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Abstract

It has been argued that children do not make competent witnesses. Their
accounts of witnessed events tend to be limited in scope and they are seen
as being highly suggestible., However, assessments of competency have been
blased by situational variables such as stress at the time information is
recalled.

The provision of social support is one way of reducing stress but this
issue has been neglected by eyewltness researchers, seemingly because of
the assumption that the presence of a support person undermines the
reliability of the interview.

This thesis examined the conditions under which peer social support
could influence children's testimony. It shows how fears concerning social
support stem from a poor understanding of the causes of suggestibility and
that social support can have considerable beneficial effects on testimony
without undermining the quality of an account.

The effects of social support were examined in three studies involving
children aged from 4 to 10 years of age. In each study children witnessed a
live staged event and were then asked to describe what had occurred.
Several types of experimental interview were conducted, each being compared
to a control group of children interviewed alone. The experimental
interviews typically involved the interviewing of witnesses in the presence
of a peer who had not witnessed the staged event. These additional children
were termed non-witnesses, their purpose during the interviews being to
provide social support.

The mere presence of a non-witness peer had no effect on recall.
However, when the non-witness was allowed to talk with the witness about
the staged event prior to recall, their subsequent presence during the
interview resulted in improved recall by the witness. The sharing of
information was crucial to the improved recall performance. The resultis are
the first experimental confirmation of the beneficial effects of social
support on children's free recall.
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CHAPTER 1

General Introduction

Thesis Overview



1. General Introduction

The use of children as eyewitnesses has traditionally been seen as a
hazardous pursuit. Children, it has been argued, do not make competent
witnesses. Thelr accounts of witnessed events tend to be patchy and limited
in scope, they have been accused of merging fact with fantasy and are seen
as being highly suggestible. These limitations are believed to apply across
a wide range of situations, such as when asked to describe an accident, a

suspicious stranger or even sexual abuse.

However, these assumptions are now undergoing a severely critical re-
examination, which has, to some extent, exposed them as incorrect, or at
least heavily misleading. In fact, the whole field of eyewitness research
is currently undergoing something of an upheaval. Long-held beliefs and
"facts" are being dispelled as either myths or biased misinterpretations.
As will be shown, many of the problems have stemmed from an over-reliance
on "common-sense", which i{s understandable, whilst somewhat ironically, the
other major failing stems from an over-reliance on experimental “evidence".
The literature on adult eyewitness testimony contains some of the best

examples of these errors.

For example, Elliott (1985), In a retrospective review on the effects
of the book Eyewitness Testimony by Loftus (1979a), argued that the claims
of the book were simply not supported by the facts. In particular, the book
overstated the case concerning psychologists real input to the debate on
eyewitnesses. Elllott argues that lawyers are so well equipped with a

number of criticisms of the book that they can often make psychologists
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appear quite ridiculous in court. Lawyers readily point out that Loftus
frequently misreports a vast number of studies, such as Shepard (1867,
which i{s cited as an example of the unreliability of recognition memory
over time, whereas the actual results argue more in favour of the

reliability of recognition memory.

Similarly, with regard to studies on the wording of questions and post
event information on memory, Loftus is attacked for her selection bias in
failing to have mentioned those studies (including some of her own
published articles) that contradicted her main findings. For example,
Loftus cites studies such as Loftus and Zanni (1875) on the effects of the
definite and indefinite article in questioning, but not Zanni and Offerman
(1978) which failed to replicate this finding. Elliott points out that this
example is all the more interesting because a non-significant result from
the same Zanni and Offerman paper was presented in support of Loftus’

position on stress and accuracy.

Treadway and McCloskey (1987) add further criticisms of Loftus and
several other key figures (e.g., Buckhout, 1974; Yarmey, 1979). Their
argument is that in the eyewitness literature the Allport and Postman
(1947) study of rumour has consistently been described inaccurately in that
both the procedures and implications of the study have been substantially
distorted. The original study was a version of the game "Chinese whispers"
involving a description of a picture being passed along chains of people,
but authors cite It as if it were simply a memory test involving
presentation of stimulus and then recall. For example, Buckhout (1974) and

Yarmey (1979) made the suprising blunder of saying that the first person in



the chain incorrectly 'recalled' that the black man had the razor, when the

first person was in fact holding the picture whilst describing it.

Treadway and McCloskey further point out that these incorrect
descriptions have also found their way into the legal literature (e.g.,
Johnson, 1985), apparently as the results of legal scholar's rellance on
the 1inaccurate secondary reports in th2 psychological 1literature. The
misinterpretation has even been used as a line of defence, namely as
indicating that the recollections of a person are likely to have been
tainted by their prejudices. The misinterpretions thus appear to have taken

on a life of their own, independent of the original report.

The overwhelming impression one gets from reading these and other
critiques of established findings, such as the effect of different verbs in
questions (e.g., Read, Barnsley, Ankers and Whishaw, 1978; Kallio and
Cutler, 1987) and the effects of discredited testimony (e.g., Weinberg and
Baron, 1982; Whitley, 1987), i§ that for some time now researchers have
been making unwarranted claims about the eyewitness competencies of adults.
Although this fact 1is apparent to those prepared to read the existing
literature carefully, it is disturbing to note the extent to which these
false impressions have permeated popular thinking. It will be argued
throughout this thesis that in the case of children as eyewitnesses, the
prevailing accusations of incompetency are equally unjustified. That is,
despite containing some elements of truth, they too are based on weak

premises and some highly selective reading of the literature.
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Ten years ago there was suprisingly little published work on children
as eyewitnesses. Policy recommendations were based on only a handful of
studies, such as the study of suggestibility in children by Varendonck
(1911), whose work was originally cited by Whipple (1813), although most
current researchers are more familiar with the translation included In

Goodman (1984b).

Historically, Varendonck's study is the most important single piece of
research on children as eyewitnesses. Working on a murder case in Belgiunm,
Varendonck was asked to evaluate the information obtained from two young
girls aged 8 and 10. The children had initially claimed to know nothing
about the murder, but under some highly suggestive questioning they had
given investigators a description of the murderer (in fact they described
the father of one of the girls). Varendonck devised a series of experiments
in which he incorporated questions similar to those asked of the young
girls. For example, some seven-year-olds were asked the colour of the beard
of one of the teachers in their building. The majority answered "black" and
two children did not answer. In fact, the teacher had no beard. The
majority of eight-year-olds (19 out of 20) offered a colour to the same
question. Only one said he had no beard. In an other experiment a teacher
visited a class, stood talking to them for five minutes. All the time he
kept his hat on. Immediately after he had left the children were asked "In
which hand did he hold his hat?". Seventeen said "right", seven said
“left", and only three gave the correct answer. These responses enabled
Varendonck to convince the court that the young girls' testimony may have

resulted from suggestive questioning.
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There were other studies on the questioning of child witnesses
published at the same time (e.g., Stern, 1910; Pear and Wyatt, 1914), but
none matched the impact of Varendonck's study. The simple elegance of the
design ensured its easy acceptance into psychological and legal thinking.

Its message was clear: child witnesses cannot be trusted.

Years later, belief in the suggestibility of children had become firmly
entrenched. For example, McCarty (1929) gave the following summary of the
existing research to lawyers, "There is a very common {impression that
children are more suggestible than adults" (p.270). McCarty also claimed
that a devious lawyer could control the testimony of a child by means of
suggestion, and could elicit from a child evidence that is wholly false and
unreliable. In a later influential review of eyewltness research, Rouke

(1957) made similar recommendations.

Probably because Varendonck's results appeared so conclusive, and more
importantly, they agreed with 'common sense', there was very little
research conducted for nearly 70 years and even the few reports that did
emerge during this time appeared to support the notion of the unreliable
child. One notable example was that by Trankell (1958) which discussed the
alleged sexual assault on a boy, Lars, aged 5. Trankell investigated the
case in the role of an 'expert' witness. He found that the child had not
been the victim of any assault, but had created a story to cover up for
some of his own transgressions, and also because of the insistent

questioning of his mother.



The accusations of suggestibility were persuasive arguments against the
use of child witnesses and until only recently the legal profession has
been highly dismissive of children's testimony. Decisions on the validity
of a child's statements are made at several points in the legal process
(Yuille, 1987). When an incident is first reported a police officer must
decide whether to make the child's statements part of the official record.
If a case goes to trial, a lawyer must decide whether to take the risk of
putting a child on the stand and once the child testifies, the judge or

Jury must decide what weight to give that testimony.

Before testifying in court children have had to undergo competency
tests in which they are questioned by the Jjudge (Flin, Davies and
Stevenson, 1987) and when finally allowed to testify their evidence has
been of only limited value. That is, the uncorroborated evidence of a child
was not enough to convict someone of an offence, even the corroborating
evidence of other children was not enough <(Spencer, 1987b). These
restrictions have generally applied to anyone under 14 years of age. In
other countries such, as the U.S.A. (Scottish Law Commission, 1988) and
Canada (Yuille, 1987), similar wide ranging restrictions on the testimony

of children also apply.

However, this critical view of the child witness 1is currently
undergoing a dramatic degree of rethinking. Legal reforms in England are
now being gradually being introduced to give the evidence of children
greater status (Davies, 1988a), although some severe restrictions still

exist (Davies, 1988b).
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This rethinking stems from the realization that children can, on
occasions, make highly effective witnesses and that their statements are
not inherently unreliable. Probably the most dramatic change in attitudes
centres on discussions of child sexual abuse. Recent studies (e.g.,
Finkelhor, 1979; Russell, 1983) have shown the widespread nature of such
abuse, but until recently allegations of sexual abuse were routinely
dismissed as childish fantasies. This reflected the fear that children

easily confuse fact and fantasy (Johnson and Foley, 1984).

Goodwin, Sahd and Rada (1982) found that reports of false accusations
of incest in psychological and psychiatric reports were incredibly rare.
Goodwin et al. (1982) contrasted this finding with the claims made in
reports such as MacDonald (1871) which implied that false accusations are
an important forensic problem, despite the fact that most of MacDonald's

case examples are drawn from a book published in 1913.

Goodwin et al. argue that although reported false accusations of incest
are rare, legal and mental health professionals tend to be suspicious of
incest accusations. This is partially because of the continued influence of
Freud's conclusion (e.g., 1953) that many reports of incest were based on
fantasy, which was made even though Freud never reported a detailed case
example of false accusation of incest. In fact he actually confirmed some

accusations by interviewing family members.

According to Goodwin et al. false accusations tend to occur when the

alleged victim has something to hide, such the case of a girl accusing a
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hated stepfather of incest to shield the boyfriend who had made her

pregnant. They state that:

"False accusations of incest by children appear to be opportunistic
lies rather than symptoms of a specific hysterical or delusional state.
A desperate child decides the benefits of the lie outweigh the risks
and has, at hand, the information necessary to fabricate an 1incest
story. In the reported cases the <child wusually has an adult
confederate, and the child readily admits the 1lie on direct
questioning. Where the child has made more than one false accusation,
more specific pathology may been found." (Goodwin et al., 1982; p. 18)

The case of custody hearings is an example in which adults may have a
reason to encourage a false report (Green, 1986). However, if anything,
children are likely to say nothing about an alleged sexual assault and the
only common 'lie' occurs when the child falsely withdraws an accusation for
reasons such as not wanting to have the offender punished, or after
threats. The situations in which this may occur are more fully explained by

Summit (1983) in his child sexual abuse accomodation syndrome theory.

DeFrancis (1969) suggested that untrained interviewers often accepted
false denials of incest at face value and this had 1led to the
underestimation of the incidence of incest and to the assumption that many
accusations are false. The report by Eckenrode, Powers, Doris, Munsch and
Bolger (1988) which analysed nearly 1800 cases of sexual abuse, physical
abuse and child neglect in order to identify the case factors that
predicted the substantiation of the reports, bore out the claims of
DeFrancis. Eckenrode et al. found that reports from professionals, as
opposed to non-professionals were far more likely to be substantiated.

Untrained interviewers were more likely to accept poor indicators of abuse
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as evidence. Such referals which often proved groundless, would
unfortunately tend to give the impression that false accusations were

common.

Together with a number of case studies in which children's evidence was
found to be highly accurate, even in children aged only three years (e.g.,
Goodman, 1984a; Jones and Krugman, 1986), popular opinion has totally
shifted away from the previous position of unreliability, to one of almost
total faith in the evidence of children, although sometimes this faith can
be so narrow minded as to preclude the possibility that children may be
making errors. For example, Yullle (1987) cites a report to the Attorney
General of California by Van De Kamp (1986), which gives the following

fllustration of the new philosophy.

Social worker: "So, we, we do believe the children.”

Suspect: "Uh huh."

Social worker: "Okay, that you are involved."

Suspect: "Then no matter what I, what I say doesn't even matter
then?"

Social worker: "Well, yeah of course {t matters, but, but our stand is

that we believe the children."

This extreme position almost certainly stems from the speed with which
attitudes have changed. In a very short period of time there has been a
total reversal in thinking from one end of range to the other@ Just as the
earlier position has now been revoked, our current thinking may also
change. Support for this contention stems from the effects of the Cleveland
child abuse "crisis" in 1987 in which large numbers of 'diagnosed' cases of

abuse were not substantiated by later investigations (Report of the Inquiry

into Child Abuse in Cleveland 1987 by Lord Justice Butler-Sloss, 1988). In
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the years preceding Cleveland, interest in child abuse as a national issue
had been steadily growing, several organizations were founded and the
number of reported cases was Iincreasing (National Society for the
Prevention of Cruelty to Children, 1986). However, in the year following
Cleveland some doctors have expressed a fear that att{tudes have changed
and allegations of child abuse are likely to received far more sceptically

than two years ago.

Amongst psychologists (although not necessarily jurors, as will be
shown {in Chapter 9), children's testimony is now often seen as being
reasonably reliable. For example, Goodman and Michellil (1981; p.83) stated
that "The view that children's testimony is not to be trusted in the courts
may be an adult prejudice. In fact studies show that they can recall events
accurately enough to testify - if they are not confused by adults." Other
reports echoed this sentiment, for example Berliner and Barbieri (1984;
p.129) claimed "that children, even very young ones, can give valuable

testimony if they are properly prepared and interviewed".

Psychologists currently emphasise that children can make good, or at
least reliable eyewlitnesses, provided they are not confused by adults.
However, therein lies the key dilemma. Finding ways of eliciting children's
eyewlitness statements without confusing the child and thereby distorting
the account has been the major stumbling block in eyewitness research. We
do not know enough about why children become confused in interviews and

even less about how to properly prepare and interview children.
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1.2 Thesis Overview

Although child witnesses are now seen in a more positive light there
are still some highly damaging accusations still standing against them.
First, i1t has been claimed that their free recall descriptions of witnessed
events are too short to be of value (e.g., Marin, Holmes, Guth and Kovac,
1979). This issue will be discussed in Chapter 2 of this thesis where it
will be shown that children's descriptions of witnessed events can make
detailed and highly effective testimony. However, on most occasions
children fail to provide such testimony. This can only in part be explained

by age related differences in memory.

While it is acknowledged that free reports produce the most accurate
information, there is no guarantee that & witness will unalded produce
relevant information. Dent (1982) argues that interviewers are unlikely to
tolerate this situation and will resort to using prompts to elicit more
information, even though this involves the risk of a reduction in accuracy.
As will be shown in Chapter 3, the use of such prompts, particularly in
experimental tasks, {s problematic on both methodological and legal
grounds. It 1s argued that contextual factors present during interviews
result in the child witness appearing excessively suggestible, which is the
second damaging accusation levelled against them. This has left
interviewers with something of a dilemma, they know that children can
recall far more than they do, but they do not know how to access this

information without distorting the validity of the account.

3
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In Chapter 4, the inherently stressful nature of being interviewed is
identified as a major reason why children's free recall accounts tend to be
so brief. That is, children can produce far more information than they do,
provided they are not unduly stressed at the time of recall, this fact
being most evident in the courtroom. It is suggested that by reducing the
stress present during an interview, even outside the courtroom, children's
free recall accounts are enhanced, thereby reducing the need to rely on
prompts. One possible means of reducing stress is the provision of social
support. Studies are described which show that {n interviews children
express a desire to be with another person whom they know. Social support
is a controversial issue with eyewitness research and its implementation is
usually discouraged. It 1is often alleged that the presence of a support
person brings in problems concerning suggestibility. However, this attitude
stems more from a general mistrust of children as witnesses than empirical

findings.

Chapter 5 introduces a series of studies looking at the effects of peer
social support on the quality of children's eyewitness testimony. It is
argued that part of the reason why children recall so little in interviews
is because the social environment is particularly intimidating for them.
Here, the cause of poor recall is explained in terms of contextual effects,
rather than a limited memory capacity. It 1s hypothesized that the
experimental provision of social support would lead to improved recall. The
effects of social support on eyewitnesses are essentially unknown.
Therefore, the present studies represent a new area of interest within
eyewltness research. The emphasis here is placed on variations in the

recall environment itself, rather than identifying individual differences
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that might predict recall quality. The form of social support to be

examined was the presence of peers during the recall interview.

The first experimental study is described in Chapter 6. This study
compared the free recall descriptions of a staged event by three groups of
children aged 7 and 10 years old. The three groups were (1) A control group
of children interviewed alone, as is common in eyewlitness interviews. (2) A
witness interviewed with peer support. That is, a witness is questioned in
the presence of a peer who had not witnessed the staged event. (3) A dyadic
recall group, that 1Is, pairs of witnesses giving a combined account of the

event.

The first study found that dyads recalled more than individuals, but
the presence of a peer had no influence on recall. This was probably
because the peers, termed non-witnesses, knew nothing about the event under
discussion and thus could be of little practical assistance. In the second
experimental study, described in Chapter 7, children aged 4, 7 and 10 were
questioned about a staged event. There were two types of recall interview
conducted, (1) A control group, as in the first study. (2) Child witnesses
interviewed in the presence of a peer who had not witnessed the staged

event, but had discussed the event with the witness prior to recall.

The second study found a large effect of the experimental group on the
children's free recall. Those interviewed in the presence of an i{nformed
non-witness recalled far more than those {nterviewed alone, with no
detriment to the accuracy rate. During the recall {nterviews the

contribution of the non-witnesses was negligeable. This result was
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interpreted as evidence that the very presence of the informed non-witness
led to the improvements in free recall. However, this conclusion was not
entirely Jjustified given that the second study fncluded the confounding
variable of discussion as well as social support. Consequently, a third
study looking at the separate and combined effects of discussion and social

support was carried out.

Chapter 8 Iincludes details of the third study. Once again, children
aged 7 and 10 witnessed a staged event. The key variables here were the
absence and presence of discussion prior to recall, and the absence and
presence of a peer during the interview. Four types of interview were to be
studied. (1) Control, child alone, no discussion. (2) Child with peer
support, no discussion, as in study 1. (3) Child with peer support, after
discussion, as in study 2. (4). Child alone, after discussion. This study
found that although the presence of an informed non-witness (group 3) led
to the greatest improvements in recall, the presence of discussion alone

(group 4) also had some benefits.

Chapter 9 addresses the question of why children's testimony is viewed
so sceptically, even though it tends to be highly accurate, Here the free
recall protocols from the three studies were examined for signs of
powerless speech, that 1s, hesitant or nervous speech. It was found that
all of the children's accounts were characterised by the widespread use of
powerless speech. It Is proposed that this probably explains the low levels

of perceived credibility of children's statements.
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Chapter 10 discusses the results of the thesis. The Iinteractions
between witnesses and non-witnesses are classified into different forms of
helping, however, the results suggest that it is not through direct
assistance (e.g., prompts) that the non-witnesses Influence recall. It {s
their very presence and thelr potential for helping that is significant.

Possible criticisms of the thesis are discussed.

Chapter 11 considers the implications of the studies, looking at the
potential wvalue of social support in interviews of child witnesses and in
laboratory based studies of memory. The results of the study are used to
support the decoding deficit hypothesis, that is, the quality of children's
free recall is largely determined by factors present at the retrieval stage
of memory. The present research shows one way of minimising these problems.
Chapter 11 also considers some possible studies arising from the issues
fdentified in the thesis. Designs for studies on the provision of adult
social support are proposed, as are designs for examining the question of

why children are perceived as poor witnesses.
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CHAPTER 2

Children's Ability

Recail1l Information
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2.1 Age Related Differences in Free Recall

In this section the evidence concerning children's ability to freely
recall information is discussed. It will be shown that in eyewitness
studies young children tend to give only brief accounts of events. Older
children and adults consistently recall more information but these accounts
do not appear to be any more accurate than those of the younger witnesses.
The findings of experimental studies will be contrasted with the results of
more naturalistic observations which suggest that children can provide

detailed accounts of incidents.

Eyewitnesses may be asked to relay descriptions of a wide variety of
events in an even wider set of circumstances. The most obvious need for
eyewlitness descriptions is after some criminal activity such as a robbery,
or after an accident. In such circumstances the witness 1s asked to
describe an incident of perhaps only a few seconds duration. The incident
itself may have been either quite dramatic and eyecatching, or quite
mundane and easily missed. The witness may not even have realised they had
witnessed anything of importance 1leaving the interviewer with the
intriguing problem of how to direct subjects to search their memory for
relevant detalls. On other occasions events such as sexual abuse may be

quite traumatic and last over long periods of time.

Just as event types may vary, so might the circumstances in which
recall is elicited. Recall may be requested efther immediately or after a
period of months or even yeafs. The interviewer might be a police officer,

social worker or lawyer, each of whom might stress the Importance of
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remembering different aspects of the event. They may ask for overall
descriptions or focus on only one crucial detall. Interviewing styles can
vary as well, for example the interviewer may be either aggressive or

supportive.

The range of possible methodologies open to eyewitness researchers is
thus quite varied. However, there exists one precondition on all research,
namely the need for a high degree of face validity in studies to maintain
credibility. The 1legal profession, for whom most of the studies are
designed, tends to be highly sceptical about the contribution that
psychology can make to the legal process (e.g., Loftus and Monahan, 13980)
and so research needs to be clearly applicable to real-life problems.
Typically, the face validity requirement 1i1s met by testing recall of
meaningful live events, rather than using films or written materials.
Ethical constraints on unduly stressing subjects normally prevent the use
of arousing events such as staged crimes, consequently the live events tend

to be designed so as to be "emotionally neutral” (Yuille, 1987).

Age related differences in recall have been demonstrated in several
studies that arguably meet this face validity criterion. Probably the most
widely cited of these is that by Marin, Holmes, Guth and Kovac (1879). In
this study, subjects from four age groups (ages 5-6; 8-9; 12-13; and
college students) were interviewed individually about a witnessed event.
The event involved an angry confrontation between two experimenters and a
confederate, lasting about 15 seconds. After an intervening task of 10 or
30 minutes the subjects' recall was assessed using free recall, objective

questions (including 1 leading question), and photo identification tests.
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In the free recall section, subjects were told that the incident was
staged and asked to describe what had happened. The mean numbers of
correctly recalled items were found to increase with age until the seventh

and eighth grades (ages 12-13) when it closely matched adult levels.

On average, the youngest subjects recalled only a single item of useful
information, whilst the college students gave five times more than this.
However, 1t is interesting to note that the youngest age group also gave
significantly less 1incorrect statements in free recall than any other
group. That is, they gave fewer descriptions of items, or events, that had

not actually been part of the original event.

A more recent study by King and Yuille (1986) supports the general
findings of Marin et al.. King and Yuille (1986) tested subjects from four
age groups (mean ages 6.6, 9.9, 11.9, and 16.0 years). The study consisted
of two parts, first the subjects witnessed a staged event and then they saw

a series of slides depicting a purse snatching.

For the staged event each child was tested individually. The event
consisted of a confederate entering the room, carrying a tray of plants. He
briefly spoke to the child, tended the plants and then left. The event took
about two minutes. The interviewer was not present during this time. After
a filler task the children were questioned. The children were first asked
to describe what the man had done (event description) and then what he had

looked like (physical description).
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The slide event was then shown. Once again, the interviewer was not
present at this time. The free recall interview was structured in the same

way as the staged event.

In summary, King and Yuille (1986), as with the Marin et al. study,
showed that the eyewitness abilities of children can vary with the age of
the child. Although the findings from both the live and the slide event
showed an age related progression, it is interesting to note that the scale
of these differences was different for each event type. For example, in the
live event, the physical description scores of the oldest subjects (a mean
of 5.36 correct statements) was approximately twice the score of the
youngest children (mean of 2.29), However, the comparable scores in the
slide event showed the oldest subjects giving more than three times as many

statements as the youngest group (S.64 vs. 3.00 statements respectively).

For the live event, as with Marin et al., the older subjects gave more
incorrect statements than their younger counterparts, but the overall
accuracy rates of the free reports (event and physical descriptions
combined) showed only slight variation with age. That is, the proportion of
correct to Incorrect information was consistently high across all age

groups.

There were, however, differences between event and physical
descriptions. The event descriptions were consistently reliable for all age
groups; however, errors were found in the physical descriptions. This

became more marked with age as the older subjects were more likely to
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include "filler" I{information (inferences). The majority of errors were

concerned with colour descriptions of clothing.

Another study demonstrating age differences in free recall was that by
Goodman and Reed (1986) in a study involving an arm movement game. Here
with subjects aged 3, 6 and adult, there was a main effect of age. Adults
recalled more than both of the other age groups, and the 6-year-olds
recalled more than the 3-year-olds. This study differed from Iits
predecessors in that the free recall accounts were only taken after the
participants had been exposed to misleading information provided in a

series of suggestive questions, just prior to the free recall.

Although there was no effect of these suggestions on any age group,
individuals of all ages made other kinds of intrusion errors. For example,
adults tended to recall that the confederate introduced himself when in
fact the experimenter introduced him. Adults made significantly more such
intrusion errors than either of the other groups, whilst the children's

scores were not statistically different from each other.

Taken together then, the studies by Marin et al. (1979), King and
Yuille <(1986) and Goodman and Reed (1986) suggest that the amount of
information provided {in free recall descriptions of witnessed events
increases steadily until preadolescence, at which time it reaches adult
levels. Young children will only give fragmented accounts, typically
containing only a handful of details. However, though limited in size,
these statements are generally seen as being highly accurate, or at least

no more inaccurate than the comparable statements of adults. The age
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differences demonstrated so far seem to centre more on the overall amount
recalled, rather than the kind of information recalled, Iimplying a

quantitative rather than a qualitative difference.

It is worth noting that the age related differences in recall in
eyewitness studies are comparable with the age related performance trends
found in other learning experiments using materials such as lists of items
(e.g., Cole, Frankel and Sharp, 1971; Kobasigawa and Middleton, 1972;

Bjorklund and Jacobs, 1985; Bjorklund and Harnishfeger, 1987).

The expefimental studies cited thus far have typically portrayed young
children's recall abilities as deficient, as compared to those of adults.
However, Brown and DelLoache (1978) warned against placing too much reliance
on lab-based studies. They suggested that before reaching any conclusions
about the competency of children, researchers should become thoroughly
familiar with the task demands of their experiments and how these appear to
the child. That is, one must know whether the child is famillar with the
materials and the task demands, whether they c¢an wunderstand the
instructions, and whether the point of the experiment seems reasonable to

them.

This has important implications for eyewitness research in that when
events have some meaning or importance to a child, as should often be the
case in eyewitness research, given the range of subject matters studied,

then recall performance may be expected to be better than in more ambiguous

situations.
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Case study reports of children's memory suggest that even children as
young as three years of age can provide fairly detailed accounts of events.
The most significant example here is that of Jones and Krugman (1986) who
report on a case in which a 3-year-old girl, Susie, was sexually assaulted
and left for dead. Incredibly, the girl survived the assault and supplied
the police with a description of her assailant and later managed to
identify the man from a set of photographs. The man's confession to police
officers confirmed the accuracy of the girl's account. Similar reports on
the abilities of 3-year-olds are given by Goodman (1984a) and Davies, Flin

and Baxter (1986).

These examples compare with the "quasi-naturalistic” studies of young
children's memory (e.g., Nelson and Ross, 1980; Todd and Perlmutter, 1880;
Wellman and Somerville, 1980; Sheingold and Tenney, 1982). More recently,
Forbes (1988) has described the Iimpressive memory of his 2-year-old
daughter Morag who could, for example, accurately recall the names of

senders on some 50 Christmas cards.

In all of these studies it is not argued that the recall of young
children {s as good as that of older children or adults, rather it |is
suggested that these accounts emphasise a greater degree of competency than
ils apparent in the lab-based studies. For example, contrast the claim of
Marin et al. that the youngest children (aged 5-6) only recalled one plece
of useful information, to the recall performances of Susie or Morag. That
i{s, although young children do not necessarily recall a great deal of

information they can still make effective witnesses.
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In conclusion, the picture we have of children's abilities to relate
accounts of witnessed events to investigators is one in which the age of
the witness would generally reflect the length of the description. However,
there is no apparent age related effect on the actual quality, or accuracy

of the free recall accounts.

The question that then arises is, why do younger children recall less
than their older counterparts, and what, 1f anything, can be done to
improve this state of affalrs. In the following sections some potential
explanations for age related differences in recall will be discussed. These
factors include children's ability to encode information; the effects of
the knowledge base on recall; the ability to make 1inferences;
organizational factors in memory; and the effects of context on memory

testing.

2.2 Age Differences in Encoding Abilities

An issue of debate in the eyewitness literature (e.g., King and Yuille,
1986) {is whether the recall deficits of young children are caused by
problems during the encoding of information <(the encoding deficit
hypothesis), or in retrleval problems (the decoding deficit hypothesis).

Let us first turn to the ability to encode information.

It has been suggested that there are age differences in how children
represent or encode information <(e.g., Plaget and Inhelder, 1973). For
example, preschoolers have been shown to be especially attentive to the

physical characteristics of stimlul, such as the acoustic features Qf
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words, whereas older children are more apt to be attentive to conceptual
features, such as the semantic properties of words (Bjorklund and Muir,
1987). However, it is not certain that children actually observe less than
adults. In some situations, children may sometimes see things that older
children and adults miss. For example, Neisser (1979) showed that younger
chiidren may be more attentive to peripheral, or seemingly unimportant
elements of events. The ability to increasingly attend to core issues and

to ignore non-relevant information, is seen as developing with age.

Several studies (e.g., Bjorklund, Ornstein and Haig, 1977; Ceci, 1980;
Sodian, Schneider and Perlmutter, 1986) have shown that under certain
conditions, even young children can be led to process to-be-remembered
words according to semantic information available in permanent memory. For
example, Moely, Olson, Halwes and Flavell (1969) gave children (aged 5 to
11 years) pictures of various objects to remember. They found that older
children rearranged the pictures to form categories. When younger children
were encouraged to do this, their recall improved. Thus, the deficits of
young children appear to be attributable to their failure to adopt a

strategy which they are capable of using.

Ornstein and Corsale (1979) suggest that children may also fail to
process information in preparation for recall, partly because they do not
understand what it means "to remember". However, even though young children
may not fully understand the specific task requirements of recall studies,
it 1s possible that some sets of materials (e.g., highly related items) may
elicit organization-like processing. For example, Lange (1873, 1978)

suggested that young children's clustering in recall may be more a function
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of the associations among the items themselves than the result of the
deliberate use of a memory strategy. Although the use of organizational
processing at stimulus input would appear to reflect a deliberate decision
by the child, and in this sense be somewhat different from Lange's
automatic clustering, it 1is nonetheless possible that the kinds of
materials (i{.e., related vs. unrelated) used would affect the tendency to

utilize any strategles.

The results of these studies suggest that in certain circumstances,
young children may be able to encode information as capably as adults.
However, Davies, Flin and Baxter (1986) suggest that except in isolated
instances, as 1in the child remembering the licence plate of a vehicle
involved in a crime, eyewitnessing rarely involves deliberate memory.
Accordingly, differences in performance with age due to encoding strategies
will be minimised. A similar point was made by Cole and Loftus (1987) when
they suggested that in many cases, the events which children are to be
questioned about occur without prior knowledge that something is about to
take place which should be remembered. The problems concerning children's
encoding of information may not be key factors in influencing children's
recall. Of more importance are the use of retrieval strategles, namely, the
difference between what could be remembered and what is remembered, which

will be discussed in later sections.

2.3 Knowledge base and Recall

An important factor in influencing recall would seem to be a person's

knowledge base. It is generally true that the older child knows more than
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the younger child and is thus better able to interpret events and thus
report them accurately (Bjorklund and Muir, 1987). However, knowledge will
not always favour adults over children. In fact, there is now evidence to
suggest that for some topics, children's knowledge can exceed that of
adults, leading to superior recall from children, rather than adults.
Recall 1s thus seen as belng knowledge dependent, rather than simply a

function of age.

It is now generally accepted that a person’s acquired knowledge, or his
“memory in the wider sense", powerfully influences what he stores and what
he retrieves from storage, or his "memory in the strict sense" (Piaget and
Inhelder, 1973)., Similarly, inputs that have 1little meaning for the
individual, namely those that do not fit readily into his acquired

knowledge structure, tend to be hard to store and retrieve (Flavell, 1977).

This claim is supported by the study by Richman, Nida and Pittman
(1976). Here, meaningfulness values (that 1is, whether or not words were
understood) for a series of words were obtained from children 1in the
kindergarten, second, and sixth grades. Richman et al. then constructed
recall lists which varied on this dimension, and gave them to children in
each of the three age grades. Age differences in free recall were found
when the lists differed in terms of meaningfulness. However, the youngest
children's recall was Jjust as good as that of the older children when
meaningfulness values were equated over age. Thus performance differences

were eliminated when meaningfulness was equal.
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The importance of the knowledge base on recall has also been shown in a
number of studies in which the child subjects are 'experts', relative to
adults. For example, in a famous study, Chi (1978) showed how children who
were chess experts recalled more legitimate arrangements of pieces than
adults who were novices at the game. To demonstrate that these effects were
the result of knowledge about chess, the subjects also performed memory-
span tasks in which the location of digits rather than of chess pleces was
tested. Results of this digit-span task were exactly reversed from those of
the chess task. That 1is, developmental trends were obtained, with adults
recalling more digits and taking fewer trials to reach perfect recall than

did the children.

Similar findings were also reported by Lindberg (1980) who found that
children recalled a great deal more than adults about topics such as

cartoon characters, teachers, and certain books.

Knowledge may serve to improve subsequent recall, but it may also have
undesired consequences. A good example of this phenomena is the study by
Ceci, Caves and Howe (1981) which examined the memory of children (aged
seven and ten) for stories which featured familiar characters (e.g., The
Six Million Dollar Man, James Bond, Tarzan) in either familiar (congruent)
or unfamiliar (incongruent) roles. For example, an incongruent story would
be one in which The Six Million Dollar Man couldn't carry a can of paint

because it was heavy.

Ceci et al, found that children's long-term recall of these stories

showaed systematic distortions in the direction of their pre-experimental
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knowledge. Long-term memory for unfamiliar characters in parallel stories
showed no such shift, indicating that the memory distortion for the
Incongrous information was influenced by prior knowledge. Information that

was congruent with prior expectations was largely recalled very accurately.

Ceci! et al. argue that distortions and errors in memory are, therefore,
not all due to random forgetting and may instead reflect active processes,
such as incorrect inferences (Paris and Upton, 1976). Rather than forming a
literal copy of information, the child transforms i{t, using processes of
integration and reorganization so that memory for the new material is

consistent with existing cognitive structures.

This long-term distortion, although evident in both age groups, was
more marked for the younger subjects. Ceci et al. suggest that this may
have reflected the greater levels of metacognition in the older subjects.
That 1s, these children may have made a mental note to themselves that
certain characterg were described 1in terms contrary to their prior
expectations. Later, during recall they may have remembered being suprised
and consequently recollected in an appropriate manner. The incongruity

having acted as a mnemonic cue.

Here then, existing knowledge does influence children's long-term
recall of information. This influence is through two proceses. First, {t
may simply bilas a person's recall in the direction of their prior
knowledge, this seems to be most evident in younger children. Or second, it
may serve the almost opposite function of blasing recall in the direction

away from prior expectations. However, this may depend on the subject's
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ability to use the new information as a form of organizational strategy, as
for example, in cases where certain behaviours are striking because they
contradict existing schema. This issue of organizational factors in memory

will be discussed in more detail later.

From these studies one may conclude that knowledge can influence a
person's recall of {information. However, any such effects will not
automatically become more evident with increasing age. In fact it is quite
possible that for certain topics or pieces of information, that chlldren

may have a greater knowledge base than adults.

If one then considers the possibility that children are quite likely to
be interviewed about activities with which they are quite familiar, we
might expect their memories to be at least as pgood, and on occassion
better, than those of adults (Johnson and Foley, 1984). That is, a large
number of witnesses are likely to be interviewed about events taking place
within their own 'environment', and possibly involving known people, roles
or settings <(e.g., a familiar shop). Therefore, the degree of prior
knowledge possessed by each witness will generally be quite high, each

person being an 'expert' on their 'home ground'.

However, any testing conducted outside of this domain will only be
influenced by the subject's general knowledge base, local knowledge being
of minimal, if any, value. Thus in unfamiliar locations, or new situations,
adults may be expected to perform at a higher level than children because

of their greater all-round knowledge base.
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Therefore, traditional methods of testing eyewitness memory, namely the
use of films deplcting events in unknown locations, would probably
consistently favour adults over children, whilst real-world studies are not
so likely to be biased in favour of either population. To conclude from
fllm-based studies that children are likely to make poor witnesses could

well be invalid.

The King and Yuille (1986) study described in section 2.1 appears to
support this contention. In that study it was found that the scale of age
related differences in recall was greater in the slide condition than the
live event condition. When one considers that slide or filmed events are
typically used in eyewitness research involving children (e.g., Cohen and
Harnick, 1980; Parker, Haverfield and Baker-Thomas, 1986) then it is not
suprising that large age related differences are found. The initial
knowledge base of the subjects may be at least partially responsible for

these findings.

2.4 The Ability to Make Inferences

A question that arises out of the studles described in the previous
section is that of how does a child use his or her knowledge to elaborate
information that is to be remembered? One factor that seems to be important
is the child's ability to make inferences from the material he or she is

asked to remember.

It 1s possible that what 1is stored {in memory may include more

information than was initially presented. Flavell (1977) suggests that in
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memory, subjects will disregard some features of an input, highlight
others, Integrate or reorganize still others, and even add information not
actually present in the input. The act of comprehending and encoding into
memory is thus a Plagetian assimilation-type process of construction of an
internal conceptual representation of the input (hence, the term

"constructive memory").

There are a number of studies which have examined the ability of
subjects from different age groups to make inferences 1in thelr
comprehension of a narrative or event. One early example was that by Flapan
(1968) who showed films to children aged 6 to 12, and then asked them to
say what the characters had been feeling. Because the feelings were not
explicitly stated in the dialogue the assumption was that the child would
have to infer them from faclal expressions, or from reactions to actions
and their consequences. Flapan found that as the children got older, their
answers more closely matched those stated by adults. For inferences
concerned with feelings, Flapan concluded that younger children cannot make

such inferences, or at least have difficulty in doing so.

However, Stein and Glenn (1979), examined this issue again, using a
different methodology. Here, children were read stories and then asked a
series of "Why?" questions on each major category of story information.
When asked for what was the most important aspect of the story, many of the
children stressed the motives, feelings, and thoughts of the characters.
More than a quarter of the children gave inferences of a moral nature as

answers, with no age related differences for this kind of Inference.
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A more widely quoted study on children's ability to make inferences was
that of Brown, Smiley, Day, Townsend, and Lawton (1977). Brown et al.
taught children (from grades 2, 4 and 6) either about "Eskimo Targa",
"Indian Targa", or, as a control, about the Spanish. One week later,
children were told a story called "Tor of the Targa" which they were then
asked to recall in their own words. The amount of information recalled
increased with age. However, more interestingly, the children who had been
given some form of previous recall orientation <(either Eskimo or Indian
Targa) also brought extra information into the story, namely intrusions
that related to their particular orientation. The proportion of such

intrusions increased with age.

It is evident from this last study that even young children may fail fo
distinguish between what was presented, and what they know about what was
presented. The children in this study elaborated on the story with whatever
knowledge they could bring to bear, something that seemed to increase as
they grew older. As Brown et al. (1977, p. 1464) put it: "The intrusions
were creative errors as they added to the cohesion and coherence of the
story that was remembered and probably helped initially in rendering the

material interpretable."

Such findings provide evidence that recall is enhanced when a relevant
recall framework is provided and it may be, as Brown et al. (1977) point
out, that one of the reasons that recall typically increases with age is
that older children are better able to identify relevant contexts for

comprehension and recall. In support of this interpretation is the finding
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that older children's recall protocols normally contain more theme relevant

intrusions than younger children's.

Overall, the inference studies show that as they get older, people
increasingly draw on relevant knowledge in comprehending and organizing
information. This may lead to both improvements in recall (e.g., Lindberg,
1980) as well as confusions (e.g., Ceci et al., 1981). Generally, children
are less likely to make inferences than adults, which may limit thelir
recall. However, one advantage of a limited ability to make inferences lis
that subjects are 1less prone to distortions in memory introduced by

unwarranted i{nferences or incorrect expectations (Johnson and Foley, 1984).

2.5 Organizational Factors in Memory Development

The generally poorer recall performances of children may also be
partially attributed to a failure to develop systematic retrieval plans (or
strategies) to gulde recall. The child's fallure to use such strategies may
occur because the child does not realize that such information would be
useful, or possibly because of motivational or other reasons. However, {t
is worth noting that when young children do use strategies, perhaps through
the experimenter providing appropriate hints, recall improves. Thus young
children appear to suffer a "production" deficiency 1im recall (Liben,
1982). This deficiency was effectively demonstrated in the study by

Kobasigawa (1974).

Kobasigawa examined the issues of when children are trying to remember

something, what kinds of retrieval cues are useful in recall, and are
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children increasingly likely to make efficient use of available retrieval
cues as they get older? Children aged 6, 8 and ll-years-old were presented
with elight sets of pictures of three items belonging to a given category
and told that they would later have to recall them. The sets included such
ftems as three types of fruit, three pieces of furniture, etc. Each set of
pictures was accompanied by a cue card (e.g., pictures of a seesaw, slide

and swing were accompanied by a picture of a park).

The children were then assigned to different experimental conditions
and asked to recall as many of the items as possible. One-third of the
children were instructed to recall as many items as possible with no cue
cards present (free recall condition); one-third were given the cue cards
face down in their laps and told that they could use them if they thought
it would help their remembering (cue condition). The remaining third were
presented with the cards one by one and told that there were three small
pictures that went with the plicture on the card and to attempt to remember

the three small pictures (directive-cue condition).

It was found that the presence of a cue improved the recall of the
oldest children whether or not they were instructed to use it. When the cue
was present, they were able spontaneously to initiate a retrieval strategy.
In contrast, the first graders did no better under the cue condition, when
the cue was available but they were not directed to use it, than under the
free-recall condition. Only when a strategy for use of the cue was
presented to them and they were directed to use it did their recall

improve, and then they remembered as effectively as the sixth graders.
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Similar results to those of Kobasigawa were also reported by Davies and
Brown (1978) who showed a series of 20 objects, one at a time, to a group
of five year olds. Later, when asked to recall them, the children were only
able to spontaneously recall about 45% of the {items. However, when
systematic search prompts were provided, such as "Do you remember seeing

any fruit? Any animals?", the recall figure rose to 69%.

These findings have some Iinteresting implications since they
demonstrate the 1impact of different instructions on free recall. In
eyewltness studies although there is a general idea of what constitutes
free recall, there are vastly different ways of accessing it. For example,
an important point could be the difference between the researcher using a
simple prompt such as, "Tell me about what you saw", or using more of an
organizational approach, such as, "Tell me about what you saw, including
what was sald, what the man was wearing" and so on. Both techniques access
free recall, but would seem to have different implications for the type, or

amount, of data recalled.

This point was illustrated in the study by Dent and Stephenson (1979a).
In this study 10-11-year-old children's recall of a filmed event, was
elicited through either free report, general questions, or specific
questions. These conditions may be seen as increasingly specific levels of

organizational prompts,

Dent and Stephenson (197%a) showed that either form of prompting
impaired the accuracy of children's recall. Free reports produced much more

accurate, though less complete recall than answers to general or specific
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questions. Interestingly, descriptions of people were particularly impaired
by prompting, whilst narrative information was less easily influenced and

was even enhanced by the minimal prompting involved Iin general questions.

This finding suggests that the level of organizational prompt used by
each researcher may influence the amount of information recalled. When one
considers the findings of Kobasigawa, suggesting that younger children
benefit from prompts to such an extent that their performance matches that
of older children, then an apparent weakness in the eyewitness literature
appears. That 1s, when a researcher uses a 'bland' introduction to their
recall task, without any degree of organizational prompts, then traditional
patterns of recall increasing with age are likely to be found. However,
when a more elaborate introduction is used, then age differences could well
be minimized. For example, the instruction to "Tell me all about the man"
contains far less of an organizational prompt than the instructions "Tell

me all about the man, including what he looked like and what he did".

Clearly this 1s only speculation, the size of the effects of differing
levels of organizational prompts may not be enough to fully account for age
related differences In recall. However, they may go some way towards
explaining different sizes of age related effects between studies. This {s

clearly an issue that needs to be clarified.

As well as affecting the amount of information given in free recall,
the organizational strategies used to guide recall, may also influence the

kind of information that is recalled. That is, different organizational
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prompts may affect the recall perspective with which a person attempts a

task.

This is a topic that was studied by Anderson and Pichert (1978), who
had adult subjects read a story sbout two boys "playing hooky" from school,
from the perspective of either a burgalar or a person interested in buying
a home. After recalling the story once, subjects were directed to shift
perspectives and then recall the story again from the new viewpoint of

elther a burgalar or house buyer, depending on their original orientation.

In the second recall session subjects produced significantly more
information important to the second perspective that had been unimportant
to the first. They also recalled less information unimportant to the second
perspective which had been important to the first. The study clearly shows
the operation of retrieval processes independent from encoding processes.
The results suggested that the instruction to take a new perspective led
subjects to Invoke a schema that provided implicit cues for different

categories of story information.

Schmidt and Schmidt (1986) attempted to repeat Anderson and Pichert's
findings in a younger population. Schmidt and Schmidt initially proposed
that young children's recall would be less likely to show evidence of
changes in recall following different recall perspectives. They read
children (mean ages 5.11, 7.11 and 10.0 years), four short stories, each of
which was preceded by one of two, equally valid "themes". The children then
gave free recall accounts of each story. The children were then asked to

give a second free recall account, after having been presented with either
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the original theme again (the on-theme condition), or the alternate second

theme (off-theme condition).

For example, i{f a story included two themes, such as a fire truck and a
trip to the post offlice, only one of these themes was identified prior to
the child hearing the story. For example, one story was preceded by the
statement, "This is a story about how Sam saw the fire truck come up the
street and go to the fire at Mrs. Brown's house.” Here, in the on-theme
condition the experimenter reiterated this statement prior to the second

recall test.

In the second recall session in the off-theme condition, the child
would be given a new theme, such as, "This is a story about how Sam asked
his mother if he could go to the post office and then went there to pick up

his package." Free recall was then assessed again.

Interestingly, evidence of theme switching was most pronounced for the
youngest children. Whilst the older subject groups recalled more following
the provision of the old theme information, the youngest subjects recalled

more following the provision of a new theme.

This may be accounted for by the tendency of the youngest children to
initially attempt recall in line with whatever theme they were presented
Just prior to recall. However, the older subjects tended to recall the
stories firstly in 1line with whatever initial theme they had been
presented, and only then would they switch to the new theme. Thus the

recall of kindergarten children was strongly tied to the thematic structure
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as explicitly defined by the experimenter, whilst the older children were
more independent and flexible in their ability to infer thematic structure

and to generate their own retrieval plans.

Although the Anderson and Pichert (1978) and Schmidt and Schmidt (13886)
studies were concerned with theme switching across recall trials, it has
implications for eyewitness interviews as 1! suggests that younger children
are more likely to blas their free recall accounts in line with the
organizational cues provided by the interviewer. However, older children

would seem to be less dependent on the frameworks provided.

The study by Zimmerman and Bauer (1956) would seem to bear out claims
concerning the Importance of the retrieval perspective on influencing the
kind of information that 1s recalled. Here, adults' recall of correct
points, or arguments, on subjects such as teachers' salaries, was
influenced by whether or not the message was congruent with the views of
the audience, who would, for example, be either supportive or hostile to
the arguments. Supportive audliences I{increased recall, whilst hostile

audiences decreased {t.

These differences were not simply a function of more information being
stored by the respective subgroups. Recall tests carried out immediately
after the material had been presented suggested that there were no obvious
differences in storage. However, when the subjects were asked to recall the
information a week later in the presence of audiences, then there were

clear differences.
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The general conclusifon of the study was that the anticipation of
communicating to an audience of which one has preconceived ideas can affect
what people will remember. Zimmerman and Bauer suggest that "When the
audience is seen as agreeing with the new information or arguments
presented, recall of that Information is more accurate than when the
audience 1is perceived as disagreeing with the information or arguments."

(p.245)

The implication of the studies cited here is that when accessing free
recall the interviewer should consider the reason they are giving for
needing the Information. That is, how one directs a subject's attention to
the Information to be recalled may influence their recall, both in terms of
amount and type. This would seem to be a particularly important point with
young children as they are probably less 1likely to wunderstand an
interviewer's motives, particularly in experimental tasks. When the child
understands the adult's reason for asking a question, they would probably
be more able to give the necessary information. However, when the child is
not fully aware of the adult's Intentions, or does not have an adequate
recall perspective, then misinterpretations may arise as the child |is
forced to give some meaning to the adult's questions. This problem will be

discussed further in the next section on the effects of context on recall.

2.6. Context Effects on Memory

The final issue to be discussed in relation to children's ability to
recall Information concerns the effects of contextual factors on

memorization. Contextual factors are the more general aspects of testing,
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such as the purpose of the task, that can affect performance. There is
another aspect of context that can be important, namely the social context,

which will be discussed in detail in Chapter 4.

The ability of children to use the encoding and retrieval strategies
described thus far can also be influenced by the context in which
memorization takes place. That is, children's willingness, or ability to
use strategles can vary across both time and situation. For example, it has
been claimed, most notably by Istomina (1975), that the assessment of
children's memory capacity and metacognitive skills 1is influenced by the
artificiality of many laboratory tasks wused by most experimental
researchers, which the child may not fully understand or engage in. This is
an important accusation. If children do not remember details because the
purpose of the interview is lost on them, then it is not suprising that

they recall so little,

To support her case, Istomina contrasted children's memory for lists in
a relatively standard list-learning situation, with their memory for
comparable lists embedded in a meaningful (to the child) activity. The
"meaningful" task used by Istomina was a shopping list to be taken to a
play store. Recall was clearly superior (around 2 to 1) in this condition.
From these results Istomina suggested that when remembering is an intrinsic
part of some meaningful activity, one obtains a higher estimate of young
children's memory capabilities. This is because the children are more
motivated to remember. Istomina argues that although the youngest children
know what it means to remember "...this is not enough: they must not only

know what remembering i1s by itself but also be able to see it as an end
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result, an objective to which activity must be directed, il.e. to grasp it
as a goal" (p. 59). The goal of remembering is more salient In the game
situation, so that children are more likely to adopt it as their own goal.
This is seen as contrasting with other, more typical memory studies in

which we are often uncertain that the child shares the experimenter's goal.

This has implications for eyewitness research in that when the child
views the recall task as meaningful, then their recall is likely to be
higher than in more ambiguous situations. This implies that interviewers
should ensure that their subjects understand the purpose of the task before
beginning an interview. Meaningfulness, like the recall perspective, could
influence the amount of Information recalled. However, despite the apparent
logic of such claims there is some evidence to dispute its validity, most
notably from the studies by Schneider and Brun (1987) and Welssberg and

Paris (1986), which attempted to repeat Istomina's findings.

Schneider and Brun (1987) point out that although Istomina gave a
detalled description of her study, including detalls of several individual
cases, 1t 1s difficult to reconstruct the design exactly because the
experimental procedure was described only in vague terms. For example,
there are problems in interpreting whether or not the two experimental
groups were tested in a counterbalanced order. Further, some children,
particularly in the game condition, obviously asked the experimenter to
repeat the items, which the experimenter did. Such flaws would generally
bias performance in the direction of the play condition. Consequently, the

generally superior recall found in the game condition can at least partly
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be explained by methodological flaws, rather than the benefits of

naturalistic experimentation advanced by Istomina.

Schneider and Brun confirmed these hypotheses in two studies, both
using 4 and 6 year-old children. The first was a perceived replication of
Istomina's study, complete with the apparent flaws of the study, such as
repetition of the lists by the experimenter when requested. Here, recall
was found to be superior 1in the game condition, thereby supporting
Istomina. However, 1t seemed apparent that the repetition of the word list
was an Important factor in explaining these differences, largely because it

was the children who requested a repetition that performed best.

In the second study the repetition of the lists was prevented. Here
there was no significant effect of experimental group, although the same

trend of results as study 1 did emerge.

Schneider and Brun's results are supported by the experiment by
Welssberg and Paris (1986) using 3 to 7-year-old children, which also

failed to replicate Istomina's findings.

The two attempted repetitions of Istomina's study show that Istomina's
conclusions can no longer be seen as valid. Schneider and Brun (1987)
suggest that while the context of a play activity may be more interesting
and motivating for children, there is no evidence that this more favourable
context also leads to better memory perforgance, as compared to more

traditional memory tasks.
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Despite the failure to replicate Istomina's findings, there is some
evidence concerning the importance of personal interest and memory. For
example, the study by Sommerville, Wellman and Cultice (1983) shows how
motivational factors can influence recall. Sommerville et al. looked at 2,
3 and 4-year-olds intentional remembering in reminding tasks. The children
were asked by their parents to remind them of something at a later time.
The tasks were classed as either of high or low interest to the child
(e.g., buying sweets vs. taking laundry to the dryer). At the specified
time, children were asked to remind their parents of the items. It was
found that the high interest tasks were correctly performed more often than
the low interest tasks., Particularly interesting was the finding that for

the high interest tasks, there were no age differences in performance.

This may go some way to explaining the differences between the
portraits of children's memory capacities, based on experimental results or
more naturalistic observation. In standard memory tasks, the experimenter's
reasons for requesting the child's cooperation may be obscure, at least to
the child. In real-life situations, the rationale for an adult asking
questions is likely to be highly salient. The chi{ld's understanding of what
is required of them would thus probably be greater in naturalistic
settings. Further, children are 1likely to be more highly motivated to

describe an event in real-life situations.

Here then, recall of information is influenced by the context in which
recall is tested, that is, whether or not the context is meaningful, or
inherently interesting for the subject. This returns us to Brown and

DeLoache's (1978) suggestions concerning the need to be aware of how
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children percefve experimental tasks. When tasks are ambiguous or
apparently meaningless, recall will be poor. When the task has a clear

purpose, recall may be superior.

2.7 Conclusions

This Chapter has shown that children's free recall descriptions of
witnessed events are typically very brief. This finding has been most
evident In experimental studies where age related differences are quite
marked. However, children will not always recall less than adults. When
differences in the knowledge base are equated across age and when the task
fs meaningful, the recall of younger children tends to improve. The use of
films in eyewitness research coupled with instructions that can appear
ambiguous to children, would, therefore, tend to bias performance in favour

of adults.

The most important finding here for interviewers is that when children
are provided with organizational prompts their recall increases, suggesting
that children do know more about an event than they will spontaneously
report. Decoding factors thus appear to be more important than differences

in encoding.

In Chapter 3 the types of prompts used by interviewers and their
effectiveness will be discussed. The influence of contextual factors on
recall and ways in which the social context can be manipulated will be

discussed in Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER 3

How Children Interpret

and Respond to Questions:

Sources of Suggestibility

in Interviews
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3.1 Strategies to Enhance Recall: Questioning Witnesses

Chapter 2 showed how in eyewitness studies, young children will
probably only give brief accounts of witnessed events. Interviewers,
however, are unlikely to tolerate this situation since they need to obtain
as full an account as possible (Dent, 1982). Consequently, in order to
"fill in the gaps" they will ask thebwitness questions about the incident,
either in the hope of sparking further elaborations or to check certain
ideas. In this Chapter some of the evidence on children's responses to
questions 1s presented and explanations are given as to why interviewing is
so problematic. This analysis will explain why children can appear so

suggestible in interviews.

[t has already been shown that young children can recall more than they
will spontaneously report. For example, Kobasigawa (1974) suggests that
developmental differences in recall may be substantially reduced when
remembering occurs in highly structured situations. Johnson and Foley
(1984) suggested that this implies that young children may profit from
directive, but non-suggestive, questioning. However, when such a technique
is adopted, 1in studies of children as eyewitnesses (e.g., Dent and
Stephenson, 1979a), although the amount of obtained testimony does
increase, the corresponding rise in the error rate of the Information
seriously undermines its value. As will be shown below, age related trends
in responses to direct questions are somewhat contradictory, but support

the Dent and Stephenson (1978a) findings concerning decreased accuracy.
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The use of questions as a means of information gathering is typically
employed after the witnesses have given their unprompted free recall
accounts and often takes the form of an organizational strategy for recall.
That is, it draws attention to several possible areas of information which
the witness may have neglected to include in their free recall acounts
(e.g., describing clothing). However, 1in experimental tasks at least,
questioning more often takes the form of a recognition memory test
concerned with the specific details of an event (e.g., "Did he have a black
coat on?"), which may require only a "yes" or "no" response from the

witness.

In experimental studies questions may be asked either in addition to
free recall, or as an alternative. The number of queétions asked can vary
from a handful, concerned with random aspects of a witnessed event (e.g.,
Marin et al., 1979; Parker, Haverfield and Baker-Thomas, 1886), to longer
sets of questions which cover every possible aspect of an event (e.g., Dent

and Stephenson, 1979a; Pear and Wyatt, 1914).

Questions are typically divided into two categories. The first of
these, direct, or objective questions, Includes questions about aspects of
the witnessed event that the interviewer knows have happened. This {i{s an
easily used procedure in experiments, since the witnessed event was under

the control of the researchers.

The second type of questions are termed suggestive, or misleading.
These are questions about aspects of the event that the researcher knows to

be incorrect. The misleading question may either include Iincorrect
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information (such as suggesting an item of clothing was blue, when it was
not), or suppose the existence of something that was not part of the event.
Such questions are believed to assess the suggestibility of subjects. The
short-term effects of suggestibility may be assessed by the subjects
initial responses to the misleading questions. Long-term effects are tested
by the Influence of the misleading questions on subsequent recall

performance (as will be shown in Chapter 7).

There have been several studies to have incorporated both objective and
leading questions Into their designs. Marin et al. (1979) questioned
subjects from four age groups (preschoolers through to college students)
about a live event in which a man had entered the room and argued with
another confederate of the experimenter. The children were asked 20 yes/no
objective questions about the physical and behavioural aspects of the
event. Generally, performance was relatively poor. There were no
significant age differences in the accuracy rates on this test. On average,
subjects correctly answered 74% of the 20 questions. However, since they
would have been expected to answer 50% correctly by chance alone, Marin et
al. argue that this figure {s not particularly impressive. There were no

differences in the responses to the single leading question either,

Cohen and Harnick (1880) had subjects aged 8-9, 11-12 and adult, sanswer
22 questions about a 12 minute film depicting a purse snatching. The
questions varied by form (suggestive vs. non-suggestive). The responses to
both question forms showed an age related increase in performance. In both
cases, the youngest children were less reliable than the other two groups

which did not differ significantly.
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Goodman and Reed (1886) questioned 3-year-olds, 6-year-olds and adults
(mean age 22 years), about a game played with an adult, explained as a
motor task, which emphasized the man's appearance. The game lasted for
about five minutes. Another adult then questioned the subjects 4-5 days
after this interaction. The subjects were asked 22 questions. 17 were
classed as objective, the others containing misleading, or simply leading
questions. Out of the 17 objective questions the mean accuracy rates were
10.00 (age 3>, 11.75 (age 6) and 12.63 (adults). The difference between the
two older groups was not significant. However, both of these groups
differed from the 3-year-olds. For the suggestive questions, performance

increased with age, all age groups differing from each other.

In the study by Parker et al. (1986) 8-year-olds and adults saw 4 slide
sequences depicting crimes. After a recognition task, subjects were asked
10 multiple choice questions of which 4 were about characteristics of the
subject, 5 were about peripheral events such as information about the
colour of a blanket, and 1| question was misleading. Subjects marked thelir
responses in a booklet which listed alternative responses (including "Don't
know"). For the descriptive questions the adults gave significantly more
correct responses than the children, however, for the peripheral questions
the children gave slightly more correct answers, although this last finding
was not statistically significant. There was no effect of age on the

misleading question.

Overall, these result appear to support the idea that there are some
age related differences in the ability to respond to questions. However,

these differences are generally quite slight in terms of actual accuracy
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rates. That is, if one looks at the percentages of correct responses given
by each age group, it is only in the Cohen and Harnick study that there are
any marked differences. The key message here then, 1is that although
performance generally undergoes some improvement with age, this should not
be taken as evidence that children's testimony is that much more unreliable
than adults. Other studies would appear to support this conclusion. For
example, Pear and Wyatt (1914) showed that for some questions children's
responses could be very accurate, Similarly, Dale, Loftus and Rathbun
(1978) found that for items that had been present during the films shown to
pre-schoolers, there was a 73-90% probability that the children would say

"yes" when asked if they had seen them.

The points raised by Pear and Wyatt (1914) and Parker et al. (1986)
concerning certain items being remembered more effectively than others may
explain why some of the above studies conflict. It appears that children
are particularly resistant to suggestions made about salient parts of an
event, a finding also reported by King and Yuille (18986). Goodman, Hepps
and Reed (1986; cited by Goodman, Aman and Hirschman, 1987) provide a
significant example here. When children aged 3-7 were asked questions such
as "Did the person hit you?" after a visit to a doctor, all of the children

sald "No" to such questions.

Although specific questioning about events is also used in real-life
interviews (Macfarlane and Krebs, 1986) it represents a particularly
hazardous method of data collection, being problematic on both

methodological and legal grounds.
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A major methodological problem with an approach such as direct
questioning, or indeed almost any study based on organizational factors in
memory, {s that in eyewitness interviews, one rarely knows all the facts at
the outset, so it would not be obvious what specific questions to ask a
child (Johnson and Foley, 1984). Studies employing direct questioning are
dependent on the interviewer having some knowledge of the event under
discussion. Although this is quite feasible in experimental tasks where
witnessed events are carefully controlled by the researcher, such knowledge

is unlikely to be available to investigators such as police officers.

A further methodological criticism concerns the basis for distinguising
between "objective" and "leading" questions. Although these distinctions
are easily made in the lab, they are normally impossible to make in the
field. Dent (1982) showed how even experienced interviewers would readily
introduce suggestive questions when trying to elicit eyewitness
descriptions. As 1in Dent and Stephenson (1979a) the use of prompts
increased the amount of information obtained but largely undermined its
validity. The distinction researchers make between leading and misleading

questions is thus somewhat tenuous.

There are also problems concerning legal restrictions on the use of
specific questions. Macfarlane and Krebs (1986) point out that,
technically, any question that can be answered with a "yes" or “no" answer,
could be classed as a leading question, since they are calculated to lead
an individual to make a particular statement. Goodman (1984b) suggests that
many cases involving child witnesses are lost or dropped because of poor

techniques used during the pretrial stage. For example, the use of
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suggestive questioning, or even suggestive line-ups can undermine a

prosecution.

Although there is some debate as to what constitutes a leading question
in the courtroom (e.g., Loftus and Goodman, 1985), MacFarlane and Krebs
suggest that generally, leading questions and verbal reinforcement, should
only be used to provide as much direction as children may need to overcome
their fear and resistance to disclosure. Generally, investigators 1in
criminal cases, tend to tske the view that information obtained by
suggestive interview techniques 1is more beneficial than no information at
all, even though a subsequent criminal prosecution may be made difficult

(Macfarlane and Krebs, 1986).

Even though the age related trends in responses to questions are not as
marked as would have been expected. The value of direct questioning of
child witnesses is limited. As stated earlier, the methodological and legal
arguments against such questioning cannot be ignored. Apart from in
experimental studies, Interviewers are unlikely to know what questions to
ask. In the following sections some sources of suggestibility in interviews
are discussed. This will show how an interviewer's questions can be
misinterpreted by a subject. This will show how the need to elicit more

information from children results in the image of the suggestible child.

3.2 Children's Suggestibility in Interviews

Probably the most significant problem with the use of questions to

enhance recall is that concerning the supposedly excessive suggestibility
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of children. Suggestibility is the issue that is used most frequently as an
argument against the use of children as witnesses. For example, as early as
1909, Whipple made the claim that "The one factor that more than any other
is responsible for the poor reports of children is their excessive
suggestibllity” (p.162). This claim has been made repeatedly since then,
for example, by Loftus (197%a) who stated that "In sum, the preponderence
of research indicates that not only are children relatively inaccurate but
they are also highly suggestible" (p.162). Children, it is believed (e.g.,
Yarmey and Tressillian-Jones, 1983), are especially susceptible to
confusions and distortions as a result of suggestions made to them by
adults. It is somewhat paradoxical then that probing questions are most
likely to be used with the subjects who are seen as being the most

incapable of reliably answering such questions.

King and Yuille (1986) argue that any memorial deficits that children
may have, are amplified by the structural dynamics operating in the
interview situation. This being illustrated by the fact that children will
accept misleading suggestions even when they contradict evidence given
under free recall. King and Yuille (1986) further report that on several
occasions In their experimental study that children gave unprompted
admissions that they had simply "gone along" with misleading suggestions.
The explanation for such findings would seem to be found in the interview

situation in which testing occurs.

In research with children, the use of interview testing has become so
widespread that few have considered how young children work out what is

expected of them. Bridges (1985) suggests that a common assumption has been
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that as long as care has been taken to settle the children, to introduce
the tasks properly and to present the items clearly, then the questions
used in an experiment will tap underlying knowledge or mental processes in
a falrly direct way. Appropriate responses are taken as indicators of
underlying competence, whilst incorrect answers are deemed to be the result

of lgnorance, immaturity, performance biases or lapses in attention.

Bridges further suggests that children's behaviour in experimental
situations usually serves to confirm the interviewer's conviction that they
understand what is expected of them. Children's responses to questions are
usually situationally ‘appropriate' and they will typically behave in a
manner that suggests that they understand what is expected of them. The
possibility that adults and children are at cross-purposes 1is rarely

considered.

King and Yuille (1987) suggest that the key problem in research with
children is the tendency for sadults to overestimate the child's linguistic
competency. This is probably caused by the considerable difference between
the child as speaker and the child as listener. A child who spesks
voluntarily is in control of the topic, the ideas and the presentation,
thus causing adults to overestimate their linguistic competence. However,
as the listener, the child is not in control and must use all the cues

avallable to ald their understanding of the message.

When one considers the plight of children in experimental tasks f{t
becomes somewhat easier to wunderstand how misunderstandings can arise.

Typically, children will be asked to assist an adult in a simple test or
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game. However, the rationale given to the subjects will often be obscure,
or possibly even misleading, depending on how elaborately the researcher is

‘hiding' the purposes of their experimental manipulations.

In such circumstances the child is often forced to give the adult's
actions some meaning. For example, older children may assume that an adult
asking them questions constitutes some kind of test, or assessment, which
will be related to their academic performance, such as determining which
'set' or 'stream' they will be put in. This may in turn be affected by
whether or not the children believe that their teachers will see the

results of the test.

In interpreting the experimental situation the child will make use of
any available information, including verbal and non-verbal cues, as well as
the context in which testing takes place. The importance of seemingly

obvious cues such as practice runs may be underestimated here.

The extent to which children will try to make sense of any test, no
matter how bizarre it may be, is 1llustrated by the Hughes and Grieve
€(1980) study. Here, children, aged 5 and 7, were asked bizarre" or
“"conceptually {ll1-formed" questions like, "Is milk bigger than water?", and
"Is red heavier than yellow?". Although these questions were apparently
meaningless, the children would typically give answers. These answers were
not simply inspired guesses, instead they were derived from either the
context of the study, such as relating the colour question to items present
in the room (such as cushions), or by importing context, that {s, taking

ideas from general knowledge (e.g., milk comes from cows).
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Similarly, Strohner and Nelson (1974) showed that children do not
usually guess randomly in answering an adults questions. Instead,
influenced in part by context, they will apply extrasyntactic stategiles,
such as the probable event strategy (e.g., cats often chase mice), or upon

the order "actor-action-object" that occurs in active sentences.

Here then, children are actively trying to make sense of questions
within some form of meaningful context. The child's interpretation of a
question may thus be very different from that of the interviewer. Goodman,
Golding and Haith (1984) give a good example of this principle. They report
on a case where a child answered answered a question quite literally. That
is, when asked "Were you In the man's house?" the child said "no", but said

"yes" to the question, "Were you in the man's appartment?"

The reason that children may give inappropriate, or incorrect responses
to questions is not seen as being due to the Inherent suggestibility of
children. Instead, suggestibility is seen as a response to the demands of
the interview situation itself (King and Yuille, 1987). Suggestibility Iis
thus viewed as a form of sensitivity to context. Children may appear more
suggestible than adults as they are llikely to find themselves in more
unfamiliar situations than thelr more experienced counterparts. Children
will pay attention to anyone, especially an adult, who they belleve knows

how to behave in a given situation.

The ideas discussed here are equally applicable to any interview with
children, not Jjust eyewitness interviews. In fact, many of the studles

cited in this Chapter stem from developmental work on children's cognitive
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development, 1in particular studies examining Plaget's (e.g., Piaget and

Inhelder, 1973) ideas on conservation.

In the 1970's there was a large amount of research looking at how
children's understanding of task situations affected their responses. Some
of these studles (e.g., Rose and Blank, 1974; McGarrigle and Donaldson,
1975; Donaldson and Lloyd, 1976) {llustrated important limitations to

Piaget's methods.

For example, Light (1983) suggested that 'pre-operational’ children
involved in some studies respond to what they think the experimenter means
when he asks them questions, rather than to the questions themselves. Their
interpretation of his meaning is highly sensitive to the linguistic and
extra-linguistic context of his questions. This contradicted Plaget's
assumption that the child's responses to instructions were evidence of that
child's reasoning. Language was treated as unproblematic, allowing the
constructor of cognitive tests a direct access to the child's underlying

logical competence.

However, studles of cognitive testing tend to emphasize the context
dependence of the child's understanding of words and utterances. For
example, McGarrigle and Donaldson (1875) contrasted 4-6-year-old children's
performances on standard tests of number and length conservation, in which
the experimenter's transformation appeared to the child to be 'accidental'.
Here, a "naughty teddy", manipulated by the experimenter, "spollt" the
conservation “game". There was a substantial rise in the frequency of

conserving responses under these latter conditions.
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Donaldson and Lloyd (1976) similarly showed how tests of egocentrism in
children can be affected by the way the task is presented. Here, they had
children talk with a giant panda (fitted with a microphone and speaker).
The children were told the panda wasn't very clever and were asked to
describe objects to it as part of a referential communication task. Here,
the supposedly egocentric children were able to adopt to the listener's

perspective in providing task relevant information.

These results, coupled with other similar findings (e.g., Light,
Buckingham and Robbins, 1979) called into question the view that pre-
operational children cannot wunderstand the invariance principle, and
suggests that it 1is vital to take extra-linguistic aspects of the test

situation into account when assessing cognitive abilities.

Generally then, there 1is often a mismatch between the adult
experimenter's goals and the child's understanding of what is expected of
them. Experimental testing with children thus entails a number of potential
hazards which may undermine the value of any conclusions drawn. In the
following sections, some of the most significant problems in interviewing
children will be discussed. This will demonstrate how any question, whether

leading or non-leading, may result in confusions amongst children.

3.3 Source Credibility and Suggestibility

A key factor influencing suggestibility would appear to be the
perceived credibility of the source of the misleading information. That is,

the impact of any suggestive or misleading communication will be {nfluenced
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by the person who is conveying this material. One issue of debate has been
the effects of relative levels of social status on suggestibility (e.g.,
Eagly, 1983; Ceci, Ross and Togllia, 1887). However, most of the
experimental research carried out to date, has focused on degrees of
apparent knowledge (of the witnessed event) between the subject and the
source of the misleading Information. That is, whether or not the subject
believes that the source of the misleading information is reliable, by
virtue of that person's superior knowledge of the event (e.g., Dodd and

Bradshaw, 1980; Smith and Ellsworth, 1987).

The importance of relative differences in social status in determining
suggestibility has often been commented on, though somewhat suprisingly,
there are very few studies relating to eyewitness contexts to prove this
point. Eagly (1983) suggested that much of the apparent differences in
suggestibility ascribed to gender, can largely be accounted for by societal
differences in role status between the sexes. That s, men are
traditionally more often in positions of power than women, therefore, it is
perhaps hardly suprising that women often appear more suggestible than men,

even when status is artificlally equated in laboratory tasks.

Developing this line of argument, Goodman (1984c) suggested that young
children may thus be especially subject to suggestion, simply because so
many people (older children and adults) are generally authoritative in
relation to them. One of the few studies to actually offer some evidence

here is that by Ceci, Ross and Toglia (1987).
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Ceci, Ross and Toglia (1887) had an adult read children (aged 4 years)
a story with related pictures, about a girl's first day at school. The day
after the story, the children were presented with information about {t that
was elther biased on unbiased in terms of what actually occured in the
story. The important variable here was the age of the person providing this
Information. This person was either a 7-year-old boy or an adult. Attempts
to train a younger child so as to totally eliminate the age gap proved
unsucessful. Two days after this meeting the subjects were given a forced-
choice recognition test of the pictures related to the story. The pictures
also included some that related to the misleading information. The key
finding here was that for the misleading iInformation, the subjects were
biased significantly less by the information from the child, than the same

information from an adult.

Although the forced-recognition test represents a very specific form of
testing recall, this study still gives an important indication of the
importance of soclal status In suggestibility. Clearly, misleading
Information has more of a biasing effect when it comes from a person with
authority. This result matches the finding of Kwock and Winer (1986) who
asked children aged 9 and 12 years questions which implied the subject
should choose from one of the two options presented, when in fact the
correct answer was elther one. For example, after showing subjects a black
square, they would be asked, "Is this black or a square", the correct
answer "both" being a rejection of either of the single options implied in
the question. This study showed that when peers asked the questions, as
opposed to adults, children were more 1ikely to respond correctly.

Interestingly, Winer, Rasnake and Smith (1887) found that the tendency to
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reject the logical answer "both" was equally evident in adults as well as
children, —suggesting the importance of <demand characteristics |in

experimental tasks, which will be discussed in the following section.

As well as social status, there is also an 'expert' component to source
credibility. That s, any person may become a credible source of
Information, If the reciplent believes that person to be well informed
concerning a particular topic, that 1is, a relative expert. So, when a
person who knows about an event and has no apparent reason to lie passes on
information, then they are likely to be seen as a highly credible source of
information. However, if that person has a motive to lie, or clearly knows
nothing about the subject under discussion, then their communications are

likely to be viewed with some degree of healthy scepticism.

In fact, there are a number of studies to suggest that when subjects
are led to mistrust a particular source of {nformation, they are more
likely to detect any Inconsistencies in their speech. For example, McDevitt
and Carroll (1988) showed children videotaped messages in which the speaker
was elther consistent or inconsistent in their arguments. When children
were warned that the speaker was trying to trick them, the children were
far more likely to report the inconsistencies in their messages. Further,
when subjects distrust the source of a message, then they are less likely
to be influenced than when the source is credible (e.g., Hovland and Weiss,

1851).,

Another example, within an eyewitness context, is that by Dodd and

Bradshaw (1980), who argued that misleading questions will not distort or
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blas a witness's memory of an event, if the witness has reason to challenge
the questioner's motive and 1s suspicious of the interrogator asking
leading questions. Here, adult subjects saw a slide sequence of a car
accident. Shortly after viewing the accident, the subjects were given a
written account of the event that they belleved was prepared by an actual
eyewitness to the accident. For half of the subjects the description
contained biased or misleading information about critical elements of the
accident. The other half received a non-biased account of the event.
Subjects were led to believe that the eyewitness who gave the account was
either a neutral bystander, or, the driver of the car that caused the
accident. The driver, who would be expected to have a vested interest in

the case, was seen as a less credible information source.

Dodd and Bradshaw found that the biased or misleading information only
distorted the subject's memory of the accident when they believed the
written account was from a neutral witness. In the condition in which the

witness was the driver of the car, there were no suggestibility effects.

The study by Smith and Ellsworth (1987) bears out this point. Here,
adult subjects were questioned about a filmed bank robbery. When the
interviewer was believed to have some knowledge of the film, because they
had studied it earlier, their suggestions were more readily accepted than
those from an {interviewer who was believed to be naive. Thus it appears
that the source credibility of misleading information, can determine

whether or not it {s accepted.
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These findings have a particular significance for studies involving
children, since in many of them the interviewers appear to have been with
the children at the time that the event was seen (e.g. Dale et al., 1978;
Cohen and Harnick, 1980). This confers upon the adults a credibility factor
both from social status and expert power. Young children are likely to find
this situation confusing, since why should an adult ask questions about

something which they should logically already know the answer.

There are a number of studies (e.g., Maratsos, 1973) which illustrate
that children's performance in interviews is influenced by this knowledge
variable. One example is that by Pratt, Scribner and Cole (1877) who
conducted a study in which children (aged approximately 6 and 8 years) had
to describe the rules of a new game to another child. The listener either
had a copy of the game in front of them or did not. Speakers from both age
groups gave more explicit information in the second condition. For example,
85% of the younger subjects provided at least one explicitly descriptive
statement when their listeners could not see the materials, as compared to

30% when the listeners could see.

Menig-Peterson (1975) also examined this issue, highlighting possible
ways in which children's use of language in interviews is modified by the
listener's prior knowledge. Menig-Peterson made comparisons between
contexts in which the listener did, and did not, possess prior knowledge of
the situation being described (e.g., stories enacted to the child and

events in which the child participated).
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Two aspects of speech were studied, the appropriate introduction of new
elements, and whether references to objects and persons were appropriately
specified. For example, in a story about a cat, when the animal |is
introduced for the first time, it would be appropriate to say: "Yesterday I
saw a cat," but not: "Yesterday I saw the cat.” The latter would be correct
only if the listener had prior knowledge of that particular cat. Thus one
of the linguistic conventions concerning new elements is that they are
generally introduced with the indefinite article (a8 or an), rather, than

the definite article (the).

Menig-Feterson also considered whether young children specified
referents in a way appropriate to the listener's state of prior knowledge.
For example, pronouns (such as he, she or it) should only be used when it
s clear that the listener has sufficlent knowledge to identify the noun
that the pronoun replaces. The sentence: "He came up and pushed him," is
Inappropriate unless the listener knows who "he"” and "him" are refering to,

as would happen when the listener has witnessed the event.

Menig-Peterson found that @he speech that 3- and 4-year-old children
produced, did vary with the listener's prior knowledge. Mean numbers of new
elements were consistently greater if the listener was naive. The children
seemed to talk more and to need less prompting when the experimenter was
assumed to be nalve as opposed to knowledgeable. Similarly, the children
also tended to wuse the definite article more when the listener was

knowledgeable.
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This last study aptly {llustrates the importance of {interviewer
knowledge on children's speech in {nterviews. If an interviewer is believed
knowledgeable, then children are likely to say less than they would if the
Interviewer was uninformed. Thus although the use of a single experimenter
to both present the experimental materials (by either showing a film or
taking part in a staged event) and to ask the follow-up questions, may be a
practical necessity for some researchers, it is not a desirable method for

eyewltness research.

Studies in which the research interviewer witnessed the event under
discussion, or demonstrates an inappropriate degree of advance knowledge of
the event, would seem to be of limited value. Even asking a series of
questions about an event implies advance knowledge on the part of the
Interviewer. Such methodological flaws will make a study take on blzarre
overtones that are unlikely to be present in real-life interviews where the
interviewers would be likely to know little, if anything of the event. When
an adult asks questions to which they should already know the answers, then
it is not unreasonable for the subjects to infer some bilzarre motive for
the question being asked. This will in turn affect the answers that they do

eventually give. This point is discussed further later in this Chapter.

As an indication of the effect of interviewer knowledge on children's
statements, it would be interesting to examine the recall transcripts of
past studies, particularly those involving free recall.descriptions. for
indications that the adult and child are in fact indulging in a form of
conversation, with a degree of Jjoint knowledge, rather than a one-way

transmission of information. For example, transcripts could be examined for
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the use of linguistic forms suggesting shared referants, such as the
definite article being used when ‘'new' 1items are being described.
Alternatively, a study could be conducted in which children are interviewed
either by a person who was or was not present during the time of the target
event. Such enquiries would almost certainly serve to 1invalidate the
findings of several studies <(e.g., Dale et al., 1978), to eyewitness

researchers at least.

3.4 Demand Characteristics

In recent years, a large number of experimental studies (e.g., Markman,
1977; Carey, 1978; Hughes and Grieve, 1980) have shown how children and
adults will attempt to follow out an adults Iinstructions, or answer
questions, even when the requests are "bizarre", or even meaningless. In
attempting to explain such behaviour, one should consider the demand
characteristics implicit in experimental research (Orne, 1962>. In any task
or experimental situation, if a question or problem is posed, then the
subject 1s expected to make some attempt to respond. Subjects are not
allowed to reject the experimenter's 'advances' and non-participation is
not normally permissable (e.g., Hughes and Grieve, 1980; Cohen and Harnick,
1980). However, even when subjects are allowed to demur and question their

Instructions, they often fail to do so.

For example, Markman (1977) showed how 6-year-old children would
attempt to carry out an interviewer's instructions, concerning the teaching
of card games and magic tricks, even though the instructions of how to play

the game were plainly inadequate. The 6-year-old children attempted to
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perform the tasks and even when prompted, they failed to request more
information. Similar responses have also been {llustrated by McGarrigle,

Grieve and Hughes (1878) and Olson and Torrance (1983).

Here then, children interpret, what are to them, ambiguous or confusing
instructions, into a form that makes sense, given the parameters of the
situation. That 13, children reinterpret the experimenter's instructions
within the wider context of the whole interview situation. It would seem
that once young children think they understand what it {s they have to do,
then they may attempt the task at hand. For example, Istomina (1975)
reported that some of the children in the play section of her memorization
experiment rushed off to the “shop", without waiting to hear the 1list of

items they were being asked to collect.

The child's responses to requests are heavily dependent on the context
in which testing takes place. That is, when requests are meaningless, or
simply ambiguous, the child forces meaning upon them by relating them to
the context in which they were asked. Questions are thus interpreted not
solely on their linguistic structure, but in terms of what they 'probably’
mean. For example, Carey (1978) asked children to give a puppet "more",
"less", or "tiv", to drink. Carey suggested that the response bias in the
study meant that children would tend to give the puppet more to drink,
regardless of the instructions given to them. In the case of the "“tiv"
instruction, the children responded regardless of the language used in the
Instructions. Instead their responses are biased by the context of the
test, namely that they should do something to the puppet's drink. Similar

results were also obtained by Grieve and Stanley (1984).
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In such studies it is the younger children who typically rely most on
contextual iInformation, such as non-verbal cues, rather than just the
language used. However, there is some evidence to suggest that adults are
also influenced by contextual cues. In the previous section it was reported
that Winer et al. (1987) found adults just as likely to be misled by the
ifmplications of a question as children. Winer, Hemphill and Craig (1988)
took such demonstrations one step further by having both children and
adults take part in conservation-type experiments in which they were asked
questions such as, “Do you weigh more when you are standing or crouching?".
Winer et al. (1988) found that subjects, regardless of age, would reply
with one of the options contained in the question. These findings were
interpreted as evidence of the subjects willingness to acquiesce to the
incorrect implication of the experimenter's question, thus making it a

further demonstration of the effects of demand characteristics.

The study by Winer et al. (1988) throws some interesting light upon
Varendonck's (1811) study, which 1incorporated two interesting demand
characteristics not normally discussed. That is, in Varendonck's 'hat'
experiment there are two possibly important confounding variables. As
Varendonck reports, the removal of a hat is an important social practice.
From this he reasoned that the failure to remove the hat would have been
highly salient. Varendonck's question to the children was "In which hand
was Monsieur B. holding his hat?" (Goodman, 1984b). The correct answer
being neither. This question is an interesting parallel to those of Winer
et al. (1988) in that the question implies the need to choose from one of
two incorrect responses (right or left). The Winer studies showed that

subjects of all ages are unlikely to breach the rules of the experimental
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sltuation by saying that neither of the experimenters offered solutions are
correct. Varendonck {t seems, was demonstrating a characteristic not only

apparent in children, but adults too.

The second confounding effect of Varendonck's study was the social
acceptability of responses. That 1is, the removal of a hat was an important
social practice. By directing the children's attention to this soclal
blunder and then asking them to publicly expose it further, he may have
placed a dilemma before the children. Perhaps the children were so keen to
offer a response to the question (either "left" or "right") to avoid
implying the adult had made a mistake. Clearly this 1s only a speculative
point, but one that should be considered. The social desirability of

responses reflects another potent source of demand characteristics.

[t has been suggested (e.g., Dent and Stephenson, 1979a) that one of
the reasons why children (and adults) do so badly in eyewitness studies may
be this emphasis on giving some form of answer, regardless of their
confidence in the accuracy of the response. Further, "Don't know" type

responses are not normally encouraged (Warnick and Sanders, 1980).

Some researchers (e.g., Dale et al., 1978) have claimed that children
are particularly unlikely to say "Don't know" when being questioned. The
studies by Grieve and Stanley (1984), 6arey (1978) and many others would
seem to bear out this point. When questioned or given instructions,
children seem quite willing to attempt some form of response, even though

they may not understand the request.
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Warnick and Sanders (1980) suggested that it is response expectancies,
or demand characteristics that underly such behaviour, even in adults. To
prove this point, Warnick and Sanders conducted an experimental
f{dentification task in which they had an explicit option for their adult
subjects to say "Don't know". Such an option significantly decreased the
number of false identifications made, with no cost to the proportion of

correct identifications.

This finding goes some way to explaining the causes of suggestibility.
In interviews, of almost any kind, it is rare to see subjects, of any age,
being told that they do not have to glve an answer to a question. In fact,
in some studies such non-responses are actively discouraged. For example,
in the Hughes and Grieve study, even though some of the children did say "I
don't know" to some of the "bizarre"” questions, this response was
unacceptable to the researchers, so the question was repeated until the

childen gave some form of concrete, or classifiable answer.

Moston (1987) attempted to reduce the response expectations, or the
demand characteristics, of interview testing with children. Three groups of
children, aged 6, 8 and 10 years of age, were questioned about a staged
incident. Prior to these interviews, half of the children were told that
they could say "Don't know" to any of the interviewer's questions. The
remaining children received no such instructions, although if they gave

"Don't know" responses they were accepted as valid responses.

Providing subjects with instructions in the acceptability of the "Don't

know" response, increased the number of such responses given, although
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unlike the Warnick and Sanders study, "Don't know" instructions had no
effect on the amount of incorrect responses. However, it is worth noting
that subjects from both groups were more likely to say "Don't know" to
questions about events that hadn't occured (misleading questions), rather

than to questions about events that were witnessed.

Despite the suggestion by Dale et al. (1578) that children rarely ever
say "Don't know", even the control subjects were prepared to give such
answers. Children's use of the "Don't know" response would thus seem to be
at least partially dependent on whether or not the adult interrogator is

prepared to allow such a response in their study.

Moston (1987) suggests that the use of "Don't know" type responses lis
also llkely to be affected by differing test locations. Familiar
environments may be more conducive to certain types of response, such as
saying "Don't know", whilst unfamiliar locations may not. For example, in
the Hughes and Grieve (1980) and Moston (1987) studies, the children were
Interviewed at school, where the children freely offered "Don't know"
responses. However, a large number of studies with children are conducted
in laboratory settings (e.g., Dale et al., 1978; Marin et al., 1979) and it
may be that testing children in such environments somehow affects the type
of responses they give. For example, it is possible that children only feel
confident enough to offer "Don't know" responses in familiar, or supportive
environments. Less familiar environments, where the child may be nervous,
may Increase the demand characteristics of an iInterview. The result being
that children feel some obligation to provide a 'concrete' answer that will

satisfy the interviewer.
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Providing a "Don't know" option may thus prove to be of most importance
in circumstances where the subject is likely to be feeling anxious (e.g.,
In laboratories). Telling subjects that they do not have to give an answer
may reduce the amount of errors that result from guessing. This would, in

turn, probably reduce the apparent suggestibility of subjects.

Alternatively, 1in experimental tasks at least, subjects should be
allowed to state their degree of confidence in their answers, ranging from
"guessing” through to "certainty”, as is often done in memory studies with
adult subjects (e.g., Stephenson, Brandstatter and Wagner, 1983). However,
although this may be possible with adults, it may be more difficult to
develop a practical method of asking children how confident they are in
their answers. Given that children are unlikely to be given written
questionaires with 'degree of confidence' options following each question,
there is the problem of how to assess confidence orally. Asking children if
they are sure about an answer, using almost any methodology, leads into the
problems inherent in repeated questioning. Any request for confirmation, or
even certainty, may be misinterpreted, as will be 1illustrated in the

following section.

3.5 Repeated questioning

Related to the issue of demand characteristics is that of repeated
questioning. The repetition of a question is typically done because the
subject's initlal answer {s seen as somehow inadequate or unacceptable.
This repetition may be interpreted as a signal to change a response or

reconsider a decision (Neilson, Dockrell and McKechnie, 1983). This is
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especially so when the repetition occurs after the speaker has just made
changes 1In the materials presented to the child, as 1is the case Iin
Piagetian conservation tasks. This point was most notably demonstrated in

the study by Rose and Blank (1974).

Rose and Blank (1974) examined the effects of context on children's
performance of a Piagetian conservation task, namely, the two sticks
problem. Here, two identical sticks are placed side by side and the
experimenter asks, "Are they the same length?", to which the child responds
"Yes", The experimenter then moves one of the sticks, such that they are no
longer parallel and repeats the question. Typically, most children under 7
would change their answer, and say that the sticks were different when

asked the second question.

Rose and Blank offered an alternative explanation of this standard
outcome by suggesting that children may change thelr answers because of
contextual cues, thinking, "Why ask the same question if nothing has
happened?”. Rose and Blank found that asking the question only once, after
the sticks had been moved, greatly reduced the number of children who

thought the sticks were not the same.

Although there is now some doubt as to whether Rose and Blank's
findings generalise to other Piagetian tests (e.g., Neilson et al., 1983),
there is evidence from other research areas, such as tests of language
comprehension (e.g., Wilcox and Palermo, 1982), to indicate the impact of

repeated questioning on task performance.
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For example, in the Hughes and Grieve (1978) study, when asked the
question, "One day there were two flies crawling up a wall. Which one got
to the top first?", 4 of the 8 five year-olds initially said "Don't know",

but then gave some form of "bizarre" answer when the question was repeated.

The issue of repeated questioning within an eyewitness context was
experimentally demonstrated by Moston (1987), who showed that repeated
questioning weakened the accuracy of responses to questions about a
witnessed event from children aged 6, 8 and 10-years of age. The mean
percentage of correct responses given to first questioning was 68.9 per
cent, for second questioning using identical or similar questions, it was
was down to 53.8 per cent. Response accuracy was found to decrease for all
three age groups, suggesting the possibility that such effects may extend

further up the age range than has so far been considered.

Repeated questioning did not, however, significantly affect the mean
percentage of incorrect responses given in the Moston (1987) study. This is
probably attributable to each child’'s guessing at the answers. If a child
is guessing the answer to a question, then he or she is probably just as
likely to get it wrong the first time of asking as the second time. Thus
fncorrect responses sre likely to remain consistently inaccurate, despite

repetition.

These effects would seem to be dependent on the repeated questioning
occuring within an interview session. The study by Dent and Stephenson

(1979a) found that questioning carried out immediately after children (aged
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10 and 11) had szeen a film, and again the next day brought almost identical

results.

Overall then, the studies of repeated questioning show that when an
adult repeats a question that has elicited a response, children often take
this as an indication that their first answer was wrong and that they
should offer a new one. Repeated questioning 1is thus another important
factor in explaining suggestibility. Moston (1987) suggests that it may be
an especially significant one, since because of the prevailing belief in
the unreliability of children's testimony, interviewers may be reluctant to
accept a child's evidence, and may, therefore, repeat questions that have
already obtained a response in the hope of checking that the child is not
mistaken. This attempted clarification process may thus be serving to
confuse the 1issue, not resolve {it. It seems likely that when first
questioned, children will try to give what they believe to be correct
answers., However, 1{f questioned again, they may mistake a request for
confirmation as an indication that thelr first answer was wrong and,
consequently, offer a new one, thus reinforcing the i{dea of excessive

suggestibility in children.

3.6 The Linguistic Form of Questions

Eyewitness research has tended to be very selective In its areas of
study and one of the few areas that has been regularly discussed is that of
the effects of different linguistic forms on memory <(e.g. Loftus and
Palmer, 1974; Read et al., 1978; Kallio and Cutler, 1987). In particular,

this debate has tended to centre on the effects of the definite and
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Indefinite article in questioning. This stems from a study by Loftus and
Zanni (1975) in which adult subjects were asked about a filmed car crash.
Loftus and Zanni varied the use of the definite article "the", and the
Indefinite article "a", to assess their relative effects on questioning.
They found that subjects were more likely to admit to seeing non-existent
events if questions were asked using the definite article, as in "Did you

sea the..,.,?"

Loftus and Zanni suggested "the" was more suggestive than "a", because
if a speaker has already seen an item, and assumes his listener is also
familiar with it, then he will use the definite article "the". In contrast,
questions which include the indefinite article "a" do not necessarily

presuppose the existence of some object or event.

Dale et al. (1978) re-examined this topic using subjects who were aged
under 5. These children were questioned about four short films they had
seen. Dale et al. found that for items that had been present in the film,
the type of article used in questions did not have any effect. However, for
{tems that were not present, then the article "the" made subjects more

likely to say "Yes" when asked if they had seen them.

However, some researchers have failed to find any effect of article
change in questioning in children. For example, Moston (1985) found no
differences between using "the" and "a" when questioning children aged 6, 8
and 10-years-of-age about a staged event which they had just witnessed.
Similarly, Zanni and Offerman (1978) failed to find an effect of article

change using adult subjects. Generally though, reviewers of eyewitness
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testimony (e.g. Loftus, 1979a; Yarmey, 1979) recommend that questions using
the indefinite article are more likely to obtain correct answers than

questions using the definite article,

Although widely debated, the actual importance of this topic to an
understanding of suggestibility in children is very much open to question.
Using the definite article doesn't seem to have any effect in questions
about items that were present during events (e.g., Dale et al., 1978) and
for non-witnessed events the claims by Loftus and Zanni, and Dale et al.,
may be out of all proportion to the actual impact of this variable. The
effects of article on questions with a false premise, although
statistically significant, is fairly minimal in terms of absolute numbers.
For example, Loftus and Zanni reported only an 8% increase (from 7 to 15%)
in false "recognitions" for questions using the definite article as opposed

to the indefinite.

It is suggested here that a possible reason for the contradictory
findings on the effects of article may well be attributed to the
interaction between linguistic form and the subject's perception of the
person asking the question. That is, as discussed earlier, when the subject
and interviewer were both present during the staged event or film, as seems
to have occured in the study by Dale et al., then their shared knowledge of
the event makes the use of the definite article take on a greater
significance. Use of the definite article may be more suggestive by virtue
of its apparently legitimate usage. However, when the subject believes that
the interviewer has no knowledge of the target event, then their use of the

definite article is 1{inappropriate and thus not effective in biasing



_81_

responses. This would seem to be borne out by the fact that the study by
Moston (1885) which failed to find an effect of article change, used
interviewers who were not present when the staged event occured. It seems
possible that the effeéts of interviewer knowledge and source credibility
have an impact on a number of aspects of the recall interview, including an

influence over the impact of linguistic form.

3.7 Conclusions

This Chapter has shown how an interview can be a potent source of
confusion for both children and adults. When asking questions, interviewers
should be aware that there are a number of contextual factors that can
determine a person's responses. Suggestibility appears to be an ever-
present danger in interviews, both in the lab and the field. Any question
can become a leading question, depending upon the context in which it is

asked.

The problems in the use of questions as a means of eliciting further
information from a child witness leaves interviewers with something of a
dilemma. They know that children can recall more than they do, but that
using prompts only elicits testimony of highly questionable validity. What
is needed is a way of enhancing testimony without introducing the dangers

of suggestion described here.

In the following Chapter 1t will be argued that testimony can be
enhanced by reducing the stress present at the time recall is elicited. The

stressful nature of being interviewed is a factor that researchers have
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generally falled to consider. Reducing stress in an interview might result

in improved free recall, thereby reducing the need for prompts.
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CHAPTER 4

The Recall Interview as a

Source of Stress:

Conseqguences and

Recommendations for Procedural

Changes
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4.1 The Effects of Stress on Eyewitness Performance

Chapter 2 showed that children frequently know more about an event than
they will spontaneously report (e.g., Kobasigawa, 1974). Attempts to access
this 'hidden’ information results in more information being obtained, but
at the price of accuracy (e.g., Dent and Stephenson, 1979a). Chapter 3
showed how an interview is a potent source c¢f confusion for children (and
adults) which may explain why they appear so suggestible. In this Chapter
it will be argued that the quality of children’'s testimony 1is further
undermined by the way interviews are conducted. That is, children face
problems {n interviews that have until very recently been overlooked. The
key lssue here 1is the inherently stressful nature of being interviewed.

Possible means of reducing this stressor will also be discussed.

In the eyewitness literature, stress is typically seen as a variable
that exerts its primary influence at the time information is input into
memory. This has sparked debates on whether arousal can be either
beneficial or detrimental to recall (e.g., Kuehn, 1974; Deffenbacher, 1983;
Hosch, Leippe, Marchioni and Cooper, 1984; Loftus, Loftus and Messo, 1987).
The differential effects of stress have been explained in terms of the
Yerkes-Dodson (1908; cited by Eysenck, 1982) study concerning arousal and
performance. This basically presumes that strong motivational states such
as stress or other emotional arousal facilitate learning and performance up
to a point, after which there 1is a decrement. This fits In with
Easterbrook's (1959) theory that increased arousal brings about a
restriction of the range of cues that a subject utilizes in performing a

task. The location of the point at which performance begins to decline is
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determined by the difficulty of the task (Deffenbacher, 1983). Modest
increases in arousal are seen as enhancing testimony, but higher arousal
levels stemming from crimes of violence, are almost invariably going to be
greater than the Yerkes-Dodson optimum. However, this "law" is a purely
post-hoc explanation of findings (Elliott, 1985) and appears to have almost
no predictive power. It does not explain why some witnesses to extremely
traumatic events have excellent recall (e.g., Pynoos and Eth, 1984), whilst

others remember very little (e.g., Kuehn, 1974),

Experimental evidence of the relationship between stress and recall has
been noteably unconvincing. Given the ethical constraints on "stressing"
experimental subjects, studies have tended to be methodologically weak
(McCloskey and Egeth, 1983), since subjects are never really stressed.
Consequently, some reports have looked at actual cases of assault on
witnesses and tried to define levels of stress. Typically, stress levels in
such cases are uniformly high, however, some claims have still been made.
For example, Kuehn (1974) found that crime victims who had been physically
attacked, though not seriously injured, tended to have particularly poor

levels of recall.

Studies on the effects of stress and memory in children are a very
recent development In eyewitness research and the existing reports tend to
emphasise potential methodologies rather than detailing experimental
findings (e.g., Peters, 1887). In the study by Goodman, Hepps and Reed
(1986; clited by Goodman, Aman and Hirschman, 1987) children aged 3 to 7
went into medical clinics. One group of children received an injection, the

others did not. Recall of the event was tested by free recall and
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suggestive questioning. On no measures were there any differences between
the groups. However, parental ratings of the stress experienced by each
group were remarkably close showing that all of the children in the study

were stressed.

In an even more applied study, Pynoos and Eth (1984) worked with
children who had witnessed one of the most stressful events possible,
namely the murder of one (or more) of their parents. Pynoos and Eth found
that children's recall of the murder was highly detailed. Young children
were seen as being extremely attentive to significant, affectively charged
detalls such as verbal exchanges between the assailant, the victim and
themselves. Such exchanges were vividly recalled, not easily forgotten, and

often labelled the "worst moment”.

The studies cited so far have emphasised the importance of stress at
the time information enters into memory. However, examinations of stress as
a varlable at the retrieval phase of memory are far less common. In fact,
recall at the time of output 1Is sometimes dismissed as a confounding
variable. For example, Hosch and Cooper (1982) looked at the effects of
being a victim or a witness on memory. They found no differences Iin
recognition memory for the theft of an adult subject's own watch (presumed
high stress), or a stranger's calculator (presumed lower stress). They
explained that this lack of effect may have been influenced by the fact
that prior to recall the subject's were informed that the incldents were
staged, thereby reducing stress at the time of recall. When the study was
repeated (Hosch, Leippe, Marchioni and Cooper, 1984) adult subjects were

not told the event was staged. The interviewer (a campus police officer)
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maintained the pretence that it had been real. Here, there were some
effects of victimization. When victim subjects were put under pressure to
make an identification, their performance declined relative to the
bystander group. Here then, stress at the time of input combined with
stress at output weakens performance. In this case, stress at input alone

appeared to have no marked effects.

It is argued here that the stress present at the time of output can be
a major factor in determining the quality of an eyewitness account. This
point was demonstrated by Dent (1977) who found that children are adversely
affected by the stress in making identifications from live lineups, in
contrast to identifications made from coloured slides. Although the
absolute percentages of correct identifications were relatively 1low,
significantly better performance was found with identifications made from
slides (29% accuracy), compared to only 12% accuracy in 1live

fdentifications.

Dent also described differences 1in the overt behaviours between
children in the two conditions. Children performing in the live situation
appeared nervous, embarrassed, and frightened. In fact, two of the children
refused to participate, whilst others expressed a fear of possible
repercussions in the live condition. However, none of the children in the
slide condition appeared frightened, nervous, or wished to leave before
carefully examining all of the slides. Dent suggests that the stress
inherent in the live situation clearly unduly influenced the recognition

memory of these children and their willingness to participate as witnesses.
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In a similar study by Dent and Stephenson (1879b) using adult subjects,
the differences between subjects in each condition was not statistically
significant. However, Dent and Stephenson (1979b) also failed to find any
effect of experimental group in children. The discrepancy with Dent's
(1977) study was explained in terms of reduced anxiety for the children
because fhe actor had been introduced to them by their teacher, thereby

making the manipulations designed to reduce enxiety redundant.

It 1is Iinteresting to note that the recent identification study
involving adults by Cutler, Fisher and Chicvara (1988) showed that adults
witnesses to a staged theft could make equally reliable judgements by using

either a live or a videotaped lineup.

Overall then, it appears children are affected more than adults by the
stress of making an ldentification. However, the detrimental effects of
stress on children are not confined to identification parades. Stress can
also influence children's performance in recall interviews. It is not clear
how stress inhibits recall. It may be that because of stress subjects only
provide brief accounts so that they can escape the stressor, namely, the
interview. Alternatively, it may block access to mnemonic cues thereby
restricting the amount of information subjects can remember at that time.

Whatever the cause, the effects of stress are clearly apparent.

It has often been reported <(e.g., Berliner and Barbleri, 1984;
Hedderman, 1987) that courtroom interviews can be a particularly traumatic

experience for young children. Parker (1982) pointed out that,
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"1t is perhaps one of the most tragic ironies of modern court procedure
that renders the court both the child protector of last resort and one
of the most serious perpetrators of child abuse. The child witness
often faces victimization Iin the courtroom.” (p. 643)

Parker (1982) argues that the legal system in the USA promotes
secondary trauma in children who testify in courts. This is not solely a
problem for those alleging sexual abuse, even non-viclent civil cases like

divorce may pose a psychological risk for a child witness.

Secondary trauma occurs when the conditions in which recall of an event
ls obtained are so stressful as to be disturbing for the child. For
example, Terr (1981) 1in his report on the psychic trauma suffered by
children who had been victims of the Chowchilla school-bus kidnapping in
1976, reported the case of the 10-year-old girl, Terrie. Terrie's immediate
post-traumatic symptamology was amongst the lowest of all the children.
However, 16 months later when Terrie was asked to testify in court, she
became extremely upset while testifying. Terr explained this reaction as
being caused by the stress of having to relive the original trauma.
However, it 1is often reported <(e.g., Forward and Buck, 1981) that
aggressive cross-examination on seemingly minor details of a case can also

be very distressing for children.

An {important thing to be aware of in understanding the effects of
interviews on stress 1s that problems occur across a wide range of
situations. Factors such as reliving a traumatic event, the intimidating
physical environment of the interview (e.g., a courtroom), or the

appearance of the Interviewer (e.g., wearing a uniform) may each be
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important, either Independently or cumulatively in influencing stress. But
one must realise that even 1In the absence of all these variables,

interviews can still be stressful.

The laboratory based study by Marin et al. (1979), would seem to bear
out this point. Marin et al. reported that some of the children in thelir
study were so upset that they were unable to participate. Similarly,
Goodman and Reed (1986) report that one three year old in their study
refused to participate in the memory test unless accompanied by a parent.
In a footnote, Goodman and Reed state that the parent was allowed to stay
in the room under the condition that she should not in any way indicate an
answer to the child., It is not unreasonable to conclude that even some of
the children who remained in these supposedly ‘'unemotional' studies, may

also have been distressed to some extent.

It rare to see researchers even mentioning that children may have been
upset by any part of a study. This may occur because of two reasons. First,
most researchers are unlikely to even notice that children are upset,
unless they start crying. Once this occurs then it is virtually impossible
to galn that child's co-operation, at 1least not without considerable
effort. The second reason why researchers rarely mention causing distress,
s probably because to admit doing so would be seen as a sign of failure in
managing to deal with their subjects, thereby implying some flaw in the
experimental design. This is something that few researchers will readily

admit to.
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Future studies of stress and memory should use more elaborate designs
than so far employed. Stress during an event and stress during an interview
need to be seen as separate, though possibly interacting variables. This
idea 1is already common knowledge amongst many interviewers. For example,
some police forces now have special procedures for dealing with rape
victims that include interviewing the person In a specially designed house,
which is believed to be less threatening than taking the victim to a police
station. This ties in with Dent's (1977) findings that children can make
good eyewitnesses on more occasions than they appear to, provided the
conditions at the time of output are favourable. Other examples of
performance benefits arising from changes in the social environment at the

time of testing are given later (e.g., Sarason and Sarason, 1986).

The fact that the interview environment can affect task performance is
not a8 new topic within psychology, but its recognition represents a
relative innovation within psycho-legal debates. Its {mportance stems from
the fact that it seems highly likely that young children do know more than
they will spontaneously report. In eyewitness contexts, relative to adults,
children rarely perform well. Such performance discrepancies can only
partially be explained by differences in memory. The question that remains
is how to elicit the maximum amount of information, without reducing the

validity of the account.

4.2 Innovations in Interviews of Child Witnesses

The most widely discussed way of reducing stress in interviews with

child witnesses is the potential use of video recordings and live video
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links (e.g., Spencer, 1987a; Murray, 1988). These reforms emphasise the
need to reduce stress in the courtroom. This follows from the all too
regular occurence of children providing detailed testimony to police
interviewers but then failing to give their evidence in court. That is, the
children initially recalled enough information to encourage the police to
bring a prosecution, but then failed to recall this material in court. Even
though the gap between the first interview and an appearance in court can
be quite long, only in exceptional cases can this be attributed to the
child forgetting what happened. Normally, after the trial the child will
still be able to recall the witnessed event in detail, which fits in with
experimental studies of long-term memory which suggest that information can

be retained over long periods of time with only a slight decline.

For example, Fivush, Hudson and Nelson (1984) found no difference in
recall of five-year-old children's class trip to a museum when tested
immediately afterwards and again six weeks later. Even a year later, recall
was still high but with some decline. On a grander scale, Sheingold and
Tenney (1982) showed how a salient event at four years of age, namely the
birth of a sibling, could be accurately recalled by subjects even after 16

years.

The use of video recordings, made at the pre-trial stage, as evidence,
has been called for on several occasions, most recently by the The Police
Federation, but this actually does little to alleviate stress during
interviews. Video recordings would simply prevent the child from having to
unnecessarily repeat their accounts, the stress of the first interview

still remains. It should be noted here that in cases of sexual abuse, it is
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unusual for children to disclose a great deal of Iinformation in a first
interview. It is usually necessary for the interviewer to build up a dégree
of empathy with the chlld before obtaining an account of the abuse, which
may take some considerable time (Faller, 1988). Video recording would only
serve to reduce stress arising from unnecessary interviewing after the

child had made a statement.

The use of video links is designed to reduce stress at the time of a
trial (Hedderman, 1987). It is generally acknowledged that courtrooms are
intimidating places for young children. The clothes of the officlals, the
size of the room, the presence of an audience as well as the accuser and
the hostile tactics of defence lawyers can all serve to increase the
child's discomfort (Scottish Law Commission, 1988). The use of live video
links would allow the child to be cross-examined by a court appointed
Interviewer in a room away from the courtroom, by an interviewer in plain
clothes. Questions would be passed to the interviewer through an ear plece.
The child's responses would then be seen in the courtroom. At this time, as
a half-way point between video 1links and normal courtroom practices,
screens may be placed around a child in court so that they cannot see the

accused.

Evidence to support these innovations with regard to free recall of
information is very scant, being derived largely from anecdotal sources.
For example, a recent court case saw the conviction of three men for sexual
abuse of five children, aged between 7 and 13 (Daily Mail, 3.11.87; p.5).
The success of the prosecution was largely attributed to the fact that the

children were allowed to give their courtroom statements from behind a
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screen. However, desplite the screen, two of the children broke down in
tears while testifying, being comforted by a social worker who waited with

them (Daily Telegraph, 21.10.87; p.3).

[t is difficult to experimentally prove the value of such innovations,
since variations in cases, particularly the personality of the witness and
the severity of the offence, as well as ethlcal and legal problems, make
comparisons between cases virtually impossible. Nevertheless, legal reforms
are being introduced on the strength of these anecdotal examples which have

a high degree of apparent validity.

Although such innovations are almost certainly of considerable value in
ensuring that children are able to testify, they ignore the far greater
problem of how to interview children outside of the courtroom. Suprisingly
few recommendations are ever made as to ways of enhancing testimony at the
pre-trial stages. This is a serious oversight since the initial collection
of data largely determines whether or not a prosecution is to be brought.
Further, the majority of cases involving children are dropped before they
ever get to court (Parker, 1982), making courtroom reforms.of benefit to
only a handful of children. There is also the additional problem that legal
reforms are needed to allow video links to be used, although this Iis

gradually being achlieved (Davies, 1988b).

What is clearly missing from the discussions of reducing stress is a
procedure that can be implemented at any stage of an investigation. In

order to see what innovations might be of benefit, the starting point for
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analysis should be at the very beginning of the child's involvement with

the legal process and not with the final stage, namely the courtroom.

The child's first interview as a witness, depending on the nature of
the witnessed event, 1is probably with either a police officer, a social
worker or clinical psychologist. As soon as any of these professions have
ldentified a child as a witness their first act prior to starting an
interview is to isolate the child. The child may already be in a state of
stress following witnessing an incident such as a murder, or the child may
be stressed by the events following the discovery of the event. For

example, the arrest of a parent in a case of sexual abuse.

According to Pynoos and Eth (1984) the isclation of the child from
significant others is yet another source of stress. For example, in cases
of witnessed attacks on the child's parents, the child may be abruptly
separated from the dead or dying parent and left to wonder what happened to
the body. Further, in parent-parent homicide, the police will deny contact

between the child witness and the parent suspect.

To complicate matters even more, the child may also be kept from other
family supports as well since the police are instructed to keep witnesses
apart to prevent discussion between them. Pynoos and Eth (p.87) report that
"Children complain bitterly of being placed in different rooms from their
brothers and sisters. Such separation may not only be continued at the
police station, but perpetuated if siblings later receive different

guardianship or foster care placements."
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The police usually discourage the active participation of a guardian,
advocate, or trusted adult during the Iinterrogations for fear of the

child's account becoming distorted through discussion, or threats.

Pynoos and Eth go on to say that the goal of the police is to obtain an
immediate description of the event and a positive identification of the
suspect. However, when confronted with an immobilized preschool child, most
police offlcers are unsure of how to proceed. Consequently, in frustration,
they often tend to ignore the young witness, despite the child's potentisal

value.

The one consistent theme in all of the interviews described so far has
been the isolation of the child from their family and friends, leaving them
alone in the presence of an adult stranger. This methodology is virtually a
compulsory part of experimental and applied work with children. Children
are normally isolated because of fears of their evidence becﬁming
‘contaminated' by contact with others. Quite why this 'policy' has
developed is hard to determine. In the case of police interrogations it may
stem from sexual abuse cases in which the child makes allegations against
one relative but later retracts 1t because of pressures from other
relatives. However, the general insistence on isolating the child pervades
all situations, even when the people around the child could have no

possible motive for silencing the child.

More probably, the source of this attitude can be put down to a general
lack of faith {n the ability of children as witnesses. There is the fear

that children are so suggestible that their evidence will be ruined if they
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should either discuss an incident with anyone, or been seen to be coached
or prompted in any way when glving an answer. Consequently, by isolating

the child any later accusations of suggestion can be dismissed.

However, it seems highly 1likely that the practice of isolating the
child actually causes more problems than it solves. Perhaps it is the
lsolation of the child that is the initial cause of stress in an interview.
Other factors, such as the location of the interview, only compound this
problem. The general neglect of this issue in the literature probably comes
from interviewers falling to realise that situations that =seem
unthreatening to them can take on very different overtones for young

children.

What then can be done to eliminate this additional source of stress?
The immediate answer seems obvious: Don't isolate the child, allow them to
stay with someone they trust. In fact, just such a proposal was made by
Porter (1984) who suggested that the presence of another person would
provide some degree of soclal support for the child who might otherwise

feel isolated and afraid.

Although others such as Murray (1988) also recommended the use of
social support In Interviews, interest in social support for child
witnesses has been minimal, being confined sclely to sporadic claims that
it might be important (e.g., Benedek and Schetky, 1986). However, interest
from significant sources is increasing, for example, in a recent Discussion
Paper from the Scottish Law Commission (1888) the following proposal was

made.
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*..,.a judge should permit a child to have a relative or other support
person seated alongside him while that child 1s glving evidence unless
for some good reason the judge directs otherwise. The judge should,
however, direct that relative or other person that he must not coach or
assist the child in any way during the giving of his evidence." (p.70)

The Discussion Paper suggested the support person would probably
increase the child's confidence but that judges should have some discretion
since when a child is older, such a practice may be inappropriate, or even
embarrassing for the child. The proposal quoted above is also intended to
force some legal clarification concerning whether or not such procedures

are currently permissible.

Social support is permitted in Australia. The Children's Interests
Bureau (1988) in Australia report on recent legal reforms on evidence in

that country. They summarise the law thus:

"Children are entitled to have a person present in Court whilst they
give evidence, to provide emotional support. This support person may be
within ‘“reasonable proximity" but must not interfere 1in the
proceedings. Another potential witness in the trial cannot ordinairily
be the support person." (Children's Interests Bureau, 13988; p.1)

One difference between the Scottish and Australian positions is that
the Scottish Law Commission propose that the support person could act as a
witness, provided they gave their evidence before the child and that the

child was not present at the time.

No detalls are ever given to support these recommendations apart from
lsolated examples or intultive reasoning. In the remaining parts of this

Chapter, the relevance of soclal support to eyewitness interviews will be
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explained more fully, as will the possible benefits arising from the
provision of social support, as well as the drawbacks that have hitherto

sucessfully discouraged research on this issue.

4.3 The Need For Social Support

One of the key premises underlying the provision of social support is
that in stressful situations people prefer to be with other people. This
motivational factor was described by Schachter (1859) in his book "The
Psychology of Affiliation". For example, in one study by Schachter, female
subjects were told that they were to be given elther painful or mild
electric shocks. They were then asked {f they would prefer to wait alone,
or with other people. Subjects expressed the strengths of thelr desires on

questionnaires.

The subjects in the high anxiety group (painful shock) showed a clear
preference to wait with someone. The low anxiety subjects (mild shock) were
less likely to care one way or the other. Schachter took this as evidence
that anxiety increases the affiliative tendency. Schachter's subsequent
studies found that this affiliative desire was independent of the
opportunity to communicate, for it persisted in a variety of conditions
ranging from completely free communication to absolutely no verbal

communication.

Schachter also presented results concerning which people expressed the
greatest desire to be with others. His studies {llustrated the importance

of birth order in determining who expressed the greatest need for
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affiliation. It was found that adults who had been first born or only
children were more likely to desire the company of others than later-born
children. This raises the wider question of who needs social support? Here,
some evidence to suggest that child witnesses widely report a desire to be

with others is presented.

The provision of social support in the context of eyewitness research
ls very rarely discussed, seemingly because of the assumption that the
presence of a third party, undermines the reliability of the interview.
This suggestion was most recently echoed in the final report on the Bexley
project (Metropolitan Police and Bexley Social Services, 1987). In a series
of recommendations concerning effective interview techniques, it was
suggested that interviewers should "Reduce as far as possible the number of
people in the room, but this must be balanced with the needs of each child

and the wishes of the parent." (p.49).

The Report recommends that by not having a 'third party' present, the
danger of alleged suggestion is removed. It is also suggested that in some
cases a parent may inhibit a child, in which case they should be asked to
wait outside. In the Bexley project the use of video recordings meant that
parents would still have the opportunity to see and hear their children
giving their statements at a later time. Unfortunately, no evidence
concerning the dangers of suggestibility resulting from the presence of

third parties was included in the Report.

In the official evaluation of the Bexley project, Charnley (1987) shows

the number of cases in which third parties were actually present during
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interviews (Table 3; p.81). Charnley was only able to carry out an
evaluation of 33 cases, slightly less than half of the total number
included in the Project. Of these, 28 interviews were carried out by both a
police officer and a social worker, the remaining 5 being conducted by a

single police officer.

Charnley (1987) Other People Present at Interviews with Children:

The Bexley Project

Present at Interview
Mothers

Both parents

Sister

Teacher

Warden

Woman police officer
None other

Total

—

W00 1= re = = W D

W

Of the 33 cases then, 25 Interviews were carried out with a 'third
party' present. However, it should be noted that the 'woman police officer'
category may refer to one case where a child insisted on being interviewed
by a single woman police officer. It is not clear from the report whether
this officer actually interviewed the child, or whether she acted as =&

third party, as is clear from the remaining 24 cases.

Consequently, despite the fact that Charnley only had access to
selected cases, it {s clear that the recommendation in the Bexley Report to
avoid the presence of third parties was not strictly implemented.
Presumably, 1in the 24 cases in which a third party clearly was present,
this was determined by the needs of the child. It {s apparent then that

children do 'need' someone with them during interviews. Typically this
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person will be the child’'s mother, however, other people may be used. It is
interesting to note that in one case the child was accompanied by his/her
sister. Unfortunately, the ages of the children were not included in the
report (to ensure confldentiality), so it is not possible to determine

whether or not the sister was much older than the child witness.

The potential value of social support has also recently been discussed
In relation to courtroom testimony in the USA. In a preliminary report,
Goodman, Jones, Pyle, Prado-Estrada, Port, England, Mason and Rudy (1988)
discuss the emotional effects of giving courtroom testimony on child
victims of sexual abuse. Despite some obvious shortcomings in the report,
particularly with regard to the methodology involved during data collection
which {s only briefly described, it seems clear that many of the children
expressed positive attitudes about the possibility of being accompanied

into the courtroom by a non-offending parent.

For example, one measure of pre-court anxiety was the "faces" test,
where children pick the 'face' that most appropriately expressed their mood
(ranging from very happy to very unhappy) concerning future possible
scenarios. The table below, adapted from Table 2 in Goodman et al. (1988;
p-51) shows the number of children who selected each face type in response
to questions about their attitudes towards having their parents with them
during their courtroom appearances. The majority of children responded that

having the mother, or even the father present made them feel "Very happy"”.
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Goodman et al. (1988) Children's Attitudes Towards Being Accompanied into

Court by Eilther Parent: The "Faces" Test.

Number of Children Selecting Each 'Face'

Very Happy Happy Unhappy Very Unhappy
Mother 19 5 3 4
Present
Father 11 1 4 (¢}
Present

Similarly, children's verbal responses to the same question (coded as
positive, ambiguous/neutral and negative) also showed a marked trend

towards favouring the presence of the parents.

The findings of Charnley (1987) and Goodman et al. (1988) appear to
mirror the findings of Schachter (1959) by suggesting that in stressful
situations people express a desire to be with others. However, not all
children share this view. Goodman et al. (1988) showed there were some
cases of children saying the presence of a parent would make them "unhappy"
or "very unhappy”. One might reason that such cases reflect circumstances
in which the child knows their parent does not approve of them giving
testimony, rather than a genuine resistance to the very i{dea of socisal

support. In most cases the desire for social support is uniformly strong.

To understand why social support is desired and how it works, the
following sections describe some of the benefits and drawbacks of soclal
support. This will {llustrate that social support can be provided in a
number of different ways and its influence is dependent on factors such as
the personality of the person being glven support, the source of support

and the nature of the interaction between these people.
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4.4 The Beneficial and Detrimental Effects of Social Support on Task

Performance

Although Charnley (1987) shows that the children in the Bexley project
clearly made use of social support resources during their interviews, there
I1s suprisingly little experimental evidence ever cited to directly support
or refute such procedures. In this section, the evidence for and against

the provision of social support will be discussed.

The evidence to be presented here draws heavily on the adult literature
on social support since studies involving children are quite rare (Berndt
and Perry, 1986). One question that will be returned to in detail later
(Section 4.5) concerns the identity of the person providing support. As
will be shown, the answer to this question is not so straight forward as
most suggest. However, it is worthwhile to point out here that the most
commonly asserted source of support 1s simflar others. For example,
Schachter (1959) <claimed that the affiliative tendency 1is highly
directional in that anxious subjects only want to be with those in a
similar plight. Schachter offered subjects the choice of either waiting
with some other girls taking part in the same study, or, in the other
condition, they could wait with a group of girls waiting to talk to their
professors and advisors. In the "same state" group, 6 subjects wanted to
walt with the other participants. 4 didn't care one way or the other. In
the "different state" condition, all 10 subjects said they didn't care
where they waited. The strengths of desire in each group were clearly

different. This was interpreted as evidence that people generally want to
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walt with similar others, but are not motivated to wait with different

others.

Similarly, Thoits (1986) argues that it is not possible for Jjust any
significant other to supply effective coping assistance. Instead, effective
support is most likely to come from socially similar others who have faced
or are facing the same stressors, and who have done so or are doing so more
calmly than the distressed individual. Sociocultural and situational
similarity will enhance the likelihood of the perception and reception of
"empathic understanding", the condition under which coping assistance
should be most effective. That is, the individual must know that the person

providing support understands their situation.

Recipients may see attempted assistance from dissimilar others as
controlling and demanding, rather than as helpful (Coates and Wortman,
1980). According to Thoits this may be because the recipient sees such
interventions as motivated more by the helper's needs than by his or her
own needs. There is a fine line between perceiving coercive control and
perceiving assistance which depends on the factor of empathic
understanding. This factor may explain why the same words and deeds from
helpers can be seen as either comforting or upsetting (e.g., Hobfoll and

London, 1986). This point will be returned to later.

Only a handful of experimental studies have shown how the quality of a
child's task performance is sensitive to the social relationship that
exists when it is elicited. For example, Labov (1869) argued that the poor

performance of black children in interviews may be due to suspicion and
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hostility elicited by the interview situation, and in particular, by the

interviewer, who is likely to be a white middle-class psychologist.

Labov found that the speech of black children from urban ghettos was
influenced by the social situation of the interview. For example, Labov
describes a series of interviews with an 8-year-old boy called Leon.
Inftially, Leon was interviewed alone and the interviewer had difficulty in
getting him to talk. In a subsequent interview some changes were made, the
adult interviewer brought along a supply of potato chips, reduced the
height imbalance by sitting on the floor with Leon, allowed 'taboo' words

to be spoken, and brought along Leon's best friend, 8-year-old Gregory.

These changes made a striking difference, for the better, in the volume
and style of Leon's speech. Labov reported that the monosyllabic speaker
who had nothing to say about anything and could not remember what he did
yesterday had disappeared. In his place there were two boys, who each had

so much to say that they kept interupting each other.

A more interesting line of research on soclal support and stress comes
from the dental and medical literature in which children are faced by
stressful situations such as those now advocated by researchers such as
Peters (1987) and Goodman, Aman and Hirschman (1987). For example, in a
study of children's long-term behavioural adjustment following time spent
in a hospital, Vernon, Foley and Schulman (1967) found that maternal
presence had a calming effect on children's (aged 2-6) distress during
anesthesia induction but made little difference during a non-stressful

procedure such as admission to the hospital.
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The majority of the other studies on the value of experimentally
provided social support come from the adult literature (e.g., deAraujo, Van
Arsdel, Holmes and Dleey, 1973; Winstead and Derlega, 1985; Costanza,
Derlega and Winstead, 1988) and in particular, the work of Sarason (e.g.,
Sarason, 1981; Lindner, Sarason and Sarason, 1986; Sarason and Sarason,

1986).

Sarason's work has centred on the experimental provision of social
support across various problem-solving tasks. A key issue running through
his work is that there are different types of people who actually benefit
from such support. For example, Lindner, Sarason and Sarason (1986) looked
at the Iinteraction between environmental characteristics and personal
perceptions of support, as calculated by the Social Support Questionnaire
(55Q). Social support was defined as an experimenter's offer of assistance
(if 1t was needed) to students (classed as high or low in social support
resources) who were about to work on a story completion task. The
experimenter told the subjects that she would be available to help them
throughout thelir work, for example, to answer any questions that might come
up. This statement followed the reassurance that many people felt uneasy
about writing storles, so the subjects should not worry if they felt this

way.

Although no subject requested help, those subjects who had low scores
on the 55Q performed significantly better than a comparable group who did
not recelve these instructions. Their performance was within the same range
as that of high SSQ subjects. The administered support did not raise the

performance of the high SSQ subjects, in comparison with that of an
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untreated control group. Thus the interactive effect of the administered
support was clear: Administered support was helpful only to the group whose

self-evaluated support was low.

Sarason and Sarason (1986) had similar findings wusing an anagram
solving task. As in the Lindner et al. study, the experimenter offered
assistance 1if it was required. Further, after the task the subjects
completed a questionnaire on their thoughts during the task via the
Cognitive Interference Questionnaire (CIQ). The table below (n = 20 per
cell) is adapted from Table 1 of Sarason and Sarason (1986; p.1224). SSQN
is the measure (from the SSQ) of the number of available others to whom

{individuals belleve they can turn in time of need.

Sarason_and Sarason (1986) Mean Number of Correct Anagram Solutions as a

Function of Assessed and Provided Social Support.

Assessed Support

Condition High SSQN Low SSQN
Support Provided 5.15 5.50
Control 4.61 2.95

This table clearly illustrates the interaction between low levels of
social support and the experimental manipulation. The differences in scores
for the high SSQN subjects were not significantly different. As with
Lindner et al., the results here showed a clear effect of the provision of

social support in the low SSQN subjects relative to the control subjects.
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The low SSQN subjects in the control group with no support reported
higher levels of cognitive interference than the other groups, particularly
the low SSQN subjects receiving support. Higher cognitive interference may
result from higher levels of perceived stress. Subjects may feel under
greater stress and thus worry more or attempt to distract themselves with

of f-task thoughts (Sarason and Sarason, 1986).

Sarason and Sarason (1986) suggest that with an increase in self-
confidence, low SSQN subjects may be able to focus their attention more
completely on the task at hand rather than on self-preoccupying thoughts,

such as worry over their ability to accomplish assigned tasks.

Further evidence for the value of social support, in yet another
context, comes from deAraujo, Van Arsdel, Holmes and Dudley (1973) who
found that adult asthmatics classed as high in life stress, with low levels
of social support, needed higher daily drug doses than other patients,
namely all those with high social support, as well as those with low stress

and low social support.

Overall then, these results suggest that for people who report
relatively low levels of social support, specially provided supportive
manipulations may have a facllitative effect on cognitive tasks as well sas
In other situations. However, the supportive manipulation does not seem to

be facilitative for those who are high in perceived support (Sarason and

Sarason, 1986).
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In the examples cited so far, social support has typically been derived
in situations in which there was no direct intervention on the part of the
person providing support, but their presence combined with their potential
for helping, appears to have been beneficial. The effects of any
interactions between people and the derivation of support have also been

studied.

Winstead and Derlega (1985) and Costanza, Derlega and Winstead (1988)
further delineate exactly why the provision of social support may have
differing effects. Previous studies had shown how the impact of stressful
events had been associated with support. Fleming, Baum, Gisriel and Gatchel
(1982) had found that people living near the Three Mile Island nuclear
power station during the 1979 accident who had social support (e.g., having
a close frlend to talk about things) had fewer psychological and
behavioural symptoms of stress than did those without support. Similarly,
Sarason (1981) showed how different forms of social support can influence
task performance. In an anagram solving task peer social support was
provided from two confederates. That 1is, prior to testing, groups of
subjects discussed the stresses 1involved in tests. The confederates
emphasized how much talking about the issue made them feel better about the
forthcoming task., Subjects then individually completed the task. As with
Sarason's other studies, the provision of social support resulted in

improved task performance.

Winstead and Derlega (1985) assessed the beneficial effects of such
interactions with a friend in a stressful situation. Adult subjects were

placed in a stressful situation (where they expected to handle a non-
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poisonous snake) with elther a same-sex friend or a stranger. Subjects were
left alone with their partner for a 4-minute period while the experimenter
supposedly checked equipment. Based on several mood rating measures which
asked how subjects felt right now, depression and hostility scores were
significantly reduced after being with a friend but not after being with a

stranger. However, in no condition did the fear of snakes change.

Costanza et al. (1988) sought to explain why the interaction with s
friend for such a short time was beneficial. In particular they looked at
the effectiveness of three different conversation topics on coping with

stress among friends. The conversation categories included:

1. Disclosure of feelings. Talking about one's feelings, such as fears

and anxleties with a friend is often considered to be a way of coping.
However, expressing one's feelings may aggravate one's negative mood state

by focussing attention on negative feelings.

2. Problem-solving talk. Friends may provide social support by asking

and answering questions such as "What can be done about the situation?"
Talking about the problem may provide a sense of control and confidence.
Therefore, talking that involves instrumental or problem-solving discussion
could reduce negative affect {if 1t suggests a way to deal with the

stressor.

3. Unrelated talk. Talking with a friend about matters unrelated to the

stressful event represents another possible way of coping. Such discussions
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may result in reduced negative affect because the person is distracted from

thinking about the stressor.

In the Costanza et al. (1888) study the stressful event involved the
anticipation of guiding a tarantula through a maze. Prior to the task adult
subjects completed questionnaires that assessed their current mood and fear
of the spider. They were then placed into a control group (alone), or In
one of three experimental groups, based on the three conversation
categories outlined above. These interaction sessions each lasted for three
minutes. Mood measures were then retested prior to actual contact with the
spider. A behavioural measure, namely how close the subjects got to the

spider during the task was also taken.

Broadly, the study found 1t 1s probably inappropriate to consider
social support as a unidimensional concept. Interaction with friends may
help or hinder how well one copes with stress depending on the type of
contact that occurs. The results showed that talking about one's feelings
with a friend In anticipation of a stressful event (conversation category
1) is less beneficial than talking with a friend about problem-solving
(category 2) or unrelated content (category 3). The subject's in the
problem-solving condition had the lowest scores on all three negative mood
measures (i.e., anxlety, depression and hostility). This may be because
problem-solving talk may increase a subject's confidence or competence in
coping with the anticipated stressful stimulus, whereas unrelated talk may
provide a distraction from the stressor. This was also reflected in the

behavioural measure. That is, the percentages of subjects who got as close
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to the spider as was physically possible were as follows: problem-solving

(64%); unrelated talk (71%); disclosure of feelings (35%); and alone (39%).

The findings concerning the discussion of feelings appear to contradict
those of Sarason (1981). This may be because Sarason's subjects discussed
feelings in a positive way, emphasising how beneficial they believed it to
be. In Costanza et al. there was no attempt to convey any value in such
discussions. There are also other important differences in the studies such
as differing stress levels. Encountering a tarantula is probably far more

stressful to most people than completing a series of anagrams.

There 1is also some research which indicates that social support
provided by talking with friends and neighbours can be associated with
greater psychological distress. For example, Hobfoll and London (1986)
found that Israeli women whose boyfriends or husbands were involved in the
1982 Israel-Lebanon conflict, experienced greater psychological distress
(anxiety and depression) if they had someone to talk with. Hobfoll and
London suggested that interacting frequently with friends and neighbours
who were also undergoing the same difficulty (for instance, having a male
relative in combat) may have produced a "pressure-cooker" effect. Talking
with other member's of one's social support group may have helped spread
rumours and led to exaggerated accounts of what was actually happening in

the war which, in turn increased psychological distress.

The Hobfoll and London study appears to contradict the arguments of
both Schachter (18539), who argued that subjects wanted to be with others in

a similar situation, and with the claim of Thoits (1986) that effective
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social support would be most likely to come from socially similar others
who are facing the same stressors. Although Thoits did suggest that the
person providing support should be seen to be coping more calmly than the
distressed individual, the implication of the Hebfoll and London study is
that social support from people under equal stress, leads to even greater

anxieties in each person.

There 1is some support for this idea from observations of children's
behaviours whilst undergoing treatment at either the dentists or in
hospital which highlights a possible danger of parental social support.
Gross, Stern, Levin, Dale and Wojniower (13867) found that parental presence
in the doctor's treatment room during an injection led to more intense and
longer lasting crying in children than when the parent was not present.
Children with mothers present often cried Iimmediately prior to the
initiation of the blood test. This behaviour has been interpreted as a form
of protest, since the children probably believed that the parent would give

comforting responses at the signal of distress.

The reasons why parental presence can increase the child's distress
were more carefully analysed by Melamed and Siegel (1884) who loocked at the
different reactions of parents during medical procedures at hospitals. They
categorised parental behaviours and found that the children of mothers who
talked to them, telling them what to expect, showed lower levels of
observed stress than those whose mothers showed signs of agitation
themselves. Agitation on the part of parents showed a strong correlation

with distress in the child. They proposed that this emotional contagion can
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be communicated to the child by non-verbal as well as verbal means and that

this, in turn, increases the child's anxiety level.

Wortman and Lehman (1985) also described situations in which people
responded to victims of life crises in ways that are unsupportive. First,
people may feel threatened by those who are suffering, possibly as a result
of anticipating Increased demands upon them, or helplessness; and thus
avold them. People may also have set ideas about coping. For example, in
cases of a death in the family people may have preconceptions about ways of
grieving and the lengths of time needed. This may cause them to elther
avoid helping or offer Iinappropriate comments. One common example here is
the statement "You're young - you can always have another one" after the

death of a child.

Such failing often occurs because the helper places too much value on
scripted or automatic support behaviours. For example, assuring a person
that "It's natural to be upset" and saying "I know how you feel"” can imply
that the distressed person's suffering is of little consequence. However,
helpers tend to feel obliged to say something so that they can feel that

they have sald or done something to help the victim.

One unusual claim of Wortman and Lehman 1is that quite often those
closest to the victim, and who therefore have the greatest stake in the
victim's recovery, may have the least tolerance for the victim's distress.
These people may engage in inappropriate support behaviours such as pushing
the victim towards a quicker recovery. Therefore, in analysing sources of

support {t may be important to look beyond family members and friends to
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other potential sources of help. Others who have experienced a similar
problem may be in a unique position to provide effective support. Similar
others may respond to discussions of feelings with interest rather than

anxlety or fear.

The potentially detrimental effects of the presence of others on
children's task performance were also demonstrated by Harari and McDavid
(1969) who looked at the effects of asking children to tell on, or "fink"”,
on another child who has committed some transgression. This study was
clearly not a direct examination of social support, but rather, more
concerned with the effects of the presence of other children. However, its
methodology allows us to draw parallels with eyewitness studies and is in

that regard quite useful.

In this study, children (aged 11 to 13) witnessed staged incidents in
which their teacher left the room and a confederate child misbehaved in
front of the class. The misbehaviours included either the theft of some
money from a teacher's desk, or the accidental erasing of an audio
cassette. The children who had witnessed the incident were then asked a
series of questions about the incident aimed to determine who had committed
the transgression. The identity of the transgressor was varied between a
high-status peer and a low-status peer <(as determined by sociometric

testing).

The children were 1interviewed In one of several ways. First, the
children were either accompanied by a peer or were questioned alone.

Second, the identity of the accompanying peer was varied, namely the peer
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was either the child who had committed the trangression, or was simply

another child who had viewed the incident.

The children were asked three linked questions about the incldents. The
first question simply determined knowledge of the theft, the second was
concerned with the {identity of the guilty person, namely, did the child
know who it was that had committed the transgression, and finally a request
was made to name the guilty person. If the children said "no" to any of

these questions they were not asked the remaining question(s).

It was found that the children interviewed Iin pairs were less likely to
admit knowledge of the incident (involving a high status peer) when they
were interviewed with another child present. When questioned about a low-
status peer, there were no marked differences between being interrogated

alone or in pairs.

When interviewed with the culprit present, children would freely admit
knowledge of the event. However, they would not name the culprit if it was
the high-status peer. In contrast, the low-status peer tended to be named

regardless of whether or not they were present during the interview.

It is interesting to note that Harari and McDavid suggest that when
children are questioned alone, the situation "implies an expectation of
moral righteousness and truthfulness". Hence the finding that almost all
the subjects questioned alone were willing to talk about the event and even

to identify the transgressor by name. However, the presence of a peer who
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also witnessed the simulated transgression appeared to deter subjects from

making such accusations and fdentification of the transgresor.

The status of the gullty peer is important here. There seems to be an
implicit peer-group norm against "finking"” on a respected person, but there
i{s no restraint against identifying a low-status guilty peer. There was
pronounced reluctance to identify the high status transgressor directly by
name regardless of whether the guilty person was or was not actually
present during the interrogation, and regardless of the seriousness of the

transgresslion (theft versus tape erasure).

The Harari and McDavid study has clear implications for studies of
social support in the context of eyewitness research. For example, in a
case of sexual abuse where a child is asked to talk about a relative (e.g.,
the father), the presence of another person may prove inhibiting. This may
occur when the support comes from someone who knows the accused (e.g., the
child's mother), as well as other sources. Here, when the child believes
that the parent, or other source of support, does not want them to talk,
then they are more likely to say nothing. In such cases, social support
clearly i{s harmful. However, we may reason that when the person providing
support has no reason for encouraging the child's silence, then their

presence may still be beneficial.

The detrimental effects of soclal support may also extend into other
areas of dlscussion. That is, the presence of another person might also
influence the way that certain topics are discussed. For example, a young

child may feel inhibited in discussing certain ®'taboo' topics if another
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person is present. However, it is also possible that some children will be
more likely to discuss 'taboo' topics if a peer is present (and presumably
approves of such discussions), as was the case in the Labov study. If the
peer dissaproves of such topics, then their presence may prove detrimental

to performance.

This process can perhaps best be explained by making reference to
Wicklund's 1ideas on self-awareness (e.g., Wicklund and Duval, 1971;
Wicklund, 1980). Wicklund's ideas on self-awareness are concerned with the
effects of focussing attention on oneself and one's behaviour. With self-
awareness there is a temporary increase in the tendency to pay attention to
and be aware of the private, internal aspects (e.g., attitudes, traits,
motives) of oneself. Social factors may play an important role by making
the individual aware of his/her performance in relation to those present.
Self-focused attention can be induced by a variety of methods, such as the

presence of a mirror, a television camera, or an audience.

Increasing a person's self-awareness can have beneficial effects on
performance. For example, Wicklund and Duval (1971) asked subjects to copy
as much prose as possible in 5 minutes. Half of the subjects were alone in
an empty room while the rest were alone but sat facing a mirror. The
subjects in the mirror condition copied the most prose. The assumption was
that mirror subjects were more aware of the discrepancy between real and
ideal performance and so worked harder to reduce that discrepancy. This
finding was important since it reproduced effects which had previously been

attributed to the drive inducing presence of others (Zajonc, 1965).
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The use of an audience as a self-awareness inducer is seen as having
one major drawback. An audience not only raises self-awareness but 1t also
can act as a direct source of influence on the subject’'s behaviour. For
example, the presence of another person may in some subtle manner
communicate to the subject that others don’t want him/her to behave in a
certain way. For example, Froming, Walker and Lopyan (1982) had subjects
who believed that most people's attitude to the use of punishment in
learning was opposed to their own view. In their first study the subjects
were opposed to punishment, but had indicated on a questionnaire that they
believed most people favoured it. Compared to a control group, the presence
of a mirror during a teaching task led to lower levels of shocks being
administered. However, the presence of an audience increased the shock
levels. In the second study with pro-punishment teachers who believed
others opposed punishment, the mirror increased shock levels, but an
audience lowered them. Froming et al. thus question the previously adopted
wisdom of using mirrors or audiences interchangably. Here, mirrors induced
private self-focus, audiences public self-focus. This has {implications
concerning suggestibility. It may be that the presence of an audience
increases the child's desire to ‘help' the interviewer by giving the
answers they seem to want. That is, the presence of an audience increases
the demand characteristics of the interview (as described in Chapter 3).
Further related evidence of the effects of an audience on behaviour comes

from Zimmerman and Bauer (1956), also described earlier.

This last point, concerning the identity of the audience, leads onto

the question of determining just who can be seen as suitable sources of
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support. This is a question that will be discussed in more detail in the

following section.

4.5 Sources of Social Support r Ch Witnesse

In this section the potential value of two sources of social support

available to children will be discussed. These sources are adults and

peers.

Adults as a Source of Social Support

Although the similar other hypothesis tends to dominate discussions of
social support (Thoits, 1986), in studies of children it is almost always
adults rather than peers that are seen as sources of support (Berndt and

Perry, 1986).

In the case of children as eyewitnesses adult social support |1is
typically dismissed because of fears concerning suggestibility. The role of
adults 1s more likely to be discussed when the interviewer has some
difficulty Iin communicating with the child. In such situations, the adult
may be called upon to act as an interpreter (Murray, 1988). Here, the adult
would be expected to repeat the child's words as literally as possible and
to avoid adding any interpretations to them. This procedure has not yet

been investigated and its practicality remains to be seen.

When acting as a source of social support adults will be expected to

remain passive during the interview. They will probably asked to say as
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little as possible. Comforting the child would be acceptable but
interpreting questions or attempting to prompt an answer, how ever well
intentioned, 1is wunlikely to be tolerated by the Iinterviewer and will

probably mean the removal of the parent.

Research Into the processes of children'’s learning {llustrates the
potential value of allowing adults to assist children, particularly in
memory tasks. A number of studies have shown how adults can facilitate
young children's remembering by structuring recall so as to take maximum
benefits of the context and the child's previous experiences (e.g.,
Wertsch, McNamee, McLane and Budwig, 1980; Paris, Newman and Jacobs, 1985).
Studies by Rogoff <(e.g., Rogoff, 13886; 1987) show how mothers can aid

children in remembering.

Rogoff's work stems from the theoretical work of Vygotsky (1978) and
Wertsch (e.g., Wertsch, 1979) which proposed that adults or competent peers
could support children's task performance beyond what could be accomplished
independently., A key premise here is that children do not simply receive
the guidance of adults, they seek, structure, and even demand the
assistance of those around them in learning how to solve problems of all
kinds. This ties in with some of the ideas in Chapter 3, where children
often fail to understand the purpose of an interview or task and will
interpret subtle cues as meaningful. That is, children look for meaning in
a situation, if it i{s not immedlately apparent then they will interpret it

as best they can depending on the information available,
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Rogoff (1986) proposes that familiar adults will probably know how to
assist children by translating familiar information to apply to a new
problem, and to structure the problem so that the child can work on
manageable subgoals. For example, in a classification task (Rogoff and
Gardner, 13984), some mothers made comments such as "You need to put the
things together that go together, just like on Sesame Street when they say

'three of these things belong together'."

Adults may also provide support for children through the process of
scaffolding. One form of scaffolding involves providing redundancy 1in
messages so that i{f a child does not understand one aspect of the
communication, other forms are available to make the meaning clear. With
increasing understanding the need for such assistance declines and adults

reduce the degree of redundancy in their messages (Rogoff, 1987).

Mothers and other adults may at times intentionally attempt to
communicate a particular understanding of a new situation through managing
their emotional and nonverbal communication (Rogoff, 1987). For example, at
a doctor's office a mother may try to mask her apprehension when her child
is being given an injection, in order to minimize the child's reaction to
the situation. This last point has implications for eyewitness studies in
that when the source of support is d;stressed prior to an interview, this
may transmit a degree of apprehension to the child. However, if the parent

appears at ease then this might encourage the child to be calm (e.g.,

Melamed and Siegel, 1984).
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Rogoff's work shows how adults can assist children's learning and
remembering and illustrates the possible benefits of personal knowledge in
gaining a «child's cooperation. However, as suggested earlier, such
assistance in child interviews is unlikely to be tolerated, since it would
be seen as leading the child. Interestingly, there s no evidence to
support such fears over adult's participation during eyewitness interviews.
The experimental indications are that adults are a potential source of
social support, both as a means of reducing stress as well as a source of
practical help. Their potential role in eyewitness interviews is still to

be determined.

Peers as a Source of Social Support

Although adults are the most obvious source of social support for
children, there is evidence to suggest that children often seek the help of
peers (e.g., Nelson-LeGall, 1981) and that peer social support can be
significant in helping a child adapt to stressful situations such as
parental divorce (e.g., Sandler, Wolchik and Braver, 1985). There is also
evidence that because of the equal status between peers, rather than the
assymetrical pairing of adult and child, children are likely to use more
sophisticated levels of reasoning 1in discussions <(e.g., Kruger and

Tomasello, 1986).

Nelson~LeGall and Gumerman (1984) argue that studies of children's
helper preferences, suggest that children's preferences for child versus
adult helpers may vary with the help-seeker's age and the problem context.

For example, preschoolers tend to prefer adults and older children as
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helpers, but as Edwards and Lewis (13979) report, they prefer older peers
when help involves a teaching function. Studies of older children's helper
preferences suggest that peers are often prefered over adults as helpers

(e.g., Northman, 1578).

Nelson-LeGall and Gumerman (1984) further suggest that childrens'’
preferences for parents as helpers with social problems decreases with age,
whereas spontaneous selection of peers as helpers was observed to increase
with age. This may be because asking an adult for help may be seen as
socially unacceptable. That is, it may be seen as a weakness by the child's
peers, who might make scornful or teasing comments. Nelson-LeGall (1981)
suggests that the child's decision about who to ask for help, will probably
depend on an analysis of whether the costs of such a request, will outweigh

the possible benefits.

Although the study of children's helper preferences 1is still s
relatively new one, it may prove to have some significance within the
context of children's eyewitness testimony. For example, Nelson-LeGall's
work illustrates that children have their own ideas and motivations about
choosing whose help to seek and that often other children are named as
desired helpers, rather than adults. Therefore, it may be that the general
recommendation to interview in the presence of a parent or trusted adult,
may not always reflect the child's own wishes and could in some
circumstances, prove to have a detrimental effect if such help is not

desired.
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There is also the further consideration that children may derive some
degree of soclial support from their peers. Sandler et al. (1985) looked at
children (aged 8 to 15 years) whose parents had divorced. The children were
asked who they had turned to for help and who had actually proved helpful.
The children derived support from a variety of sources beyond their
immediate family. Friends were regularly cited as sources of support in
terms of play, advice, goods/services, emotional support and positive
feedback. Developing this idea, the use of peers as a source of soclal
support would appear to have a number of practical applications,
particularly in cases in which large numbers of children are to be

interviewed and it is not feasible to bring in their parents.

Kruger and Tomasello (1886) looked at child-child and child-adult
dyadic interactions in a task based on the discussion of moral dilemmas.
Child-child dyads were composed of friends. The child-adult dyads of mother
and child. It was found that when talking together children made more
spontaneous use of transacts, defined as a discussion in which an
individual uses reasoning that operates on the reasconing of the partner or
that significantly clarifies his or her own ideas. For example, an
individual ‘transacts when he or she extends, paraphrases, refines,
completes or critiques the partner's reasoning. In discussions with an
adult, the dyads were characterised as asymmetrical in that the adult
dominated the interaction with questions and transacts, forcing the child
into a different role to that which they would take with a peer. The adult
acts as questioner and critic, the child merely as the respondent. In
child-child discussion the relationship 1s seen as more symmetrical, the

peers being equals.
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Peers were more likely to negotiate, whilst adults tended to dominate.
This was explained by the pressure adults can feel to provide guidance when
solving complex problems with children. This 1is not wunique to the
experimental situation. In such circumstances the adults' serious responses
and the children's playful responses to the task of mutual problem solving
may reflect the style and status differences suggested by Pilaget (1932),
namely that peer and adult-child discussions of moral dilemmas are
qualitatively different. He argued that children are more likely to use
sophisticated reasoning with peers. In goal-directed interactions with
children, adults are unable to avoid consideration of societal norms and
values. Peer partners, because they are less aware of conventional
approaches to problem solving, leave children freer to construct unique and

mutual solutlions.

This last study offers some indications to the role that either adults
or peers would take in eyewitness interviews. Adults would almost feel
obliged to help the child whilst a peer might not. It also has implications
regarding any discussions between the witness and other people prior to an
interview. Generally, if a child has discussed an event with someone then
their evidence will be seen as tainted. It may be that in discussion with
an adult the child does feel obliged to change their story. But when the
discussion is with a peer, there is far less reason to believe the child's
story will be corrupted. However, these conclusions are at present only

speculations.



~128-

4.6 Conclusion

This Chapter has shown that being interviewed can be a stressful event
for young children, quite independently of any stress caused by witnessing
a traumatic event. It has been suggested that an important cause of stress
fs the isolation of the child from his/her family and peers. It seems clear
that children do prefer to be questioned in the presence of a third party
(Charnley, 1987), although there is no experimental evidence to directly
support the implementation of such measures. However, there is evidence
that experimentally provided social support can result in improved task
performance across several other task domains (e.g., Labov, 1969; Sarason
and Sarason, 1986), even though in some cases such interventions may be
counter-productive (e.g., Harari and McDavid, 1969; Hobfoll and London,
1986). Support may be derived from a number of different sources such as
relatives, other trusted adults or peers. The effects of the presence of
another person will depend on a number of factors such as the needs of the
interactants and the nature of the interaction between them. It |is,
therefore, probably unrealistic to expect that social support provided by
talking with, or just being with someone will inevitably lead to to coping

successfully with stress.

The provision of social support presents a potentially important area
of further Investigation within the context of eyewitness research. This
issue has been largely ignored by researchers and very little is known
about 1ts effects on child witnesses apart from a handful of ideas based on

anecdotal evidence from which some have argued for support (e.g., Murray,
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1988), whilst others have dismissed it <(e.g., Metropolitan Police and

Bexley Social Services, 1987).

The provision of social support is perhaps a more important line of
enquiry, than the use of video recordings, since its potential applications
are far broader, namely to interviews conducted at any phase of a criminal
proceeding. Further, the provision of social support may also have
implications for other areas of research involving children, particularly
memory studies where stress at the time of output is an important yet
rarely conslidered issue. Social support may offer a way of minimizing such

confounding variables.
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CHAPTER S

The Present Research
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5.1 The Role of Social Support in Interviews of Child Witnesges

In the previous Chapter it was proposed that an important reason why
children recall so little in interviews may be due to the stress present
during an interrogation. This stress seems to be largely attributable to the
isolation of the child from its peers, relatives and other trusted persons.
In this Chapter the present series of studies, looking at the effects of the
provision of social support on the quality of children's eyewitness testimony
are introduced. This Chapter will also outline some important methodological

constraints on eyewitness research involving children.

It is important to recognise that discussions of social support in an
eyewitness context are quite rare. Although the idea of social support has
attracted increased attention in recent years, 1t is still an issue that
researchers have neglected. This 1s largely because of the image of the
suggestible child. Even those advocating the provision of support add the
proviso that the support person should not in any way be allowed to
communicate answers to the child. Even non-verbal cues are seen as a threat.
The support person's role is essentially just to comfort the child when he or
she appears distressed and little else. It seems likely that when answering
questions, if the child should turn to look at the support person, as Iif
seeking confirmation or approval of an answer, then this will be interpreted

by the interviewer as suggestion.

Given these restrictions it is easy to understand the difficulties in
researching soclal support. The support person has the difficult task of

balancing the desire to help with the restrictions on providing any
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assistance imposed by the interviewer. That is, they must help the child, but

not be seen to help them too much.

When adults are asked to provide support for children they are quite
likely to intervene on the part of the child. That is, when the adult sees
that the child is having difficulties in answering questions they will
probably prompt the child into answering, in much the same way as was
described by Kruger and Tomasello (1586) in Chapter 4. The adult support, may
almost feel an obligation to 'assist' the interviewer, their very presence
implying that they should participate, in spite of the interviewer's plea

that they should not.

Although 1t is a somewhat sweeping proposal, this problem is probably
central to the question of whether or not support should be provided. Even
though some adults will perform their duties of supporting the child and not
obviously "suggesting"” answers, many will not. Social support has thus
largely been dismissed from discussions on ways of enhancing interviews.
Although it may well have some benefits, the drawbacks are seen as too

serious.

However, as was shown in Chapter 4, social support cannot be viewed as
one simplistic concept. Support may take a multitude of different forms
depending on who provides the support and the way in which they assist the

distressed person.

In the present studies peers were chosen as a source of social support

for child witnesses. Peers offer several theoretical and practical advantages
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over adults in examinations of social support. First, children do use peers
as a source of support (e.g., Nelson-LeGall and Gumerman, 1984), even during
traumatic situations (e.g., Sandler et al., 1985). This may be significant
because in many cases of children as eyewitnesses the child's normal sources
of support (e.g., parents) may have a vested interest in preventing the child
from speaking, for example in cases of sexual abuse by one parent.
Consequently, the child's normal social support resources are dramatically

reduced.

However, more Iimportant for the présent research 1is the fact that
children are less likely to be misled by peers than adults. In Chapter 3 it
was shown how misleading communications from an adult were more likely to be
accepted by children than the same messages from a peer (e.g., Kwock and
Winer, 1986; Cecl, Ross and Toglia, 1987). Here, suggestibility is at least
partially attributable to the status of the person providing the information
and not simply because of the misleading message. The significance of this
fact is that the use of parents, or other adults, as a source of support is
more likely to result in suggestion, either overt or implied, than the use of
peers. Because of the symmetrical power status between peers, misleading

messages are less likely to be accepted.

The present studies will thus determine whether or not peers, in a
variety of different roles, can provide social support for children who are
being questioned about a witnessed event. The answer to this question is as
yet completely unknown. Children with a peer present may be less intimidated
by the interview situation and talk more freely (e.g., Labov, 1969) or they

may be inhibited and say less (e.g., Harari and McDavid, 1969).
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At a theoretical level, peer social support may be viewed as a less
potent source of suggestion than adult support. That is, peer social support
is a 'purer' form of support than adult support since it presents fewer
apparent dangers concerning suggestibility. Here, the very 1idea of social
support, namely the effects of the presence of others on eyewitness

performance, can be 1llustrated.

The importance of this reduction 1in suggestibility will become
Increasingly apparent in the second and third experimental studies which
incorporate the variable of discussion as well as social support. That is,
discussion between the distressed person and the source of support generally
underlies the most Iimpressive demonstrations of the benefits of social
support (e.g., Melamed and Siegel, 1984; Winstead and Derlega 1985; Costanza
et al., 1988). However, discussion can also have serious negative effects
(e.g., Hobfoll and London, 1986). The direction of the effects seems
dependent on the nature of the discussion. Given that the 1idea of children
discussing an event with anyone will be viewed as a source of contamination,
the present studies will also {llustrate the effects of ‘'pure’' discussion.
That is, discussion between peers contains less chance of suggestion than

discussion with an adult.

The use of peers as a source of social support also offers a significant
practical advantage in that experimental work can be conducted simply by
using classes of children, whereas using adults would have required either
the participation of a large number of parents, or the extensive help of a

few others such as the children's teacher.
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5.2 Methodological Issues

There are a number of important methodological issues that need to be
considered before carrying out eyewitness research with children. Here, some
particularly salient 1ideas which (influenced the present designs are
identified. These iInclude the choice of event to form the basis for the
eyewlitness interview, how to explain the purpose of the interview to the

children and the distinction between victims and bystanders.

As described in Chapter 2, patterns of recall for meaningful or live
events appear different from those for less meaningful events such as films
or slides (e.g., King and Yuille, 1986). However, ethical constraints on
unduly stressing children limit the types of events that experimenters will
use. Typically, events will be "emotionally neutral" (Yuille, 1987) in which
the children will see perhaps one or two adults with whom they may or may not
interact. The children may witness the event either individually or in

groups.

Although these experimental situations are more similar to those which
the victims of crime observe than films, even this type of event has
generalization problems. Yuille (1987) argues that the need for emotional
neutrality leaves room for sceptics to question the value of eyewitness

research to traumatic events such as assault or sexual abuse.

This problem is made more significant by the findings of naturalistic
studies of eyewitness memory in adults (e.g., Yuille and Cutshall, 1986)

which have shown that memory for events can be highly accurate. The Yuille
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and Cutshall (1986) study is a particularly significant example of how well
eyewltnesses can remember a traumatic incident, namely a robbery in which a
storekeeper and thief were both shot. Here, there was remarkably little
forgetting over time and subjects appeared resistant to the suggestions made
to them by researchers several months after the incident. This stands in
sharp contrast to the claims of earlier researchers <(e.g., Loftus, 197%a;
1979b; Yarmey, 1979) which emphasised how unreliable adults were, this
conclusion being based on lab-based research mainly using films and slides.
Actual eyewitness behaviour, especially if the event 1is distinctive and
compelling can be quite accurate, resistant to suggestion, and show little

decline with time (Yuille, 1987),

Consequently, even though the use of emotionally neutral staged events is
not an ideal situation, 1t is necessary given the practical constraints on
researchers. Further, even though these events do not have a high degree of
face validity, Turtle and Wells (1987) argue that the general findings may
well bear comparison with naturalistic observations. For example, although
age related recall differences are more pronounced in lab settings, these

differences still persist in 'real’ interviews.

There is another problem in staging crimes in front of subjects, namely
how to gain the cooperation of the witnesses in a way that does not
invalidate the findings, as was the case with Hosch and Cooper (1882),
described in Chapter 4. That 1is, after a staged crime it is clearly
inappropriate for a team of research psychologists to emerge from another
room distributing armfuls of questionaires! A real crime would be

investigated by a police officer, who would not appear to be in league with
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the researchers. Any incongruity between a subject's perception of the
event's seriousness and their stereotype of the type of interview that should
follow, could invalidate the findings. For example, Murray and Wells (1982)
showed that adult witnesses to a theft who were told that the event was
staged were more accurate on a recognition test than those not told the theft
was staged. Further, the informed witnesses showed a greater degree of

confidence in their answers than the uninformed group.

To ensure validity, if a staged crime is used then the interviewer must
maintain the pretence that the crime was real, which will probably result in
stress for the subject, even if the actual event was not particularly
traumatic. Although it may be possible to fully debrief adult subjects after
such an {interview, It would be much harder to explain this deception to

children.

The problem of how best to explain a task to subjects is an important
consideration in such research. If the purpose of the task is meaningful and
important it is possible that subjects will be more accurate in their recall
and less resistant to suggestion. Alternatively, it may make them feel under
a greater obligation to help and lead them into giving inaccurate testimony.
This fact was 1llustrated by Bull and Clifford (1976) who showed that adult
witnesses at police identification parades would often inaccurately make a
guess at the identity of a criminal because of pressures to make a selection.
Somewhat similarly, Malpass and Devine (1981) showed that subjects were more
likely to attempt an identication if they believed an act of vandalism was

real as opposed to staged.
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Except after staged crimes wusing confederate police officers as
Interviewers, the interviewer is faced with the problem of explaining the
recall interview in a way that is meaningful. The most obvious way of doing
this is either telling the subjects that the event was staged and the
interviewer wants them to act the part of eyewitnesses, or 1t could be
described simply as an Interesting event which could form the basis of a
memory test. Although this may appear to dacrease the face validity of the
test, it almost certainly ensures the reliability of the findings in that the

whole experimental procedure is internally consistent.

Another methodological i{ssue, initially raised in section 2.5, concerns
the question of how much of an organizational prompt the interviewer should
use when directing the subject to recall the event. Because the staged event
is likely to be based around an insignificant or trivial incident the subject
fs hardly 1llkely to spontaneously report what happened to a complete
stranger. Ironically, after a serious crime, this is probably exactly what

would happen.

Instead, the interviewer has to tell the subject to recall a particular
incident, such as a man entering the room (e.g., King and Yuille, 1986) or a
game (e.g., Goodman and Reed, 1986). Here the interviewer should not appear
to know too much about the event otherwise the problems of interviewer
knowledge described in section 3.3 will become important determinants of
suggestibility. The key issue here is how much of an organizational prompt
children need before they will recall information in all the categories
requested by the interviewer. The types of information requested will

probably fall into two broad categories, physical descriptions of the person/



-139-

people involved in the event, and action details, namely what the person/
people did. Younger children may require more of an organizational structure
in recall than older subjects (e.g., Kobasigawa, 1974). Consequently, the
Interviewer should specify the types of information they are interested in

eliciting, but they should not convey too much information to the subject.

In the present studles two different types of event were to be used. In
the first two studies the children witnessed an event in which an adult
stranger entered the classroom and spoke to their teacher. In the third
experiment the children witnessed a similar event, but this time they each
interacted with the man. The importance of this point is that eyewitness
research Is occasionally attacked (e.g., Hosch et al., 1984) because of its
almost exclusive focus on bystander witnesses instead of victims, this being
largely due to ethical constraints. It Is not entirely clear that findings
concerning bystanding witnesses generalize to victim witnesses. Some studies,
such as Kassin (1984) showed how victims were less likely to make correct
ldentifications than bystanders following the theft of money from one of
them. In this study sex differences were apparent in that female victims
performed worse than female bystanders, whilst the differences between the
male subjects were less marked. Other studies, such as Hosch et al. (1984)
suggest that the victim-bystander distinction only applies in a few
situations <(e.g., following biased instructions). The wuse of slightly

different methodologies here will allow this point to be considered.
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CHAPTER 6

Study 1:

The Effects of Peer Social

Support and Dyadic Testing on

Children's Eyewiltness Testimony
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6.1 Introduction I: Social Support

The effects of soclal support on children's eyewitness testimony are
essentially unknown. This first study represented an initial examination of
the impact of peer social support on children's eyewitness performance. The
type of support provided was to be the presence of a peer during a free
recall interview. That is, child witnesses were asked to describe an event
to an adult interviewer, whilst accompanied by a peer who had not witnessed
the event that formed the basis of the interview. For purposes of
reference, the child who had not witnessed the event 1is referred to as a

non-witness.

The form of support provided here is perhaps one of the most elementary
forms of support possible, in that the non-witness knew nothing of the
event under discussion. Although the non-witnesses were asked to help the
witnesses to describe the event, their role during the interview was
limited in that they could offer little practical assistance to the witness
since they knew nothing of the event. This reduces any opportunities for
suggestion through inappropriate prompting, either verbal or non-verbal.
However, the non-witness might still have an effect on the quality of
recall. The Labov (1969) study suggests that the presence of a peer can
facilitate discussion. However, Harari and McDavid (1969) showed that the
presence of a peer can sometimes undermine an interview by inhibiting a

child.

The direction of the effects of peer presence here was more likely to

be positive rather than negative. Harari and McDavid showed that peer
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presence only appears to be detrimental when the peer 1is seen as
disapproving of the other child talking and then, only if the speaking

child values the opinion of that peer.

On a general level, peer collaboration, in any form, is likely to be
treated with suspicion. Even the presence of a non-witness during the
interview will probably be treated sceptically. It may be that the presence
of another child embarrasses the child, resulting in lowered levels of
recall either through inhibition or by distraction. That is, the presence
of a non-witness might discourage the child from participating seriously
during the intervew. The use of Iirrelevant or 'silly', sometimes termed
fantasy speech (Goodman and Reed, 1986) might increase because of peer
presence. If this should occur, then peer social support would be an almost

entirely unwelcome concept.

6.2 Introduction II: The Accuracy of Joint Recall

Although the focus of the first study was on the effects of peer social
support, as provided by the presence of non-witness peers, this study also
incorporated a second variable, dyadic recall. This was included for two
reasons. First, the performance of the social support group could be
compared to another condition in which there were two peers present during
an interview. Here though, two witnesses, as opposed to a witness and a
non-witness were studied. The two dyad groups could then be compared for

any differences in the way the children interacted.



-143-

The second purpose of the Jjoint recall group was that dyadic recall
from child witnesses, 1like social support, is an essentially unstudied
issue, It is not clear whether or not peers collaborating would recall more
information than single witnesses, nor whether joint recall increases the

chances of unreliable accounts being elicited.

The dyadic recall condition thus served two purposes. To allow
comparison with the social support dyads, as well as illustrating the

benefits of this particular interview technique.

The issue of whether or not group recall faciltates performance is of
some interest within the psycho-legal literature. When there are a number
of witnesses to an incident, interviewers are faced with the question of
whether to isolate them and interrogate them independently, or should some
form of collaborative recall be elicited, with two or more witnesses
delivering a Jjoint account of the incident. Interviewing witnesses
individually has the advantage of allowing the interviewer to check the
degree of corroboration between accounts. However, individual accounts are

sometimes short and fragmented and additional information may be needed.

Group recall offers the opportunity for witnesses to construct a more
complete and thorough account of an incident by allowing witnesses to
prompt and question each other (Edwards and Middleton, 1986a). The main
drawback of group recall is that individuals may be ‘swayed from giving
correct statements by a persuasive colleague. This last point |is

particularly important for children, in that ‘popular' thinking probably
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holds that by collaborating child witnesses are more likely to distort an

account,

There have been a number of studies of {individual versus group
performance (e.g., Sanders and Warnick, 1982; Hollin and Clifford, 1983;
Stephenson, Abrams, Wagner and Wade, 1986) but these studles, all with'
adult subjects, elicit joint recall by asking groups of subjects to agree
on a single combined account prior to the recall interview. This procedure
incorporates the secondary variable of discussion. Discussion can be an
important factor in remembering in its own right, as will be illustrated in

detail in the next two Chapters.

Studies of dyadic or group recall, without prior discussion, are
notably rare. However, Edwards and Middleton (1986a) described the
processes that occur during the construction of joint accounts. They showed
how in joint recall people can be reminded and prompted by others. In joint
recall, subjects create a shared version of a past experience. Subjects try
to make items plausible and the account is open to correction from the
others present. Recalled items are open to negotiation, where they can be

contradicted, or accepted.

Edwards and Middleton (1986a) asked a group of 8 students to discuss a
film (E.T.)>. The subjects were asked to recall the film in its original
sequence. Edwards and Middleton (1986a) accept that this emphasis on
chronological order is only one possible means of eliciting recall and in
this case was probably not the most effective means available. In other

situations, subjects may prefer to give salient descriptions first.
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This study supported Bartlett's (1832) ldeas concerning the importance
of the social construction of memory. Literal recall 1is something that
individuals normally find quite difficult. However, in groups subjects can
make use of others by pooling judgments and making plans. This leads to

more complete recall.

Studies in which subjects are asked to pool judgements and then present
a single joint account are far more common. This may be because the coding
of group recall can be quite difficult, especially 1if several witnesses
offer different descriptions of a particular item. Consequently, subjects
will be asked to present a single agreed upon account. Any differences of
opinion may be checked by asking subjects to rate the degree of confidence
they feel in any statement, however this may cover both disagreements as

well as real uncertainty.

Studies of Joint recall following discussion involving children are
particularly scarce. The one exception appears to be that by Lomov (1978)
who asked children individually to recall the text of a well-known poen.
Later, dyads made up of the same individuals were asked to recall the same
material. Observations showed that with joint recall there was mutual
correction, hypothesis testing and discussion of forgotten words. Recalled
words were used as cues for further recall. Dyads were found to recall more
than the sum of each individual's recall. Further, dyads were more

confident in their recall.

Somewhat similarly, Stephenson, Brandstatter and Wagner (1983) asked

adult subjects to recall a German translation of Bartlett's (1932) "War of
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the Ghosts" story. Subjects recalled either immediately, or after a week,
and individually or in dyads. Dyads were encouraged to discuss the story
between themselves and to agree on a single version. Subjects rated their
confidence 1In their testimony. They were then asked a series of 14
questions about the story and rated their confidence in each item, on a

four-point scale from "guessing" through to "certain”.

As expected, dyads produced more correct answers than individuals, both
immediately and following one week's delay. Differences also emerged in the
confldence levels shown by individuals and dyads. Whereas individuals
tended to be "doubtful" about wrong answers, dyads were at least "fairly
confident” about the accuracy of their errors. Further, whilst individuals

were "fairly confident” about correct answers, dyads would be "certain".

Interestingly, dyads made nearly twice as many implicational errors
than individuals. Implicational errors are those statements that go beyond
the original, but do not contradict it. Confusional errors, namely
statements that contradicted an original detail did not differ between
dyads and individuals. Similar findings were reported by Stephenson,
Abrams, Wagner and Wade (1986) using the stimulus material of a fictional

police interrogation of a rape victim.

As a note of caution against group recall, Hollin and Clifford (1983)
showed that group recall in adults deteriorated, both in terms of quantity
and quality, if a leader figure was unreliable during discussions. They

suggest that the issue of whether witness discussion brings about improved
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recall would appear to be dependent upon the accuracy of the leader(s),

should they appear within a group.

Although studies of group recall in children are rare, there are
numerous studies in other domains that highlight the possible benefits of

peer collaboration on task performance.

For example, Doise and his colleagues (e.g., Doise, Mugny and Perret-
Clermont, 1975; Doise, 1978; Mugny, Perret-Clermont and Doise, 1881), have
studied the effects of peer interaction on a variety of Plagetian tasks
(e.g., conservation of length and liquid). These studies established that
the performance of children during group sessions was typically at a higher
level than that of children tested individually. Moreover, children from
these interaction sessions performed better on individual post-tests than
control subjects who had worked on the task alone. By presenting evidence
of the use of novel justifications by children at post-test, and of
generalization of acquired conservation responses to tasks other than those
used In the interaction sessions, Doise and his colleagues have been able
to make the case that more is involved here than simple imitation: "The
learning acquired in social interaction arises from fundamental cognitive
restructuring, and goes beyond imitative adoption of situation-specific and

'superficial' behaviour patterns" (Mugny et al., 1981; p.322).

However, it should be noted that Light, Buckingham and Robbins (1979,
found that when asking pairs of children for conservation judgments, the

second child's answers tended to echo those of the the first child. Light
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et al. suggest that this may be interpreted as a tendency on the part of

the second child to conform to the first child's judgment.

In the Doise studies the Plagetian concept of conflict between
individual centrations is used to account for progress. Conflict may arise
from the differences in subjects' approaches to the same task or from
deliberately created differences in their perspective on the task (Light,

1983).

The beneficial effects of peer interaction have also been demonstrated
in contexts other than that of Piagetian testing. For example, Light and
Glachan (1985) examined the effects of peer interaction on tasks such as
the "Tower of Hanoi” and a computerised version of the "Mastermind" game.
The children tested were from two age groups, 7-8 years and 12-13 years. As
in the Doise studies, Light and Glachan used an initial individual session,
followed by either a paired or individual training session and an

individual post-test.

For both experimental tasks, on post-tests the children who had worked
in pairs showed marked improvements, over those who had worked alone. Since
this finding applied to both age groups, Light and Glachan suggested that
the effects of group testing are not limited to any particular

developmental age or stage.

Overall then, it would seem that children working together can perform
at a higher level on cognitive tests, as well as more general problem

solving tasks, than children operating individually. These benefits may be
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both short-term, namely groups perform at a higher level than individuals,
as well as long-term, where those with group experience outperform those

with only i{ndividual practice.

In the context of eyewitness research, this issue of group versus
individual testimony, has a number of obvious practical implications,
particularly given the limitations of the testimony obtained from single
child witnesses. It seems possible that interviewing children in dyads or
larger groups would be a more effective interviewing technique than relying
on the interviewing of individuals. It may be that in listening to each
other's accounts of an incident, children may develop a greater
understanding of what happened, or more simply, develop a better
understanding of what is required of them by the interviewer. A further
possibility is that listening to another child's version of an incident may
provide children with some form of organisational hierarchy into which they
can introduce their own observations. The first study should determine

which, if any, of these speculations is correct.

6.3 The First Study

The aim of the first study was to compare the efficlency of the
'standard iInterview' procedure, namely the interviewing of single child
witnesses, 1isolated from their peers and teachers, to two experimental

interview methods.

The first experimental interview method was the effect of providing

peer social support during interviews. That is, single child witnesses were



-150~

to be interviewed in the presence of a peer who had not witnessed the event

to be described.

The non-witness was included in the interview to provide some degree of
social support for the child witness who might otherwise be stressed or
inhibited during the interview. Even though the degree of stress in an
experimental situation is clearly far less than that of a real eyewltness
interview, it 1{s reasonable to assume that this situation will still be
fairly stressful (e.g., Marin et al., 1979) given that the children are

being isolated and interrogated by an adult stranger.

The second experimental interview method to be considered was the
questioning of pairs of children. Here two child witnesses were to be
interviewed at the same time, giving a Joint account of the witnessed
event, It was initially predicted that the children interviewed in this way
would recall more data than the children in the other groups. This would
probably be because each child would provide some kind of organizational
framework (Edwards and Middleton, 1986a), into which the other child could

introduce their own observations.

It also seemed likely that the children iInterviewed in the presence of
a non-witness peer would recall more information than those children in the
control group of single child witnesses. However, the children interviewed
with peer support were not expected to perform as well as those in the two

witnesses condition.
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Apart from having an effect on the amount of information recalled, {t
was also possible that the children in the experimental groups would have a
tendency to recall different kinds of information to the control children.
This seemed most likely with the peer support group, since they were in
effect describing the event both to an adult interviewer and a peer. This
may influence the recall perspective (Anderson and Pichert, 1978; Schmidt
and Schmidt, 1986) with which they attempt the task. The presence of a peer
might lead the chlldren to stress the most striking, or salient points of

an event, in an attempt to convey a sense of what had happened.

Given the absence of any obvious precedents in the examination of peer
social support, this study could only serve as a preliminary investigation
of this {ssue. Consequently, for practical reasons, peers for both
experimental groups, were defined as members of the same class at school.
In this study the eyewitness performance of children from two age groups
(mean ages 7 and 10 years) was examined. Two age groups were used to assess

the reliability of the findings across different groups.

In summary, it was predicted that the pairs of witnesses would recall
more information than those children interviewed alone, largely because
this would provide an organizational context for recall. The child
witnesses interviewed with a non-witness peer were also expected to recall
more information than the control children who were interviewed alone,

largely because of the improved social context of the research interview.

The topic which the children were to be questioned about was a live

staged event in which an adult stranger entered the children's classroom on
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the pretext of looking for someone. This was classed as emotionally
neutral. This point should be stressed since schools generally have strict
guldelines about allowing their pupils to be unduly stressed. This was madé
particularly clear by the Headmaster at the school where the experiment was
conducted when he explained that many years before, an English teacher had
lost his job after distressing his pupils by having someone enter their
classroom and fire a starting pistol at them. The teacher then asked the
children to play the part of eyewitnesses as a class exercise. Not

suprisingly, many of the children were too upset to participate.

The organizational prompt used to elicit recall was designed to make
clear exactly what information was required as well as providing a
plausible reason for requesting the children's cooperation. During the
recall instructions the interviewers emphasised that they had not been
present during the event and they knew nothing of the event, other than

that someone had entered the classroom.

6.4 Method

Subjects

A total of 100 children (52 boys, 48 girls), 50 from each of two age
groups with mean ages of 7.1 years (range 6.6 - 7.6) and 10.1 years of age
(range 9.6 - 10.6), took part in the study. The children were all from one

school in Whitstable, Kent.



-153-

The Staged Event

The staged event which the children were to be questioned about,
involved an adult confederate of the experimenter entering the children's
classroom on the pretext of looking for someone. The actor was wearing a
black leather coat, a brown jumper, jeans and black shoes. He carried a

plastic bag in one hand, a book and piece of paper in the other.

The actor entered the classroom, walked to the teacher's desk and asked
the children and their teacher 1if anyone had seen a "Mr Roberts". The
teacher, as previously Instructed, said "No" to the question. The
confederate then took a plece of chalk from the bag he was carrying and
wrote "Mr Roberts" on the board. He then explained that he couldn't stay
long and that he had left his bike outside. He also said that he would be
back at 3 o'clock. He then left the room. The actor was in the classroom

for about a minute.

The teacher then carried on with the lesson making no reference to what
had happened. Five minutes later a female interviewer came to collect the
children, taking them to the 'interview room', in this case, the school

library. The full staged event script is shown in Appendix Ia.

Design

In this study, three methods of Iinterviewing children were to be

examined. The first of these was the Iinterviewing of single child
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witnesses. The children interviewed in this way served as a control group,

against which the two experimental interview methods were to be compared.

The experimental interview methods were, the interviewing of a single
child witness in the presence of a peer who had not witnessed the event
(social support condition) and the interviewing of two witnesses at the

same time (dyadic condition).

The social support condition involved the interviewing of single child
witnesses in the presence of a known peer (a classmate) who had not
witnessed the staged event. These peers are referred to here as non-
witnesses. The non-witnesses were out of the room at the time of the staged
event and only Jjoined their classmates during the recall interview. Same

sex palrs were used for 14 of the 20 interviews.

The two witnesses, or dyadic recall condition, Iinvolved asking two
child witnesses to give a Jjoint account of a witnessed event. Same sex

pairs were used in 18 of the 20 interviews carried out in this way.

Generally the children selected thelr own interview pairings (for both
experimental conditions), from amongst the non-witnesses in their class,
just prior to the research interviews. When no peer was clearly nominated,
then the interviewers chose the recall pairings at random. If a child
rejected this pairing, then they were allowed to pick another partner.
Somewhat suprisingly, it was quite common for subjects to choose a member

of the opposite sex as their partner.
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Children from two age groups were siudied, namely 7 and 10 years of
age. A total of 10 Interviews per experimental condition for each age group
were conducted. That 1is, 60 interviews were carried out, 30 for each age
group, with 20 for each of the three experimental groups (i.e., one child
only, one child interviewed with peer support, and two witnesses
interviewed together). This comprised a total of 80 children who had

witnessed the staged event and a further 20 who had not.

The children's eyewitness testimony was to be examined by asking the
children to provide their own account of the witnessed event, that is, a

free recall description.

The free recall accounts were elicited by telling the children that the
interviewer was going to ask them some questions to see how well they could
remember things. The task had to be explained slightly differently for each
group to make it a legitimate request for the child's cooperation. In the
single witness and two witnesses conditions the interviewer began by asking
the children if they could remember the man who had come into their

classroom that morning. The interviewer then said:

"I'm very interested in what happened when he came in. As I wasn't
there this morning, I'd like you to tell me all about it. Tell me
everything you can remember about the man. I'd like to know things like
what he said, what he did and what he looked like. Do you think you
could do that? Tell me everything you can remember? It doesn't matter

if you can't remember much, just do your best."
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Once the children had begun their accounts the Interviewer only
prompted recall by wusing relatively neutral encouragements such as

"Anything else?” and "Go on".

When 1t appeared that the children had said all that they could
remember, the interviewer paraphrased the opening introduction as a form of
final prompt, as in, "I'd like to know things like what he said, what he

did and what he looked like.”

The children in the control group and the two witnesses group recefved
almost identical Instructions, except that in the two witnesses condition

it was made clear that both children should say what happened.

The instructions for the children interviewed with peer support had to
be slightly modified to leglitimise the presence of the non-witness. The
interviewer began by saying to the witness "I'm going to ask you some

questions to see how well you can remember things."

The instructions then proceeded as with the other conditions, with the
interviewer asking if the witness remembered seeing a man. The interviewer

then explained:

"I'm very interested in what happened when he came in. As
(non-witness child's name) and me weren't there, I'd like you to tell
us all about it. Tell us everything you can remember about the man.
We'd like to know things like what he said, what he did and what he

looked like. Do you think you could do that? Tell us everything you can
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remember? It doesn’t matter if you can't remember much, just do your

best."

General prompts and the use of a final prompt were the same as in the
other conditions. Copies of the interview iInstructions are included in
Appendix Ib. All interviews were tape recorded via microphones placed on
the table between the children and the Interviewer. Interviews were

subsequently transcribed.

Procedure

At the start of a lesson, the teacher asked some of the children in the
class (a total of 10 per age group) to go to another room in the school,
where they were to see the school's Headmaster. This was done to ensure

that these children could not witness the staged event that was to follow.

While these children were out of the classroom, a confederate of the

experimenter entered the classroom to enact the staged event and then left.

Once the confederate had left, the remaining children were taken to the
'interview room' <(i.e., the school library), where the children who had
left the room earlier were now waiting. The two groups of children
(witnesses and non-witnesses) were kept separate until the recall
interview. None of the pairs in either experimental condition had an
opportunity to talk prior to the interviewer explaining the task. All
children were asked to read quietly whilst awaiting their turn. The large

size of the library and its design made it easy to separate out the
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children into areas where each group (including those being interviewed)
was out of sight and hearing of each other. The children's recall of the

staged event was then tested. Three types of interview were conducted:

(1) One child alone. The control condition.

(2) One child with peer support. That is, one child witness, accompanied by
one of the children who had not witnessed the staged event. The witness was
asked to describe what had happened, to both the non-witness and the
interviewer. The non-witness only joined the witness during the recall

interview.

(3) Two children: Both witnesses.

The children who had witnessed the event were randomly assigned to one
of these three conditions. The interviews were conducted in a random order
to control for time delay. Three interviewers questioned the children, each
interviewer using each of the three interview methods equally. The
fnterviewers comprised the present author and two female postgraduate
psychology students from Kent University. All of the interviewers were well
experienced at interviewing children. None of the interviewers witnessed
the staged event. Further, the two postgraduates colleagues did not know
what had occured. The interviewers simply knew that there had been an event

involving a man.

The children were told that the interviewer was going to ask them some

questions, to see how well they could remember things. They were then asked
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if a man had come into their classroom during their lesson and if they
could describe what had happened. The children were asked to describe what

the man had looked like and what he had done.

The event was staged five times, three times to classes of 7-year-olds
and twice to classes of 10-year-olds. Only the data from the last four of
the events is included here. The first staging of the event was to a small
group of 7-year-olds, these interviews were carried out to allow the
interviewers to practice each type of interview once, before data

collection proper began.

Coding of responses

The free recall protocols were content analysed to determine the number
of correct and incorrect pleces of information recalled by the children.
The content analysis techniques necessary for this study were relatively

easy to develop, score and check.

The main reason that the protocols were so easy to score was that the
children's statements frequently took the form of short statements, such
as, "He had a black coat on."™ Such statements were broken down into
categories of informational content. For example, in the sentence "He had a
black coat on" there are two basic propositions.

1. The man was wearing a coat

2. The coat was black.

Given that the children had to Se instructed to describe the man to the

interviewer, there being no reason why they should spontaneously choose to
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do so in the present context, the information that there was a man, is not
considered as informational. In real 1life eyewitness incidents, this
information might be offered spontaneously and indeed be crucial to an
investigation. Therefore, in this instance, the statement "He had a black
coat on" contains only two new pieces of information, hence a score of 2

would be added to the child's total recall score.

Certain statements were considered as non-informational, in that they
stated the obvious (e.g., "He had trousers"). Such statements contribute
nothing to an 1identification, since their presence may reasonably be
assumed by the Iinterviewer. Commenting on such 1items would only be
informational if their absence could not be assumed, for example, "He
wasn't wearing a shirt”. Consequently, statements such as “He didn't have a
moustache" were not scored as 1informational, nor as errors. If such
statements were to be accepted there would be a number of problems in
coding. For example, should a child's score be increased if they were to
say "He wasn't carrying a pink elephant”. Fortunately no child ever made

such a claim and there were only a handful of 'obvious' statements.

Somewhat similarly, statements of a relativistic nature (e.g., tall-
short, old-young etc.) also had to be discarded from the data pool since
they are virtually impossible to categorise. For example, is saying that
the man was tall actually informative? Such statements will probably be
determined by one's own height, and to children almost everyone is tall.
Only exact statements of age, height and weight can be assessed
independently and even then there are some problems in coding. For example,

if the target person is 5 feet 6 inches tall, is the statement "He was
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about five foot five" wrong, or just about right? To alleviate such
problems all such statements were discarded from the data pool.

Fortunately, once again, such statements were rare.

As well as simply exploring the effects of the experimental interview
methods on the overall amount of data recalled, this study looks at their

impact on the kind of data recalled. That is, a secondary question was that

of whether either experimental method increased the likelihood of certain
items being recalled. This measure seemed to be of value in that it might
detect changes in the kind of testimony given, which might otherwise go

unnoticed.

Consequently, prior to the staged event the script was content analysed
into two informational categories: 1. Descriptive statements, that |is
statements concerned with the actor's appearance (e.g., colour of
clothing), 2. Action statements, that is, details concerned with the
actor's speech (e.g., "I'm looking for someone.") and his physical actions
(e.g., writing on the blackboard). A full copy of the coding scheme is

shown in Appendix Ic.

These categories are based on the categories of descriptive and action
statements as used in other eyewitness studies involving children (e.g.,

Dent and Stephenson, 1979a; King and Yuille, 1986).

Incorrect statements were also scored. There were several possible
kinds of errors, all errors of commission, that {s, where the child

incorrectly describes a part of the event. The most obvious source of error
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is where a child incorrectly describes an attribute of something that did
occur during the event, for example, saying the man's coat was brown when
it was black. The second type of error is where the child imports a detail
into his or her account that was not in any form a part of the event (e.g.,
he was wearing a hat). The last source of error is where a child denies
that something had happened when 1t had <(e.g., "He wasn't wearing

glasses").

6.5 Results

To check the reliability of the coding of responses, the recall
protocols were checked by two different raters. All protocols were checked
completely. There was a very strong level of agreement between the raters
with 95.9% of the 536 items recalled (correct and incorrect statements
combined) being coded identically. The strong degree of correspondence was
not suprising given that the majority of the statements were simple to
interpret (e.g., "He had glasses. He had a black coat", etc). Disagreements

were resolved through discussion.

The free recall statements are described in three parts: A. The overall

numbers of correct statements; B. The categories of information recalled by

each group; and C. The incorrect statements in free recall.

A. _Correct Statements in Free Recall

A total of 38 different correct items were identified by the children

in the free recall protocols. The mean numbers of correct statements
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offered by each age and experimental group are shown in Table 1 (n = 10 for
each cell), Means throughout section 6.5 are rounded to two decimal places.
Standard deviations <(also rounded to two decimal places) are shown in

brackets.

As expected, their was a marked difference between the amount of data .
recalled by the two age groups, with tha 10-year-old groups consistently

recalling more than their younger counterparts.

Table 1: Correct Free Recall Statements in Study 1

MEAN NUMBER OF CORRECT STATEMENTS IN FREE RECALL

WITH STANDARD DEVIATIONS IN BRACKETS

One Child Witness with Two

Alone Social Support Witnesses Means

Age 7 5.40 (3.34) 4.80 (4.83) 8.40 (3.72) 6.20

Age 10 8.60 (2.50) 9,30 (3.59) 12.00 (3.68) 9.97

Means 7.00 7.05 10.20 8.08

For both age groups, the children in the two witnesses condition
recalled more than those in the other conditions. The 7-year-old children
who were Interviewed with peer support recalled slightly less than the

children interviewed alone (control). However, for the 10-year-olds, the
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reverse was true, with the children who were interviewed with peer support

scoring slightly more.

The correct statements category accounted for 90% of all the children's
statements. That s, the children tended to give generally accurate
accounts of the event. Accuracy rates (number of correct statements divided
by total number of statements X 100) for each age and experimental group
were fairly even, the range being only from 86% for the 7-year-olds in the
control group, to a high of 94% for the 10-year-old children in the peer
support condition. Age differences and the effects of experimental group on

the proportions of correct to incorrect Information were negligable.

The numbers of correct statements given In free recall were analysed
using a 2-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) with age (2 levels: 7 and 10-
years-old) and experimental group (3 levels: child alone, child with peer

support and two witnesses) as between subjects factors.

The older children gave significantly more correct statements in free
recall than the younger children (F= 15.766; d.f.= 1, 54; p<.001). There
was also a significant effect of experimental group at the p<.01 level (F=
4,98; d.f.= 2, 54). There was no interaction effect F= 0.164; d.f.= 2, 54;

p>.05). The full ANOVA table is included in Appendix Id (Table A).

Between group comparisons were calculated using the Tukey test (Cchen
and Holliday, 1982). These comparisons showed that the mean difference
(10.2 - 7.0 = 3.20) between the control groups and the two witnesses groups

(both age groups combined) was statistically significant, as was the
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difference between the children with a peer present and the two witnesses
group (10.2 - 7.05 = 3.15). The critical value of T was 2.94 (n.v. = 3,54;

p<0.05) in both cases.

B, What the Children Recalled: The Distribution of Free Recall Statements

Across Thematic Categories.

The correct statements made by the children in free recall are
subdivided below into the types of information given. The data here are

divided into two categories: descriptive and action statements.

The first information category included statements concerned with the
appearance of the actor. In all, a total of 20 different descriptive
physical traits were identified by the children, ranging from minor details
such as a belt on the man's coat, to more obviously striking details, such
as, that he was wearing jeans. The mean numbers of correct descriptive

statements are shown in Table 2.

The older subjects in the child alone and peer support groups gave on
average just over 1 more statement than their younger counterparts. In the
two witnesses condition the age difference was slightly more marked, with
an average age improvement of about 2 items. Variations by experimental

group, particularly with the younger subjects are quite small.
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Table 2: Correct Descriptive Statements in Free Recall

MEAN NUMBER OF CORRECT DESCRIPTIVE STATEMENTS IN FREE RECALL

WITH STANDARD DEVIATIONS IN BRACKETS

One Child Witness with Two

Alone Social Support Witnesses Means

Age 7 1.80 (1.62) 2.00 (1.63 2.50 .27 2.10

Age 10 3.00 (1.63 3.20 (1.99) 4.50 (2.32) 3.57

Means 2.40 2.60 3.50 2.83

The correct descriptive statements were analysed using a 2-way ANOVA as
with the overall numbers of correct statements described earlier. Here
there was a significant effect of age (F= 10.327; d.f.= 1, 54; p<.005).
However, there was no effect of experimental group on recall (F= 2.179;
d.f.= 2,54; p>.05)., There was no interaction effect (F= 0.338; d.f.= 2, 54;

p>.05). The full ANOVA table is included in Appendix Id (Table B).

The second information category was concerned with the actions of the
actor. This included his speech (e.g., He said that he was looking for Mr
Roberts) and his physical actions (e.g., writing on the blackboard). The

results for this category are shown in Table 3.

From Table 3 it is apparent that the children gave a higher proportion

of their recall in the action statements category than in the descriptive
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category. Age differences were more apparent here than for the descriptive
statements, as are the effects of experimental grouping. That 1{s, the
superior performance of the two witnesses condition is clearly apparent

here.

Table 3: Correct Action Statements in Free Recall

MEAN NUMBER OF CORRECT ACTION STATEMENTS IN FREE RECALL

WITH STANDARD DEVIATIONS IN BRACKETS

One Child Witness with Two

Alone Social Support Witnesses Means

Age 7 3.60 (2.46) 2.80 (3.5% 5.90 (2.69) 4.10

Age 10 5.60 (2.63) 6.10 (2.13) 7.50 (1.96) 6.40

Means 4,60 4,45 6.70 5.25

The correct action statements were also analysed using a 2-way ANOVA in
the same way as the descriptive statements. There was a significant effect
of age (F= 11,559; d.f.= 1, 54; p<.001) and experimental group (F= 4.610;
d.f.= 2, 54; p<.05). There was no interaction effect (F= 3.95; d.f.= 2,54;

P>.05). The full ANOVA table is included in Appendix Id (Table C).

Between group comparisons were again calculated using the Tukey test.
The mean difference (6.7 - 4.6 = 2.1) between the control group and the two

witnesses groups (both age groups combined) was statistically significant,
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as was the difference between the children with a peer present and the two
witnesses group (6.7 - 4.45 = 2.25). The critical value of T was 2.097

(n.v. = 3,54; p<.05) In both cases.

C. Incorrect Statements in Free Recall

The children's free recall statements were also analysed for errors.
Errors included any incorrect detalils such as colour of clothing, presence
of actlions or objects that had not been present during the staged event, as
well as statements denying that something had happened when in fact it had.

About 10% of the children's statements were classed as incorrect.

The incorrect responses were not evenly distributed between the two
information categories. The vast majority of the errors fell into the

category of descriptive statements (88% of all incorrect statements).

[t was Interesting to note that three particular errors occured with
some frequency, regardless of age or experimental group. The most frequent
error (11 occurences) was that concerning the colour of the actor's
trousers which had been blue (jeans). Typically, children would say that
they had been brown or black. One child sald they were beige. The next most
frequent error was hair colour (10 occurences). Here, children consistently
made the mistake of saying the actor's hair was brown, when in fact it was
clearly black. One other error occured relatively frequently (5
occurences), namely the colour of the actor's black coat which was
typically described as brown or blue., Other errors also centred on this key

question of colour (e.g., colour of eyes and bag).
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There were also two rather odd errors in the children’'s statements,
namely when two children stated that something had not happened when in
fact {t had. That 1is, two children said that the actor had not been wearing
glasses. Such errors were rare, but quite interesting. They may be
explained by some form of context effect in that the questioner was wearing
glasses. Perhaps the children were systematically checking attributes of
the questioner against their recollections of the actor. The children
obviously did not remember the actor's glasses, but mentioned glasses
because they were using the iInterviewer's appearance as a form of a

organizational prompt.

Errors concerned with details of actions were less frequent (12% of all
errors), with no regular mistakes being made. Since the numbers of errors
were so low, with no marked category differences between either
experimental, or age groups, they are not to be represented in separate
tables. Instead, the mean numbers of error statements for all categories

are shown below in Table 4.

The overall numbers of incorrect statements were remarkably low. The
only group to give a noticeable amount of incorrect statements was the 10-
year-old children in the two witnesses condition. They gave twice as many
incorrect details as both of the other 10-year-old groups. However, even

here, the level of such statements was still very low.
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Table 4: Incorrect Free Recall Statements in Study 1

MEAN NUMBER OF INCORRECT STATEMENTS IN FREE RECALL

WITH STANDARD DEVIATIONS IN BRACKETS

One Witness with Two

Witness Social Support Witnesses Means

Age 7 0.70 (1.06) 0.60 (1.26) 0.70 ¢0.95) 0.67

Age 10 0.80 (0.92) 0.50 (0.85) 1.80 (1.87) 1.03

Means 0.75 0.55 1.25 0.85

The numbers of incorrect statements made by each group were also
analysed using a 2-way ANOVA, with the same independent variables as for
the correct responses. The number of incorrect statements showed no
significant differences either by age (F= 1.391; d.f.= 1, 54; p>.05) or

experimental group (F= 1.793; d.f.= 2, 54; p>.05). Similarly, there was no

interaction effect (F= 1.425; d.f.= 2, 54; p>.05). The full ANOVA table is

included in Appendix Id (Table D).
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6.6 Discussion

General Findings

The results of the first study showed that the presence of a non-
witness peer during an interview had no effects on either the amount or
quality of childrens's free recall memory. The social support group and the
control group showed no differences for either the number of correct (Table
1> or incorrect (Table 4) statements. Further, there was apparently no
effect of peer presence on the type of account delivered. That {s, there
were no differences in patterns of recall for either physical descriptive
(Table 2) or action (Table 3) statements. Fears that the presence of the
peer would inhibit the child witness or encourage the use of fantasy speech

or other errors proved groundless.

The two witnesses group had more of an effect on recall. As expected,
the children interviewed in pairs recalled more information overall than
either of the other groups (Table 1). However, it was interesting to note
that this difference was mainly due to the increased number of action
statements given by this group (Table 3). The differences between the two
witnesses group and the other groups were not significant for physical
descriptions (Table 2). Interviewing pairs of witnesses had a slight but
non-significant effect on the number of error statements, but the
proportion of correct to incorrect statements 1in all groups was

consistently high at about 90%.
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Overall, there were very few error statements and most of these were
due to incorrect colour descriptions. This finding echoes the findings of
King and Yuille (1986) who also found that the colour of clothing was a
particularly troublesome area of recall and of Dent and Stephenson (1379a)
who found that physical descriptions were more prone to error than event
descriptions. In the present study incorrect action statements were

extremely rare.

There were constant age effects on the mean numbers of correct
statements. The older subjects recalled more correct information overall
and 1in each thematic category. Age differences in error rates were

negligable.

Peer Social Support

This study has shown that the presence of a non-witness peer during an
eyewitness interview failed to have any effects. This appears to be because
the support provided by the non-witnesses was simply inadequate. The non-
witnesses only rarely made any contribution during the interviews and these
generally took the form of a single question such as "What man?", or
statements denying they knew anything about the event such as "I wasn't

there".

Although the non-witnesses were consistently attentive to their peers’
accounts of the event, they generally stayed silent during the interview.
This was due to the fact that their role was restricted given that they

were only hearing an account of what had happened in the classroom for the
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first time during the recall interview. They could thus offer little

practical help to the witnesses.

It appears that children do not derive any benefits from being
interviewed in the presence of a peer who knows nothing of the event under
discussion. There are several possible explanations for this finding. These
stress the needs of the witness, the needs of the helper and nature of the

interaction between them.

It 1s possible that a child witness does not derive any support from a
non-witness peer because the person providing support 1is seen as
inappropriate., In Chapter 4 it was argued that similar others are a desired
source of support <(e.g., Schachter, 1959; Thoits, 1986). Since the non-
witness knows nothing of the event they are not seen as a suitable source
of support. Schachter's work s particularly relevant here in that 1t
showed that the affillative desire was highly directional. For example,
subjects preferred to wait with others in a similar stressful situation
rather than others in a different unstressful situation. In the present
study, the non-witness peer was not being tested. Only the witness was
being asked for a description of the event. The witness Is under pressure
to perform, the non-witness 1is not. Consequently, the witness does not

derive support from the dissimilar, non-participating peer.

Schachter argued that an important part of waiting with similar others
was that it allowed self-evaluations to occur, whereby the subject analysed
their feelings in relation to the others present. Thoits (1986) labelled

this process empathic understanding. Perhaps the witnesses in this study
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were not able to evaluate their feelings, or empathisise, with a non-
witness peer since the non-witness was not realistically an equal
participant during the interview. This explanation emphasises the problems

experienced by the witness in deriving support.

An alternative explanation of the findings could emphasise the problems
the support person experiences in actually being able to provide effective
support. Given that the non-witnesses knew nothing of the event, their role
during the Interview was essentially passive. They listened to their peers'’
accounts, but could not comment on 1its accuracy or quality. Their
opprtunities for helping were thus restricted. According to Barnett,
Darcie, Holland and Kobasigawa (1982) becoming a good helper not only
involves the disposition or willingness to assist, but also sensitivity to
the helpee's needs and feelings and sufficient competence in the problem

area to reduce the distress of the other person.

In the first study the possible effects of peer social support may have
been undermined by the fact that the support person was not in a position
to help. That is, regardless of whether or not they wanted to help, they
could not. This still allows for the possibility that children can offer

support, provided they are in a position to offer practical assistance.

As was shown in Chapter 4, support may be provided in a many different
ways. For example, through discussion peers may help to reduce anxiety
(e.g., Costanza et al., 1988), or by pointing out their potential for
helping they may assist a person (e.g., Sarason and Sarason, 1986). In each

of these forms of assistance there is a degree of interaction between the
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helper and the helpee. It may be that child witnesses can only derive
social support from peers after some form of interaction. This possibility
forms the basis of the second experimental study reported in the next

Chapter.

As a final point, it should be stated that the results of this study do
not consider the possibility of children deriving support from other
passive non-witnesses, such as adults. It may be that the presence of an
adult, even without any degree of participation on their part, might

influence performance.

Dyadic Recall

The present study showed that children interviewed in pairs tend to
recall more information than children interviewed alone. The children in
the two witnesses condition gave an average of about 10 correct statements,

whilst the control group recalled an average of 7 statements.

The reason proposed here for this improved performance is that joint
interviewing enables the children to make use of the organizational
framework provided by the other child. That is, one child fits his or her
observations into the account of the other child. Example 1 below shows the
children's tendency to 'feed off' the Ideas of the other child (the
children were both 10-year-old girls). In it we can see that flow of
information is not particularly well organized, in that the children seem

to be trying to make different points at the same time. However, it lis
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clear that the children are both describing the same event, only different

parts of it.

Example 1

Child 1: "He had a bag."

Child 2: "Yeah."

Child 1: "White bag and a book with a white piece of paper in it and
he wrote 'Mr Roberts' on the blackboard.”

Child 2: "And asked us {f we'd seen him. And..."

Child 1: "And we think he had black shoes on."

Child 2: "Yeah, And he said he'd left his bike outside.”

The organizational framework i{s, therefore, not a refined one involving
the systematic discussion of separate information categories (e.g.,
discussing appearance first, then physical actions, etc.), nor 1is it
following any sequential pattern. Instead, each child is simply imposing
their observations onto the overall framework of the other. The result is a
series of turn-taking, during which the non-speaker is allowed to return to
the conversation with either a new plece of information, probably with no
obvious links to the previous speaker's statements, or some information

that logically builds onto the last statement of the other child, or their

own last statements.

As a point of interest, example 1 contains an instance where Child 1
says "And we think he had black shoes on". The use of "we" is Interesting
since it implies the child is speaking on behalf of both of them. This

occurs even though the children had not discussed the event and the first
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child could not know whether or not the second child agrees with this
statement., Nevertheless, it is introduced in a form that calls for the

second child to confirm the proposal, which she does,

Joint interviewing provides the children with the appropriate context
into which they can introduce their observations. It also provides children.
with the opportunity to suggest the possibility of having seen certain
details, about which they are presumably unsure, without feeling the need
to commit themselves to saying that they did see it. Below (Example 2) is
part of the discussion between two 7-year-old boys. In {t, the first child
suggests the possibility of an item's presence, by asking the second child

a question.

Example 2

Child 1: "Did he have a hat?"

Child 2: “No."

Child 1: "No. He didn't have a hat."

The first child's uncertainty is thus simply resolved. Had this child
been interviewed alone, it 1s possible that if the iInterviewer had
specifically asked him about the presence of a hat then the child may well
have given an Incorrect answer. This is probably because, as Dent and

Stephenson (1979a) suggest,

"Direct questioning and cross-examination may have the effect of
encouraging witnesses to endow the dublous features of their
recollections with greater authority than in fact they deserve." (p.42)
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This form of joint decision making, was also observed to result in some
inaccurate details being stated, even though initially one of the children

seemed unsure. For example, a pair of 10-year-old boys had the following

exchange.

Example 3

Child 1: "He had brown or blue eyes.”
Child 2: "1 think it was blue."

Child 1: "Yeah."

Child 1 and 2: "Blue eyes."

Joint interviewing serves to make children eliminate uncertainties.
This may be reflected in either the dismissal of certain proposals for
which there 1is a degree of uncertainty, or 1t may be that 1t causes
children to choose between a range of mutually exclusive items. It was
interesting to note that complete disagreements of opinion between the

children were always resolved. One child would accept the proposal of the

other.

This shows some of the problems that might exist if two witnesses were
allowed to discuss an incident away from the interviewer. It seems likely
that following discussion the children would readily return with a single
agreed upon version of an incident. The present study shows that this

agreement does not necessarily mean the statement will be accurate.

The results of this study suggest that joint interviewing would seem to

be a viable method of eliciting free recall descriptions. It appears



-179-

advisable that the joint recall should take place in the presence of the
interviewer and without any discussion prior to testing, as 1s done in

adult studies of group recall,

There i{s also the additional possibility that joint interviewing could
also be carried out after individual interviews had taken place. This would
be particularly interesting in the light of the Dent and Stephenson (1979a)
study which showed that the repeated interviewing of individual children
using free recall techniques over a long time period, resulted in a
remarkably consistent level of testimony. Lomov (1878) showed that dyadic
recall following individual recall was a particularly effective method of

eliciting seemingly hidden information.

The results concerning dyadic recall suggest that discussion between
witnesses can lead to contamination of an account. That {s, one child
accepts the views of the others. Consequently, the use of dyadic recall

needs to be carefully constrained to ensure the reliability of recall.

6.7 Conclusion

The first study showed that the presence of a non-witness peer during
an interview failed to have any effect on children's free recall
descriptions of a witnessed event. This was probably because the non-
witness was notl seen as a suitable source of support, since they knew
nothing of the event under discussion. It should be noted that allowing

non-witness peers into i{nterviews did not in any way detract from
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children's eyewitness performance. Any fears that the non-witnesses might

be a distraction, or distort an account proved groundless.

Interviewing pairs of child witnesses results Increased the amount of
information obtained. The proposed reason for this improvement is that the
children interviewed in pairs make use of the general organizational
framework, or context for recall, provided by the other child. That is, the
children {ntroduce their own observations into the account of the other
child. This is not done in a consistently systematic way, instead it can

appear a somewhat random process.

After the first study the value of peer social support is still open to
question. Although 1its value has not yet been supported, no evidence
against 1t emerged. It may be that following some form of interaction
between the witness and the non-witness that social support will be more
effective. In the next Chapter the form of social support was altered. From
the first study it was apparent that the non-witnesses lack of knowledge
about the event restricted their usefulness. The most obvious direction for
the second study was thus to provide social support in a form that
increased the chances of the non-witness being seen as a sultable source of
support. This would involve the sharing of knowledge about the event 1in
such a way that the witness would see the helper as a practical source of
support, as well as allowing the helper to assist their peer, should they

wish to.
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CHAPTER 7

Study 2:

The Effects of Peer Interaction

Between Witnesses and Non—Wilitnesses

on Children's Eyewltness Testimony
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7.1 Introduction

Informed Peer Social Support

Social support, as provided in the first study, failed to have any
effects on children's free recall descriptions of a witnessed event. In
this second study a different form of peer social support was provided.

This will be termed informed peer support and centres on the transmission

of information between the witness and support person prior to the recall

interview.

The non-witnesses in the first study were included to provide social
support for the witness during the recall interview. This preliminary
exercise in peer social support was partially derived from the observations
of Labov (1969). However, unlike the child in Labov's study, the role of
the non-witness, or accomplice, in the interview was severely restricted in
that they could offer little practical assistance to the witnesses, since
they knew nothing of the event under discussion. In fact the non-wltnesses

rarely said anything at all during the interviews.

In Labov's study, the discussions were much more open-ended and
consequently, the second child, Gregory, was in a position to say just as
much as Leon. Although the provision of such social support may prove to be
of importance if the child witness 1s nervous about being interviewed, the

presence of an ‘'uninformed' non-witness peer 1in eyewitness studies,
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centring on the discussion of specific events, would apparently seem to

contribute nothing to the overall amount of information recalled.

It was suggested that the witness in the first study may not have been
able to derive social support from the non-witness because of the apparent
lack of relevant similarity between them. There was also a second
possibility that because of this dissimilarity that the non-witnesses were
unable to provide social support, regardless of whether or not they wanted

to.

Effective social support seems to occur most commonly when there is
some degree of similarity between the subjects (e.g., Schachter, 1859) or
when the support person is seen as a potential source of practical help
(e.g., Sarason and Sarason, 1986), or actually acts in a positive manner
prior to (e.g., Costanza et al., 1988), or during (e.g., Vernon et al.,
1967) a stressful situation. That is, the subject must see the helper as a
source of support and the helper must perceive the subject's need for
assistance. The witnesses and non-witnesses did not take these roles by
virtue of the crucial fact that they were dissimilar in terms of knowledge

of the witnessed event.

In the second study the degree of similarity between the witnesses and
the non-witnesses was to be increased in that the non-witnesses were to
have some knowledge of the staged event. This was to be achieved by having

the witness discuss the event with the non-witness prior to the recall
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interview. During the recall interview the witness would then see the non-
witness as a potential source of help, since they now knew something of the
witnessed event. Further, the non-witness would be able to provide
practical assistance in the form of prompts or reminders, should they wish

to.

The Information possessed by the non-witness needs to originate with
the witness with whom they are paired. If the non-witness should express
ideas from another source, such as the experimenter or another peer, then
they are in a position to contaminate the recall description since their
suggestions would have an apparent reliability. That is, the problems of
expert knowledge described in Section 3.3 (e.g., Dodd and Bradshaw, 1980;

Smith and Ellsworth, 1987) would become relevant.

Although the first study showed that discussion between dyads resulted
in highly agreed upon, though not necessarily correct recall, discussion
between a witness and non-witness 1Is not seen as a similar source of
distortion. Given that the non-witness knows nothing of the event, the
transmission of information between the two peers is going to be uni-
directional. The children are not really discussing the event, instead they
are acting as speaker and listener. Although the non-witness may ask
questions, they are seemingly not in a position to distort the account,

unless by repetition the witnesses themselves distort their accounts.
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The evidence on repetition of eyewitness accounts suggests that it does
not undermine the account, at least not in the short-term (e.g., Dent and
Stephenson, 1979a). Long-term effects of repetition may be seen as a
problem since the child is no longer describing the event, but attempting
to reconstruct their previous description. Here, it has been suggested that
the description becomes more salient than the event itself and may lead to
incorrect recollections (Faller, 1988). Repeating the event description to
a peer is less likely to be distorted than repeating it to an adult. Adults
are more likely to ask for clarifications or try to structure the child's
recall which may distort the account. Peers are more likely to negotiate

rather than dominate (Kruger and Tomasello, 1986).

Finally, it is worth noting that there is a certain intuitive logic to
the idea of interviewing children in the presence of a friend. This is
because it is based on a tactic that is frequently used by schoolteachers,
in a variety of different contexts, to ensure that children will carry out
the instructions given to them. For example, if a young child is asked to
run an errand, they will often be asked to "take a friend" along with them,
ostensibly to make sure that either they, or the message, don't ‘get lost'
en route! This is a practice that is widely used in most English primary

schools.

The emphasis of the second study is thus on the provision of informed
peer support. This increases the chances of the witness deriving support

from the non-witness, as well as the non-witness actually providing
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support. The discussion of the event prior to recall is only one possible
form of social support. Costanza et al. (1988) showed how discussion with a
friend prior to testing improved task performance. However, the present
research was more concerned with the effects of social support during an
interview rather than prior to it. Consequently, following the discussion
of the event, the non-witness partnered the witness during the recall

interview.

The Effects of Post-Event Information on Memory

As well as looking at the effects of social support on free recall
descriptions of an event, the second study also incorporated an examination
of the effects of misleading questions on subsequent recall. The effects of
misleading questions on subsequent accounts is a popular issue with adult
subjects (e.g., Loftus, 1979b; Bekerian and Bowers, 1981; Hammersley and
Read, 1986), whereas studies involving children are far less common and

have tended to use fewer methodologies.

Research on suggestibility has taken two main directions. First, there
are the short-term effects of "leading" questions and their potentially
biasing effect, within an interview, on descriptions of witnessed events,
as was discussed in Chapter 3. The effects of misleading questions have
been demonstrated in both adults <(e.g., Loftus and Palmer, 1974;
Christiaansen, Sweeney and Ochalek, 1983) and children (e.g., Dale et al.,

1978; Moston, 1987).
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Secondly, there are the long-term effects of such questioning. That is,
the extent to which information provided during one interview, affects the
the statements given in subsequent interviews. This too has been studied in
adults <(e.g., Loftus, 1978b; Kohnken and Brockman, 1987) and children

(e.g., Cohen and Harnick, 1980; Duncan, Whitney and Kunen, 1982).

The Marin et al. (1979) study involving both children and adults is a
falrly typical example of this second area of study. In 1it, the
Introduction of a misleading question at the time of the first test caused
a significant increase in the number of false positive responses to the
corresponding non-leading question, asked two weeks after the f{irst
testing, as compared to the control subjects who received the non-leading
questions both times when they were tested. Age differences were not

significant.

Studies involving adults have demonstrated the conditions under which
distortions will and will not occur. Loftus (e.g., Loftus, Miller and
Burns, 1978; Loftus, 1979b) had argued that misleading information alters
memory for an event. However, several studies have shown that when the
retrieval conditions correspond with the order of the event (Bekerian and
Bowers, 1981; Bowers and Bekerian, 1984), or subjects are not offered a
response option consistent with the misleading information (McCloskey and
Zaragoza, 1985), then the bilasing effects of misleading questions do not

emerge.
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Demonstrations of misleading question effects are heavily dependent on
the methodology used to assess its effects. Subsequent memory 1s usually
tested with recognition tests, sometimes forced-choice, in which an option
consistent with the misleading statement 1s provided. The theoretical
limitations of post-event studies to an understanding of memory have been
questioned on several occassions (e.g., Hammersley and Read, 1986;
Zaragoza, McCloskey and Jamis, 1987; Gibling and Davies, 1988). The main
line of argument has been that memory 1s not altered by post-event
fnformation. Instead, post-event information may simply bias subjects to

respond in set directions depending on how memory is tested.

Although the debate on misleading information 1is attracting a
significant degree of theoretical interest, there has been considerably
less attention paid to its practical importance. This situation shows some
parallels to the discussions of the effects of article In questioning
(Section 3.5) which continue despite the fact that article only influences

recall in a small number of subjects.

In most studies (e.g., Marin et al., 1879; Cohen and Harnick, 1980),
the long-term effects of misleading questions on memory are determined by
the biasing effects of the misleading information on the specific questions
asked during a subsequent test. The long-term effects of misleading
questions on subsequent free recall accounts is an issue that has rarely
been considered, and even then, only in limited circumstances (e.g., Dale

et al., 1978; Goodman and Reed, 1986). This is an important oversight.
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Studies such as Marin et al. do not demonstrate that the subjects would
have chosen to include the misleading information in an umprompted account.
Instead, they simply show that misleading information can blas the
responses to later questions on the same topic. Therefore, suggestibility

has been demonstrated, but only in very specific circumstances.

One of the few studies to consider the impact of leading questions on
free recall accounts, albeit very briefly, was Dale et al. (1978). In this
study 4 and 5~year-old children were interviewed about the content of four
short films they had just séen. Questions varied in the use of the definite

and indefinite article, as described in Chapter 3.

To test the longer range effects of the leading questions, Dale et al.
carried out follow-up interviews where the children were asked to give free
recall accounts of the films. The results of these interviews were only
reported very briefly. It was found that erroneous objects and events
suggested by the earlier misleading questions were mentioned by only 4 of
the 32 children tested. Loftus and Davies (1984) suggest that it is not
clear from these results whether the leading questions affected the content
of memory, or simply blased subjects to respond "Yes," or possibly, because
of demand pressures, biased subjects to include particular items in their
free recall. In short, the study demonstrated that children‘'s free recall

accounts can be influenced by leading questions, but did not show why.
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Similar findings were reported by Goodman and Reed (1986). Here,
subjects aged 3, 6 and adult were questioned about a game in which they had
recently participated. The free recall accounts were only taken after the
subjects had been exposed to misleading information provided in a series of

suggestive questions.

Like Dale et al., Goodman and Reed found that intrusions of misleading
information into free recall accounts rarely occured. Only two 6-year-olds
and two adults incorrectly recalled items from the suggestive questions.
None of the 3-year-olds incorporated the misleading information into their

accounts.

Taken together, these two studies suggest that misleading questions may
have only a limited effect on free recall acounts, which contrasts with
their more apparent effects on later direct questions. The effect of
misleading questions is thus a more complex issue than most researchers
recognize. Previous experimental studies have shown that wunder given
conditions, subjects may appear suggestible. However, the extent to which
one can generalise from these studies, particularly to instances of
repeated free recall 1s open to question. Although post-event information
is undoubtedly an interesting area for theoretical debate, 1ts practical
significance in eyewitness Interviews is open to question. In applied
research there is a need to demonstrate that there is a problem before

attempting to explain it. The second study will attempt to show if post-
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event information 1is an important factor 1in Iinfluencing children's

eyewitness accounts.

7.2 The Second Study (A)

The present study was a second examination of the effects of peer
social support on children’'s eyéwitness testimony. Informed peer social
support was created by including a period of interaction between witnesses
and non-witnesses prior to recall. Child witnesses were instructed to
discuss a witnessed event with a peer who had not witnessed this event.
This interaction took place prior to the recall interview, away from the

adult interviewer.

The children were then interviewed in these pairings. Although it was
the witness who was asked to describe the witnessed event, the non-witness
was asked to help the witness as they explained what had happened. The non-
witness was asked to help their classmate to tell as much as they could

remember and to make sure that they didn't make any mistakes.

The performance of the children in these recall pairings was compared
to a control group of witnesses who did not discuss the event with anyone
and who completed the task in isolation, as is normal in other eyewitness

studies involving children.
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In this study the witness may derive support either from the presence
of the non-witness, or from the direct participation of the non-witness.
The focus of the study was on the the way the children interacted during
the interview., The effects of direct interventions on the part of a support
person had never been studied iIn an eyewitness context. Therefore, this
study represents a unique opportunity to study the processes occuring
during free recall. One possibility of informed peer support is that the
non-witness now has the ability to influence the recall interview. They can
make legitimate contributions to the interview, but whether or not this

participation is helpful remains to be seen.

Also included in this study was a brief examination of the effects of
misleading questions on children's subsequent free recall descriptions of
an event. This was not a central issue in the present study and could only
be considered in a very provisional way. Consequently, there was no control
group of children who were not exposed to misleading information. To
include the necessary control group would have required twice as many
subjects as were used in this study, which was considered impractical.
However, the results of this study would still serve as a useful comparison

to the findings of Dale et al. (1978) and Goodman and Reed (1986).

Three measures of eyewitness performance were taken. First, the
children were asked to give a free recall account of the event. They were
then asked a series of specific questions, including four misleading

questions. Finally, all of the children, including the non-witnesses, were
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asked to write an account of what they had seen. In the case of the non-

witnesses, they were asked to describe what they thought had happened.

The use of written statements is in itself a falrly unusual interview
technique with children. It was included to see if there were any
differences between oral and written statements. Past studies of memory
have generally looked at text as a mode of input, not output (Edwards and
Middleton, 1986b). However, Horowitz and Berkowitz (1967) tested subjects’
memory for Bartlett's (1932) "The War of the Ghosts" story in a design
which contrasted oral and written input and output. Irrespective of input
mode, speakers were found to recall more items than writers did, but
speakers were more likely to Include errors than writers. The present study
will hopefully shed some light on the effects of each medium on recsall.
However, the present design only features written recall after oral recall,
as well as being after exposure to misleading information. Nevertheless,

its inclusion should allow some interesting comparisons to be made.
3. Method

Subjects

A total of 54 children (30 girls and 24 boys) from two age groups,
namely 7 (mean age 7.4, range 6.6 years to 7.6 years) and 10 (mean age,
10,3, range 9.6 to 10.6 years) years of age took part in the study. The

children were all from one school in Ospringe, Kent.
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The Staged Event

The staged event which the children were to be questioned about was
very similar to that used in the first study in that it involved an adult
confederate of the experimenter entering the children’'s classroom on the

pretext of looking for someone, in this case a boy named Keith Roberts.

The confederate asked the teacher If the boy was in the room. The
teacher, as previously arranged, said "No" to this enquiry. The confederate
then wrote the boy's name on the blackboard. He explained that he would

return later, after looking for the boy in another named classroom.

The actor was wearing glasses, a black coat, plain blue jumper, jeans
and black shoes. He carried a plastic bag in one hand and a piece of paper

in the other. The full staged event script is included in Appendix IIa.

Design

In the present study the effectiveness of the standard interview
concept, namely interviewing individual witnesses in iscolation from their
peers (the control group), was to be compared to one experimental interview

method.

The experimental method involved the interviewing of individual
witnesses in the presence of a non-witness peer. That iIs, a child who had
not witnessed the staged event, but who had been told of what had happened

by the witness. The witness conveyed this information shortly before the
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recall Interview. The control group was interviewed in exactly the same as

in the first study. Three measures of eyewitness performance were taken.

Free recall interviews

The children were asked to describe the staged event in their own
words. The instructions for this part of the study were based on those of
the first study. In the control group the interviewer told the children
that he/she was going to ask them some questions to see how well they could
remember things. They were then asked if they could remember a man having

come into their classroom. The interviewer then sald:

"I'm very interested in what happened when he came in. As I wasn't
there, I'd like you to tell me all about it. Tell me everything you can
remember about the man. I'd like to know things like what he said, what

he did and what he looked like."

When the child appeared to have finished the interviewer repeated the

opening {nstructions as a final prompt by saying:

"I'd like to know things like what he sald, what he did and what he

locked like."”

The recall instructions for the experimental group were Iin two similar
parts. Prior to the recall interview the witness had to be asked to
describe the event to the non-witness peer. To enable this, the children
were given an adapted version of the free recall instructions in that the

interviewer told the non-witness that the other child, the witness, had
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seen something earlier on and that he was going to be asked questions about
it. The witness was asked to tell the non-witness all about the man who had
come into the classroom, telling things like what he had said, done and
looked like. It was further explained that although the witness would be
asked about the man, the non-witness would be asked to help him/her. The

non-witness was told:

"Try to find out as much as you can, get (witness) to tell
you as much as he/she can remember, then later on you can help him/her

to tell me about what happened.”

The interviewer then left the room where the two children were and
allowed them as long as they wished to discuss the event. After a few
minutes the iInterviewer returned to ask them if they had finished. If they
had not, the interviewer left and returned again a few minutes later. These

discussions typically lasted 3-4 minutes.

Once the discussion was completed, the interviewer took the children to
the interview room. The recall instructions were essentially the same as
those give to the single witnesses, except for making reference to the role
of the non-witness. The interviewer began by saying he/she was interested

in hearing about the man. The {nterviewer then said to the witness:

"I'm very interested in what happened when he came in. You've already
told (name of non-witness) about what happened, now I'd
like you to tell me."

*Tell me everything you can remember about the man. I'd like to know
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things like what he said, what he did and what he looked like. Do you

think you could do that?"

Then the interviewer said to the non-witness:

"1'd like you to help (name of witness) out as much as

you can. If he/she forgets anything, or says anything wrong, then can

you tell me? I want you to make sure that (name of

witness) doesn't make any mistakes.®

The interview then proceeded as in the other condition, including the
use of a final prompt. The full recall instructions given to the children,
including the instructions given to the witness and non-witness to initiate

discussion, are included in Appendix IIb.

All interviews were taped and transcribed. Coding of correct and
incorrect responses was exactly the same as for the first study. A copy of

the coding scheme is included in Appendix Ilc.

Direct questioning

Once the children had completed their free recall descriptions of the
staged event they were asked a series of 10 pre-set questions about the
event. For example, the children were asked about the presence of a bag and

who the man had said he was looking for.

Even though any question can be classed as leading, four of the

questions were classed as overtly 'misleading' since they implied the
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existence of items that had not been present during the event, namely, the
presence of a scarf (two related questions) and a newspaper (one question).
The other misleading question suggested that the man's coat had been blue,

when it had been black. The 10 questions were:

Classification Correct Answer

Did he have a scarf on? Misleading No

Where did he say he had left his car? Objective On the main road
What colour scarf was he wearing? Misleading Wasn't wearing one
Was his coat black? Objective Yes

When did he say he'd be coming back? Objective 3 o'clock

Was his coat blue? Misleading No

Who did he say he was looking for? Objective Keith Roberts

What was the shop name on his bag? Objective CO-0OP

What newspaper was he carrying? Misleading Wasn't carrying one
Did he have a bag with him? Objective Yes

The order of the questions was randomised across subjects. The
questions were contained in questionaire booklets on which the interviewer
directly recorded the <children's answers. A complete example of a
questionnaire 1is 1Included in Appendix IId. Again, the children 1in the
experimental pairings were interviewed together, being asked for only one
response to each question. Either child was allowed to give this answer,
although the questions were directed at the witness. When both children
offered a response to the question, the answer of the witness was taken to

be the ‘correct' one.
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Non-verbal responses (e.g., nods) were accepted as responses provided
that they were clear enough to be unmistakable. If any children failed to
offer any kind of reponse, then this was marked down. Questions that failed
to elicit a response were not repeated unless requested. "Don't know"

responses were seen as leglitimate answers (Moston, 1987) and were accepted.

The answers to the direct questions were easy to categorise as either
correct, 1incorrect or "Don't know". In the case of the peer support
condition, when the non-witness offered an answer, which was extremely

rare, only the answer of the witness was scored.

Written account

Each child was asked to write a separate account of what they had seen.
The non-witnesses were asked to describe what they thought had occured. The
children were asked for these written accounts by a different interviewer
to the one that questioned them in the first two parts of the study. The
written protocols were coded in the same way as the oral statements except
that special attention was paid to the possible effects of the direct

questions.

Procedure

At the start of a lesson, the teacher asked some of the children in the
class, a total of 9 per age group, to go to the school staffroom where they
were td see the school's headmaster. This was done so that these children

could not witness the staged event that was to follow.
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While the children were out of the classroom the confederate entered
the room to enact the staged event and then left. The teacher then carried
on with the 1lesson, making no reference to what had happened. Shortly
afterwards a female interviewer came to collect the children, taking them
to the 'interview room'. A female interviewer collected the children to
avoid any possible confusions concerning which man the children were being

questioned about.

The children were questioned in the school's staffroom, in which they
sometimes had lessons. The two groups of children, witnesses and non-
witnesses, were kept separated during the experiment, except when

intentionally brought together.

Two types of interview were conducted.

(1) One child alone. The control group.

(2) One chtld witness with peer support. That 1is, the witness was

interviewed in the presence of a non-witness peer with whom the witness had

previously discussed the staged event.

The children who had witnessed the event were randomly assigned to one

of these conditions.

The children in the control condition were simply taken 1into the
interview room where they were questioned. The witnesses 1in the

experimental condition were asked to describe the staged event to a non-
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witness prior to the recall interview. The child witnesses 1in the
experimental condition were asked to choose their own pairing with a non-
witness from a selection of the children who had not witnessed the event.
The instructions given to the children at this time were essentially the
same as those given to all of the children at the start of the actual

recall interview.

The children in the experimental condition were allowed as long as they
wished to discuss the event. Typically, these discussions lasted about
three to four minutes, although some did take longer. The children in these

pairings were then interviewed together.

At the start of the recall interview all of the children were told that
the interviewer was going to ask them some questions to see how well they
could remember things. The witnesses were asked if a man had come into
their classroom and if they could describe what had happened. The children
were asked to describe what the man had looked like and what he had done.
The children's free recall accounts and answers to the specific questions
were both tape recorded. The answers to the specific questions were also
written down by the interviewer. After the recall interview had ended, the
children were all asked to write individual accounts of what had happened.
The children in the social support condition stayed iIn their pairings

whilst writing.

The two types of interview were conducted in a random order to control
for time delay. Two Interviewers (one male, one female) questioned the

children, using each of the interview methods equally.
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In the analysis of the free recall Information given by the children
who were interviewed in the presence of a peer, the statements given by the
non-witness were also iIncluded in the data analysis, providing such
statements were not contradicted or denied by the witness. That is, if a
non-witness gave any information during the free recall interview, then
this was added to the pool of information accredited to the witness. For
example, 1f the non-witness saild that the man had been wearing glasses,
then this would be classed as an additional piece of information recalled
by the witness, since they must have conveyed this information to the non-
witness prior to the recall interview. When the statements of the witness
and non-witness conflicted, only the witnesses' statements were taken. For
example, 1f the children disagreed about the colour of the man's coat, then
the answer given by the witness would be the one used in the data analysis.
This principle was applied to the analysis of both the correct and the

incorrect statements attributed to the witness.

Similarly, in the analysis of the children's responses to the direct
questions, when both children in an experimental pairing offered an answer,
the statement of the witness was taken as the 'authoritative' one, even if

it was in fact incorrect.
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7.4 Results

The results section is organized into four parts: A. The statements
given during free recall; B. The responses to direct questions; C. The
children's written statements; D. The effects of direct questions on the

children's written statements.

A. Free Recall

The recall protocols in the second study were analysed by two
independent coders. As in the first study their judgements showed a high
degree of correspondence. 96.96% of the recall statements were coded

identically.

Correct Statements in Free Recall

A total of 46 different items were identified by the children in the
free recall protocols and written statements. The mean numbers of correct
statements in free recall given by each age and experimental group are
shown below in Table 5 (n = 9 for each cell). Means throughout section 7.4
are roun