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This report has dealt with the following question: When a person has
witnessed some unusual event such as a traffic accident, how-can complete
and accurate information best be obtained about that event? - The research
focuses specifically on the influence that questions asked subsequently to
. an event have (1) on the answers to those questions, (2) on the answers tc
subsequent gquestions, and (3) on the witness' memory.for the-incident he has =
experienced. A major contlusion is that questions asked subsequently to an
event can contain new lnformatlon which becomes integrated into the or1g1na1
memory, causing an alteration or a reconstruction of the wltness memcry for
that event.
- In many of the experiments desarlbed sub;ects v1ewed a ;11m or a vioec
tape depicting a complex eveut like a traffic accident. After the event, the
subjects weré asked either neutral or biased gquestions. The former produscd
’ mofe accurate answers. -In other experiments, after being asked either new.tral
. or biased guestions, the subject waited a period of time; and was then retested
to assess the effects of the initial questions. Again, a person who is asked
biased questious imitially, gives biased answers to questlons that aye asked of
1 . ‘ him later'on. Some recommendations are given for huw questions gan be asked in.
‘ as meutral a way as possible..’ In addition, other factors that are known to
affect the accuracy and completeness of an vyewltness account are brlefly
outlined.
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TATRODUCTION

The accident or police investigator, the lawyer, the soclal scientist

and others share a common concern: when a person has witnessed some unusual

event, such as a traffic accident,

how can compleze and accurate information
A

best be obtrined about that event? Presently, there is agreement that

witnesses to such events report them inaccurately, even to the extent that
they will "testify to a substantial proportion of 'facts' which are ot

facts at all.” (Marshall, 1966, p. 59).
Scae sclentists interesced ia eyewitness testimony have considered the
possible causes of distortions in the recollection ¢f witunesses, focusing

ﬁheir research efforts upon cthe influence of the specific questions which

are asked absut che recollection. Prior to World War I, tuch of the

research conducted on the psychology of testimony occurred in Eurecpe.

Vhipple's annual reviews, published in the Psychoiogical Bulletin, from

1909 to. 1918, serve as the pujor comprehensive scurce for the results of

this European work. One notable plece of research from that period, and

one degling specifically wich_thé influence of the form of a question on
cestimony‘obtéineé from a witness is thit of Bernsrd Muscio (1915).
¥usclo showed "moving pictures” to his subjeccs aad then interrogated

them abott events that they had just witnessed. Muscio used eight forms

o of questions of varying suggestiveness and tabulaced the accuracy of the

answers'for each cype of question. 4Among his other findings, Muscio found -

cthat the most reliable form of questicn was one tzat referred 3
seeing of an event, and vhich did not uge efzhey

¢hte definite arciele ("the")
or a megative tern.. Fursher; Musclo showed how the various forms of

~ --questicns could be used'to elicit desired answers from & witness.
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A uitness to wn evenc might be asked to write out a narrative account ‘ o
& : . .

L . describing exactly whae he saw, or he might be asked to answer a series of S N
i N : , \ ;
- ' questions based upon the event. The former mechod of obtaining testimony : '

-y

\\N- : is called narrative report while the laccer is known as interropatory

-
s
-~

1]
report. A good deal of research using these ctwo methods has been conducted A

s

ovar the last 70 years and has indicated that relative to a,narrative : - b i
. report form, an interrogacary'reporc is more complete but ieSs accurate" - - ‘5@
(Gardner, 1933§ Marquis, Matshall, & Oskamp, 1972; Harston, 19244 Whipple, S T
o 1909). - Thus, bne éonciusion that might'be reached is that when people are
forced to answer specific questions, their accuracy suffers, and furcher,
s ‘ that some gquestions aﬁfect accuracy more than,otheis.  : » - X
. Several early investigators inquired whether the various methOAS of
obtaining restimony about some event différencially infiueqce a, subsequéH: R oy
e ‘ effort to obtain testimony about that event (Cad}, 1924i Whitely &vﬁéﬁeoch, A S ‘:‘f
19Z7; Snee & Lush, 1941). <Cady (1924) asﬁed for both a narracive -and an P :
) Anterrogatory reporc from her éubjects, but reversed the order of the two
t;§és of report for different groups. Yore accura:é testimony was obtaiaad  D g T

.

- ' : when the nparrative report occurred firs:. Sneg-and. tush (19440 concurred

~ ‘ with Cady's COﬂﬂ@H"ﬁk 3 ;rher reyoxch fat the narracive~interrogacory ' G
order pro?uced moro errucﬁ rLsponses, feder dan‘t know'" responses; but mo.

appraciable change in the frequency of incorrezt responses. Thitely and

« McGeoch (1527), who confined their attention to the. sgcuacion where the . e 3 R T
subsequent report vas separated froo the first intcrrogahlon by at 1eﬂst W

30 days, concluded that the narrative—incerrogatory order had "a £a§ilita;*

»

ing effect upon subsequent narrative recall at 30, 60, 90, and 120 day

) | ‘ " ‘intervals® (p. 284).

. : ® i ; ® >

T i - yhile it appears that the nethod by which testimony is obtained from a’



prps

witness gan influence both the accﬁracy cf the immediate answers and the
accufacy of a subsequent report, the findings of chese earlier invescigacoré
are generally presented -rith insufficient decail to achieve a ¢lear under-
standing. TFor example, Whitely and McGoech's finding that the addition of
an interrogatory report after an initial unarrative report has a facilitaring
effect upon subsequent narrative recall could arise this way: a subject
repérts as many'decailskas he can and 1s then asked specific questions;
forgotten factg contained in these specific questions could~bhen be
%néluded in the subsequent tepofc. For example, suppose a bystander has
witnessed an Aucomobile accident, hes described the accident to the police,
and‘is then asked,; “Did vou hear the brakes screachipg?“ Tn a subsequent

report to the police, the witness may include a description of the screach~

ing brakes, -eveua though he had iniciélly forgotten to mention them. It

 seems likely that questions asked subsequent to an event might lead to the

introduceion of “true" items into a subsequent free report but might also
lead to the intrbducti;n of "false" {tenms.

A major purpose of the present re<carch is to study the effects of
the inicisl questions used to interruvgate a person about an event he has
witnessed. The first section summarizes research sugpesting that the word-
ing of 5uchlinitia1 questions can Have a 5ubscantial effect on the answers

given, The next section summarizes research showing thar the wording of

‘

the inicial questions can also influence the answers to differént questions

askedlat some iater time. Finally, a discussion of these findings develops

the chesis that questions asked about an event shortly after it occurs say

affect, in terms of an alteration or a distortion, the dévelopaent of a

wltness's memory for that event.

pove
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LXPLRIHENTAL RFSEAQCF 0N QUESTIONS ‘ ;
3'; Answers depend on tha wording of questions

How rall? versus How shor

Ve — ———

Pl & nice example of how the wordivg of a question can affect a witness'
\ answer to it was reported by Harris (1973).  His subjects were told that .
”;g “the experiment was a study in the accuracy of guessing measurements, and
L that chey should make as intelligenr a numerical guess as possible to each
" question (p. 399)." .There was then asked elther of two questicns such as
) "How tall was the basketball player? or "How short was the basket ball’
. : ' player?" Presumably the former form of the question presupposes nothing

about the height of the player, whereas the lacter form involves a presup~
position chat the player is short. On the averages, subjecis guessed sbout
79 inches and 69 ilnches, respeccivelv. Similar results appeared with other

P pairs of questions. For zxample, "How long was the movwie?", led to aw. . Lo 8
O ‘ average estimate of 130 minutes, whereas, "How short was Ehﬁ moviet®, Yed g
¥ to 100 minutes. ; o0
. ) L ; K
/4 The vprsue A o
4 ; ; ar T
. In this, and the next few experiments to bz described, subjecis viewed, ' R

. a film of an automobile aceident, and then answerad questions about #vents
- : occuring in the film. In this study, 100 studencs viewed a short film
B segnent depicring s multiple~car accident. Immediately afterwards, they
o filled out a 22-item quesctionnaire which contained six cricical questigns.
. Three of these asked about irems that had appeared in the f{ilw, whereas the
" ether three asked gbout items not present in the £ilm. Yor half che
subjects, all the critical questions began with the words, "Uid you see a
; ...?" as in “"Did you see 'a broken headlight?" TFor the remaining half, the » ,
eritical questions began with the werds, '"Did yop se= the...” as in 'Did -
you see the broken headlighc?" - ! , o

Thus, the questions differed only in the form of the article, the or
4. One uses tne when one assumes the object veferred to exists and may be .
P familiar to the listener. An investieator who - ks, "Dic you see the :
brokan headlighc?” esservially says, "There was 2 broken headlight. Did
you happen to see it? His asstmption mzy influence a witness' report. By ‘ -
contrast, the arcicle "a“ deces not necessarily con"ey the impllcation of ' '
existence.

When the percentage of "yes,” “no,” and "don't know' responses wers

tabulated, it became clear that witnesses who received questions with the
were much nore likely to report having seén something that had not really o
, appeared in the fiim; 15 per cen= in the the group said ’ 'ves™ when asked : : o
. ; abour a nonevistent item; while only seven pey cent in the a group made k
o ' that error. On the other hand, witnesses who received questions with a
o were more lilely to respond "don't know,” both when the object has boen

' present and when 1t had not: The percencages are given in this table:

ey
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5
L R S - Percentage of "Don't know" responses to questions with “a® or "che"
i r‘”ﬁ_ e » Item present Item not preseac
: The A The A
23% 517 137 38%

Speed Estimation

Te detiermine whether the substitution of one word for another could
affect quantitative judgements, e.g., judgements ¢f speed, the following
experiment was desipned. TForcy-five subjects saw sevan films of traffic
accidents, and were ¢:en asked questions about ihe accident. For some of
the subject~witnessis the critical question was VAbout how fast were the

~ears going when they hic esch other?" For others, the varb "hit" was
.. replaced with "smashed," "collided," '"bumped," or "contacted." Although
these words all refer to the coming together of two objects; thecy differ
in what they imply about speed an? force of impact.

7 ‘ The results showed that the subjects' estimat:s varied ¢onsiderably,
. depending on which question they uad to znswer. Those questioned with

 contacted and hit gave the lowest speed estimates, while those questioned

with smashed gave che highest. The average speed estimace given to each

Sy ©~ question is shovm in this table:
- Averzge specd estimates for diffwrent verbs
4,ﬁ , , Smashed ) 40,8 mph
- ' Coliided 39.3
) , Burped 38.1
Hic 34.0
Contacted 31.8

Four of the Eilms invalved staged crashes, and the exact speed of
tue cars involved was knowvm: For one film, che cars were traveling 20
mph,;. for another 30 mph, and for two others, 40 mph. The average esti-
mates for these collisions were 37.7, 35.2, 39.7 and 36.1 mph, respuctively.
_ These figures bear ou: provious findings that people are not very good a*
v : judging the soeed of a vehicle.

Specific versus general nouns

e : » In one experiment 100 subjects were shewn a ¥4lm of an accident and
then answerced questions about the £film. Half of che subjiects were asked

” ‘ critical questions using a general noun, for example ''Did you &ee a car?
o vhereas the other half answered a corresponding question wich a $pecific

- noun, e.g., "Did you see a sportscar?” For both responses to questiors
) o about ‘items that were present and respunses to guestions dbout items that

: : were not present, subjects were mrre likely to say 'ho' when interrogated

, , with a specific noun. The data are shown in this table on the following
E3 page.

‘K*s,_ s .
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~acecldent ocecurs within a four-seécond peried.

Responses to items rhat vwere present in che film

{Percentages)
Response Specific General |
Yes 53 62
No 36 28
Don't know 11 10

Responses to items that were not prcsent in the film

. (Percentages)

Respdnse Specific - General
Yes , 14 25
To 79 b6
Don't know 7 9

Although subjects were wote likely to say “no' to a specific noun, the effect
is very small. ' :

Question wording and answers t£o subsequent questions

The experiments described in the last seetion demonstrate the effect of
the i ,rding of a quescion on ics answer. In this secrion, the experiments

surate that question wording can affect cthe answers c¢c othe: que tions
juently asked, often considerably ater.

dems
subs.

Influencing the report about an existcing object

One hundred-fifcy students were shown a film of -a multiple-car accident
in which one cas, after failing to scop ar a stop -sipn, makes a righe-hand
turn inco the main stream of traffic., In an attempt to .vidd a collision,
the cars in the onconing traffic scon suddenly and a five-ear, bumper-to-
bumper collision results. " The film lasts less than one minute; and the

At the end of the film, a 10-

item questionnaire was: administered. A diapiam of the situation labeled as

it
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YA" the car that ran the stoo sign and as “B" through 'E' the cars invelved
in the collision. The fires question asked about the speed orf Car A4 la rne
of two wayss

(1) How fast was Car A goinp when it ran the stop sign?
{23 _How fast was Car A going when it turned righe?

Seventy-five subjects received the “stop sigs' question (1) and 7.
received the "turped right' question (2). The lzst guestion was identical
for ‘all subjecrs:  '"Did you see a stop sign for Car A?" - Subjecis responded
by circiing "yes' or "no" on their questionnaires.

In the "stop sign” condicion, 53% of the subjects resoronded "ves' to
che question "Lid you see a stop sipn for Car A?” whereas only 35% in the
"rurned right' nroup claimed to have seen the stop sign. Thus, the wording
of a presunption into a questis  sked immediately after a recently-
witnessed event affected the an.wer to & question about that presupposition
asked a short rime later. In this cage, the presuppesicion referred to an
object that did, in fact, exisc.

There are two possible reascns why this effect occurs. One is thac
when a subjent ansyers the initial stop sign queszion, he somehow reviews,
ur, Strengthens, or in some sense makes more available certain memory
representations corresponding to che stop sign. Later, when asked Nid you
see a sgop sign...?", he responds on rhe basis of the strengchened memorial
Tapresentation,

A second possibility may be called the “construction hypothesis." 1In
answering the initial stop sign quesrion, the scbistt wmay "yisualize' or
Yreconstruet” in his mind thact portion of the incident needed to answer the
question, and so, 1f he accepts the presuppesicion, he intreduces a skep
sign into his visualization whether or not it was in memory. Vhen interro-
vated later about the existance of the stop sign, he responds on the basis
of his earlier supplementation of the actual Incident. In ocher words, the
subject may "see” the stop sign that he has himself conscructed. This woulsd
not tend co happen when the inicial question refers only to the right rurn.

" The construction hypothesis has one encrmously imporzanc consequence.
Tf a plece of true inforration supplisd after the accident augments hils
nemory, then by supplying a pilece of false information, in a sinilar way,
it should be possible to intrcduce into memory samething that was not an
fdact in che scene. The next few cxperimencs desaribed demenstrate thac in

facr new false infourmacion introduced after an event can influence a person's

recollection of the event.

Influeneing recollections zhout a quantitacive fast

Forty 'students were shown a chree~minuce video tape taken fron the fiin
"Mary of a Student Revolurion." The sequence depicred the disruprion of a
class by éishrt demonstrators; the confrontation, whiclh was relatively noisy,
resulred in the demonscrarors leaving the classroom.

At the end of the video tape the subjects received one of two

rr,'u)w_‘s ari
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questionnaires containing one key and nineteen filler questions. Half were
asked, "'Was the leader of the four demonstrators who entered the classroom

a male?" whereas the other half were asked, 'Was the leader of the 12
demonscrators who entered the classroom a male?" They responded by circling
yas or "no. :

One week later, all subjects returned and, without reviewing the video
tape, dnswered a series of 2/ new questions about the disrupticn. The
subjects were urged to answer the quescions from memory, not to make infer-
ences. The critical question here was, "How many demonstrators did you see
entering the classroom?”

The results indicated that the subjects whe had previously been asked
the "12" question reported having scen an average of 8.85 people one week
earlier, whereas those who were asked che “4" question recalled 6.40 people,
The actual number was, it wili be reecalled, eight. This result shows that
a question containing a false numerical presupposicion can, on the average,
affect a witness' answer to & subscquent quescion about that quantitative
fact,

Influencing subjective recollections

An experiment was conducted using the saze stimuli 25 were used in
the previocusly described study. Here we attensted €o influence a witness'
subjective feelings about an event. Fifty-six students saw the video tape,
and then answered questions about it. WHalf of che subjeccs received
questions which were worded and phrased in an "active, aggressive manner
(e.p., "Did you notice the milicants threatening any of the students'),
whereas the remaining subjects received guestions which were worded in a
more "passive' way (e.g., "Did you notice the demonstraters gesturing at
any of the students®™). One week larer, mithout reviewing the video tape,
the subjects were asked a new series of questions, some of which reguired
them to rate (on a five-point scale) the event (e.g., how nolsy? how
violent?, etc.).

The resulcs indicated that relative to the subjects recelving the
passively worded questionnaire, subjects whose initial questionnaires wers
agpressively worded recalled the incident as more noisy, more violent.
Further, the latter group thought the dermonstrators were more belligerent,
and that the students’ reaction to the demonstration was more antagonistic,

This experiment shows that question wording can infiuvence a person's
subjective feelings abouf an event he has wirnossed.

Recalling an object chart did not exist !

In this section, three experiments are briefly described in which
initial quescions asked about an event caused people to recall objects

« which d1J not exist at all.

(1) One hundred-fifcy students viewed a brief video tape of an auto-
mobile accident and then answerad ten questions about the aceident. The
eritical one concerned the speed of a vhite sports car. %alf of the “



; o subjects were asked "How fast was the white sports car goinp when it passed
: : the barn while travelling along the country road?', and half were askad,
""How fast was the white sports car going while travelling along the country
road?" In fact, no barn appeared in the scene.

e
-

All subjects returned one week later and, without reviewing the video
tape, answered ten new questions. The final one was, *'Did you see a barn?"
S The results indicated that 17.3% of che subjects who had been exposed
AT : - earlier to the question containing cthe false preésupposition of a barnm,

s c¢laimed they had seen a barn., Only 2.77% of the remaining subjects (not
exposed to false information) sald they saw a barn. Thus, an initial ques-
tion containing a false presupposition influenced people's tendency to
later report the nonexistent object corresponding to the presupposition.

(2) To extend the above finding beyend the single example, another

= experiment wag conducted with one hundred-fifty .subjects.  Using five
T critical questions the result described in the previous scudy was replicated.
L Namely, an inicial question containiang a false presupposicion that suggests=
~ ‘ that a nonexistent object did in fact exist con cause people to think they

saw the nonexistent object. ~

(3)  In an experiment described more fully in Loftus & Palmer (1974)
stbjects viewed a film of an auctomobile accident and then answered questiens.
Some subjects were asked “About how fast were the cars going when they
smashed into each other?”, whereas others vere asked the same question wich
"hit" substituted for "smashed." On a test given one week later, those
people who were questioned with “smashed" were more likely than those
questioned with "hit" to agree~-when asked about it--that they saw broken

. ' : glass in the scene, aven though none was present in the film. One reason
e this may happen is that the inicial represencation of the accident the
- L subject has witnessed 1s modified toward greater severity when the investi-=

i+ gator uses the term "smashed." The “smashed" question supplies a piece of
- new information, namely, that che cars did indeed smash intec each other. On
hearing the "smashed” question, some subjects may reconstruct the accident,
integracing che new information inco the-existing representacion. = If so,
the result is-'a representation of an accident in memory that is more severs
than, in faet, the accident actually was. In particular, the more severe
accident is more likely to include broken glass.

fuestions influence a wirness'. memozy
. I

It has been shown that the wording of the initial questions used to

interrogate a person about an event he has witnessed can have two important
effeces: , :

(1) An. effect on the answers to those questions, and ;
(2) An effecr on the answers to different questions asked at a later

time.
: . .. As a framevork for discussing these results, it is proposed that rwo kinds
R R of information g0 into a person's memory for some complex occurrence. The

.

i34



" secrion briefly outlines some of the:.ocher factors, and lists a few of

10

first is information gleaned during the perception of the original event;

the second is external informacion supplied after the fact. Over time,
{iformation from cthese two sources may be integrated in such a way that we
are unable to tell from which source some specific detail is fecalled. ALl -
vie have is one "memory.” :

So, for example, when a person witnesses an accident, he first forms
some representation of the hleident. An investigator who asks about how
fast were the cars going when they smashed into each other? supplies a -
plece of external information, namely, that the cars did smash into each
other. .When these two pieces of information are integrated, the subject has
a memory of an accident that was more severe than in fact ic was. Since
broken glass is commensurate with a severe acecident, the subject 1s more.
1likely to think that broken glass was present. :

‘The main point to be made is that it appears as if questions asked
about an event actually change a witness’ memory for the event. For a
fuller discussion of che cheoretical issues, see Loftus (1975).

b

RESEARCH ON QOTHEIL FACTORS AEFECfING EYEWITNESS TESTIMOIY

The way a question is worded is one of the many factors known to
influence the accuracy and completeness of an eyewitness acount. This

the places in which further information can be found on that factor.  The

list of factors is divided into two classificacions: factors in the

sitvation, and factors in th# witness himself.
Factors in the Situation

The Receﬁtion Interval

The time interval between an experience ang a subsequant test fcr
recollection of that experience is ¢alled the '’ reutencion interval." It
is a well established fact chat people are less accurate and less complete
in their reports after a long retention interval than afcer a short one.

 Some articles and books which discuss the retention intervals gre:

Gardner (1933)

< Nunter (1964%)
Hutchins & Slesinger (1929)
Levine & Tapp (1973)
Marshall (1966, 1943)
Marshall, Marquis, & Oskamp (1971)
Wall (1965) o £
Weinstein (1957)

- Whipple (1909, 1914, 1918\




oo

)

11

v
-~

The salience or significance of the event

Significant events seem to be remembered better than insignificant
onges. Relevanc articles are:

Buckhout (1974)
Marshall, Marquis, & Oskamp (1071)

Expected versus unexpected events

People tend to remember expected events better than events which are
unexpected. Further, people respond more quickly to expected events.
Relevarnt articles are:

Biederman & Zachary (1970)
Marshall (1966)

Palmer, S. (1975)
hipple (19145 1918)

Repetition of a Report

Once a witness has made a statement, he tends to stick to it, The
more often he repeats it, the less likely he is to change his scace*ent.

“Relevant articles arer

Bem (1967)
Vhipple (1909)

~ HMoving versus nonmoving obiects

Objects are muchcmore easily noticed when they move than when they are
at rest.  Some faint or very small objects can be pércelved oaly if they
move. It follows that normal human beilngs do not respond as cuickly to
stationary objects as to objects which are moving, given that the object is

Ty

sufficiently intense to be perceived while at rest.
Boring (1942)
Exposure time

The longer a witness has to look at something, the better he is at
remembering it, Relevant arcicles are:

Buckhout (1074)
Whipple (1909)

Atmosphere of the intervieuine

A relevaut atticle is: ‘ ' IE

‘a:shall, arquls & Oskanp (1971)

s
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Authority of fhe interviewer
See the article by Marshall (1966)

Factors in the Yitness

Here the findings are more controverslal; relevant articles are listed
below:

Sex of the witness

Cattell (1895)

Gardner (1933)

Levine & Tapp {1973) .

Marshall, Marquis, & Oskamp (1971)
Marston (1924)

Wall (1965) g

Whipple (1909, 1914)

Age of the witness

" Brown (1926)
Gilligan (1972)
Levine & Tapp (1973)
Toch (1961)
wail (1965)
Weinstein (1957)
Whipple (1909, 1911, 1913, 191i8)

Bizses, prejudices, knowledee & expectations

Marshall {1966)
Marshall, Marquis, & Oskanp (1971)
Whipple (1918) - : .

Confidence, self coufidence

Marshall (1969)
Marston (1924)
thipple {1918)

Emotional state of the iitness

Buckour (1974}

Ehrlich £1972)

Gerver (1957) S

Marshall (1966, .1969) :
tiarshall, Marguis, & Oskamp (1971)
Rouke' (1957) . o ‘
Whipple (1914, 1915, 1917, 19183

-
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Iilness
o
P ' Buckout (1974)
« . Whipple (1909, 1911)
3 Race (Identifying a person of another race)

Luce (1974)
. ' - Malpass & Kravitz (1969)
: : Malpass, Lavigueur, & Welden (1073)

RECOMMENDATIONS

Question wording

S O

The experiments described in this reporr confirm the fact that the way
questions are worded can influence the answer obtained. A more damaging
consequence of a badly worded question, however, is that the question can
actually change a person's memory for seme event he has witnessed.

o Ouestions should always be wordzd in as neutral a way as possible. It

. is inportant that the question not contain any addicional information, he it

' true or false, that can alcer a person's memory. Some specific suggestions
for words to use or avoid are outlined here. '

1, Choice of sdjectives and adverbs. For many pairs of adjectives,
“aa ‘ such ‘as "long" and ‘‘short,' or Ybip'" ard "low' one menber of the pair is

‘ designated as unmarked and the other as mar%ed. The upmarked mémber has a
neutral use, and usually refers to the whole dimension and cccurs in the
dimension name (e.g., length, not shortness; helght, not lowuess). The
marked member is not neutral. Thus, “How long was the movie?" is a
neutral question, vwhereas "How short was the movie?" is not. The unmarked
member of a pair should be used to elicit information whenever pOSSible.
Some addicional examples ‘of adjective pairs are:

;5, Unmarked Marked Sample neutral guestion
i - ~much i little How uuch‘smoke did you'See?
£ heavy - light : How heavy uas‘the seﬁ of Weights?k
ARl "~ hot : cold ‘How hot was the énginaﬁ
E | ?idé* . narrow How wide’tas the road?
G AR old young, Uow old was the driver?
| ideep " : shallow . How deep was the pubSlé?
o o R ‘Ofcéh o saldom ; Fow often have you driven ehis rcad?~
;};,:  3 L ~rall - '~‘ . shore © How rall uas,thé passenger?
B 61d1 : ; new . How old vas thé.autc;oﬁile?

large . - : small - How large was the dent?
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2. The versus A. Questions with the definite article (e.g., Did you -
see the broken headlight?) should be avoided, unless the object in question
has already been mentioned by the witness. o
3. Speed estimates. To obtain information about the speed of moving : oo
vehicles, the question "About how fast were tha cars going when they hit , CeT
each other?"” 1s more neutral than "About how fast,..when they smashéd into -

each other?" The question could also be asked in this way: Estimate the
speed of the vehicles at the time of impact.

4. Mention of objects. - The research indicated that a question which
mentions some object (whether the object really existed or did not exist) i
causes @ tendency for a witness to assert that he saw the object himself. A
Questions should be designed so that chey do not mentian objects before the JERTERT
witness mencions them himself. : S : o

5. Aggressive versus passive wording: TIf an investigator uses ques—
tions which suggest that an incident was noisy, violent, etc., the witness Sl
is likely to remember the incident that way. Here, too, neutrality is . o o
needed to insure an urnbilased account. ‘ o

The influence of other factors

It is inmportanc to be aware of the many factors that reduce the accurdcy S .
and reliabilicy of an eyewitness account. Many of them have been mentioned =
in a previous section of this reporct. For example, octher things being egual,
a report given soon after an event Is more likely to be correct than one
given a long time after the event. A reporc about an evesnt is more 1ikely o :
to be accurate if the witness had a long time to observe the event than if = T
the witness had only a short time. These factors should be kept in mind - B SR
whenever an investigator is evaluating the usefulnmess of some particular
piece of eyewitness testimony. -
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