate free recall and
delayed free recall, scores regarding to free recall which are total
recall, distortion and fabrication show significant difference for
two different time (Table 4).

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for scores

Minimum Maximum Mean Standard deviation
Immediate recall 5 32 14.99 5.29
Distortion-immediate recall 0 6 1.98 1.43
Fabrication-immediate recall 0 5 1.25 1.37
Confabulation-immediate recall 0 10 3.23 1.89
Delayed recall 4 33 14.42 5.05
Distortion-delayed recall 0 8 227 1.58
Fabrication-delayed recall 0 10 1.76 1.73
Confabulation-delayed recall 0 12 4.03 2.24
Yield 1 0 15 5.25 2.95
Yield 2 0 14 6.66 3.68
Shift 0 12 4.10 2.68
Total suggestibility 0 20 9.35 4.62

Table 2. Correlation between GSS-2 and other scale

SBS CFQ DES
Yield 1 -0.039 -0.127 -0.054
Yield 2 -0.034 -0.203* -0.077
Shift 0.036 -0.067 0.075
Total suggestibility -0.003 -0.126 0.012
*p<0.05, CFQ: Cognitive failures questionnaire, SBS: Submissive behavior scale, DES: Dissociative experiences scale
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Table 3. Correlation among scores of GSS-2

-0.302**
-0.319%*
-0.033
0.018

-0.012
0.046
0.026
0.053

0.838**

0.841%*

0.798%*

-0.208**
-0.183%*
0.023
-0.019
0.004
0.039
0.017

0.041

0.341**

0.592%*

-0.267**
-0.291%*
-0.085
-0.016
-0.076
-0.008
0.006
-0.001

0.777%*

-0.284**
-0.332%*
-0.072
0.045
-0.022
0.036
0.025
0.045

0.009
-0.091

0.427%*

0.321%*

0.553**

0.633**

0.713%*

0.033

-0.023
0.117

0.543%*

0.479**
-0.091

-0.023
-0.104

0.477%*
-0.144

0.256**

-0.022
-0.088

0.696**

0.660%*

-0.021
-0.055
-0.081

-0.008
-0.065

0.846**

1. Immediate recall

2. Delayed recall

3. Distortion-immediate

4. Fabrication-immediate recall

5. Confabulation-immediate recall

6. Distortion-delayed recall

7. Fabrication-delayed recall

8. Confabulation-delayed recall

9. Yield 1

10. Yield 2
11. Shift

12. Total suggestibility

**p<0.001, GSS-2: Gudjonsson suggestibility scale-2
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Chi-Square=30.06, df=559%, P-value=1.00000, RMSEA=0.000

Figure 1. Confirmatory analysis of the GSS-2
GSS-2: Gudjonsson suggestibility scale-2

After the participants answered 15 suggestible questions, the
difference between the answers given to the same questions
after the negative feedback received was examined with the
Wilcoxon signed ranks test, which is a non-parametric analysis
method. Result of the analysis found a significant difference
between the answers given after negative feedback and the
first answers (Z=-7.09, p<0.001, r=0.53).

DISCUSSION

The accuracy of the witness testimony, that is, the accuracy
of the witness memory, is important for the fair trial. Many
variables in the judicial system effect the accuracy of the
eyewitness testimony. Suggestible questions are one of these
factors that may effect the reliability of the testimony. The
results of the research showed that suggestible questions and
feedbacks from the interviewer negatively effect the memory
of the witness.

The aim of this study was to conduct a Turkish validity and
reliability study of the GSS, which was developed by Gudjonsson
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Table 4. T-test analysis for immediate recall and delayed recall scores

Mean N SD t df Sig
. Immediate recall 14.99 175 5.29 2.714 174 0.007*
Pair Delayed recall 14.42 175 5.05
. Distortion-immediate recall 1.98 175 143 -2.439 174 0.016*
Pair2 Distortion-delayed recall 2.27 175 1.58
B Fabrikasyon-immediate recall 1.25 175 1.37 -4.401 174 0.000*
Fabrikasyon-delayed recall 1.76 175 1.73
*p<0.05, SD: Standard deviation

(58) to determine how much people are affected by suggestible
questions and the feedbacks. Within the scope of the study, the
scores obtained from the scale and the statistical properties of
the scale were examined. Although there was no statistically
significant result between the scores of the DES, SBS, Cognitive
errors scale and GSS-2 scale, the Cronbach’s alpha values of the
scale were in the acceptable range. In addition, a medium-
high correlation was found between the score types within the
scale itself. At the same time, the result of the study showed
that negative feedback influenced the answers given by the
participants.

The results of the study show certain differences when
compared with the results of research conducted in different
countries. These differences are especially evident in the free
narrative in the immediate and delayed recall question (26,31).
This situation raises questions about the cross-cultural validity
of the scale. Studies on cognition have revealed that memory
processes are effected by culture (59-61). Besides recent studies
on the effect of culture on eyewitness testimony showed that
participants testimony change based on their culture whether
they were from collectivist culture or individualistic culture
(62,63).

Another issue on which culture is influential is the relationship
with authority. Studies in the field of social psychology show
that trust and submission to the authority figure, which is
accepted as one of the characteristics of collectivist culture, can
make people make more false statements during interrogation
(64). On the other hand, when examined, the rate of answers
that were changed after the negative feedback yield 2 and shift
scores are found to be similar to the original form (26,65). The
suggestibility manipulation on the scale resulted in participants
changing their answers, as expected. This, in parallel with other
studies in the literature, shows that witnesses’ memories are
effected by suggestible information (66,67).

CONCLUSION

To conclude, one of the results of this study showed the
importance of the questions and feedbacks during the
interrogation. It is found that suggestible questions and
negative feedback given by the interviewer cause change in
the testimony of the witness. In cases where witness testimony

is important, and sometimes the only piece of evidence,
it is important to obtain accurate testimony. As in the some
of the countries used, GSS can be used to determine degree
of openness to suggestibility. It can be used to evaluate the
reliability of the witness testimony especially if there is doubt of
suggestibility. In such cases, the GSS scale, which is an objective
measurement tool, can give scientific evidence related to
accuracy of testimony.

In the light of the results, it is suggested that the Turkish version
of the scale can be used in practice, but the results should be
interpreted carefully. Although the Turkish form of the scale
can be applied and interpreted by experts, it is important to
conduct more studies in order to implement the scale. Although
the factors associated with the sample differ according to the
studies and the sample to which it is applied, the relationship
between other factors that may be related and the GSS should
be examined.

Due to the lack of norm data, the results obtained should be
approached carefully. Especially for this scale, which is thought
to be used in the forensic field, the data to be obtained from
the studies conducted in the detainee/convict populations are
important. Within the scope of this study, sample consisted of
university students that the average values obtained are valid
for this sample. However, more research should be conducted
to make the scale more useful in practice. It is expected that
this study will contribute to the development of objective
measurement tools that are more suitable for our culture and
can be used in the forensic field in the future.
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