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Executive summary 
Background  

This report presents the findings of a rapid evidence assessment (REA) conducted to inform 

the development of the College of Policing’s national guidelines to support frontline officers 

and staff to take initial accounts from victims and witnesses.  

Initial account taking was chosen as the focus for guidance development as part of a drive to 

improve the investigation of volume and priority crime. As the first step in an investigation, 

the taking and recording of victim and witness interviews has been shown to be a key factor 

in the detection of crime, and can have a direct influence on investigative outcomes.1 

However, recent HMIC Peel Inspections suggest that frontline officers are increasingly being 

asked to conduct investigations without the appropriate level of investigative training.2 

Consultation with the National Investigative Interviewing Strategic Steering Group (NIISSG) 

indicated that problems persist with the initial account taking by frontline officers and staff 

and addressing this problem could have a positive impact on investigations as a whole.  

The guideline sought to provide recommendations on the most effective ways for frontline 

officers and staff to improve the quality of initial accounts. To help ensure the practice 

recommendations were based on the best available evidence, reviews of the empirical 

evidence were carried out to address the following questions:  

1. What works in eliciting quality information from victims and witnesses in pressurised or 

dynamic environments?  

2. What factors affect the quality of information provided by victims and witnesses?  

A systematic search of a wide range of relevant databases and websites retrieved 7,158 

records which were sifted based on relevance and quality criteria. The exclusion criteria 

were developed iteratively and in consultation with the Guideline Committee. 149 studies 

were included and synthesised.  

  

                                                 
1 Jansson (2005), Robinson & Tilley (2009). 
2 HMIC (2016).  
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Findings  

A number of topic areas were identified in the sifted literature, not all of which would have 

practical relevance for frontline officers and staff during initial account taking (for example 

the effects of different personality traits on recall). In consultation with the Guideline 

Committee3 it was agreed that only topics of practical relevance would be synthesised.  

This amounted to 11 topics, and the findings for each of the topic areas are provided below.  

Rapport building 

Rapport is described as a friendly, harmonious relationship characterised by mutual 

understanding or empathy that makes communication possible or easy. Overall, there is 

consistent evidence to suggest that building rapport can have a beneficial effect on the 

accuracy and amount of information elicited from victims and witnesses and no evidence 

that rapport building has a negative impact.  

Question types 

The evidence reviewed compared combinations of open and closed question formats, and 

free and cued recall4 interviews. On balance, the evidence suggests that free recall is more 

effective than cued recall at eliciting full and accurate information. However cued recall can 

be helpful in some contexts, for example if the interviewee has consumed alcohol or is 

mentally fatigued, and can be used to supplement free recall interview techniques. 

Furthermore, the evidence suggests that neither open nor closed questioning has a superior 

effect on the accuracy of information obtained. 

Forcing responses and specificity  

The evidence reviewed tested the effects of not allowing witnesses to say they don’t know, 

and forcing witnesses to give more specific answers. The evidence suggests that when 

witnesses are allowed to choose when to volunteer information, and the specificity of that 

information, they are able to regulate their account to balance the accuracy and amount of 

the information they provide without being forced to provide the most helpful information  

they can. 

                                                 
3 The Guideline Committee was made up of frontline practitioners, subject matter experts and academics 
supported by a development team from the College of Policing. 
4 Free recall uses a broad open question and invites the participant to provide a narrative of events in their own 
words, unprompted. Cued recall uses a series of questions about particular details of the event.  



 
Obtaining initial accounts REA report 

Version 1.0  Page 7 of 142 

Giving feedback 

Interviewers can often (either subconsciously or consciously) give feedback on responses to 

interviewees during questioning. This feedback may be verbal or non-verbal agreement or 

disagreement. Evidence suggests that when interviewers give an indication that an answer 

to their question may be incorrect, witnesses are more likely to change their answers when 

questioned in the future. Furthermore, some studies suggest this can lead to reduced overall 

accuracy of witnesses’ accounts. 

Cognitive interview techniques 

The Cognitive Interview (CI) is a formal interview process used primarily with victims and 

witnesses. It uses different retrieval techniques to prompt the interviewee to remember more 

detail about an event. The CI typically uses four memory retrieval cues (or mnemonics) and 

supplementary techniques. This review focused on evidence of which elements of the CI are 

effective, not the effectiveness of the full CI. Overall results suggest that there is some 

evidence that ‘mental reinstatement of context’ instructions (MRC)5, in conjunction with free 

recall, can increase the accuracy and amount of information when compared to standard 

interview practices. Combining MRC with a ‘report everything’ instruction (RE)6 can improve 

the amount of information elicited compared to a standard interview, but has no effect on 

recall accuracy. There is mixed evidence on the effect of ‘change order’ (CO)7 and ‘change 

perspective’ (CP)8 instructions on accuracy and amount of information.  

Eye closure  

Asking an individual to close their eyes whilst giving an account is thought to increase the 

accuracy and amount of detail recalled through either the removal of visual distractions or 

through assisting with mental reinstatement of context. Overall, there is moderate evidence 

to suggest that eye closure can improve both accuracy and amount of information recalled, 

and no evidence to suggest that it can have a negative effect. Although it was recognised 

that this technique may not be something that could be used by first responders in the 

majority of incidents, it was thought that it could be a practical technique in some situations. 

In a field trial with the South African Police it was found that participants complied with the 

                                                 
5 The interviewer encourages the witness to imagine both the environmental and personal context surrounding an 
event.  
6 The interviewer emphasises to the witness that no detail is unimportant and to report everything they 
remember, regardless of whether they think it is important or not. 
7 The witness is asked to recall the narrative in a different order, start from a different point, or recall in reverse. 
8 The witness is asked to recall the event from a different perspective, for example that of another witness. 
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instruction to close their eyes whilst recalling in 97 per cent of cases, and the authors 

concluded that the tactic was practical for implementation in the field.9 

Self-Administered Interview (SAI) 

The Self-Administered Interview (SAI) is a form of written interview designed to prompt 

effective recall from numerous witnesses when time or resources do not allow face-to-face 

interviewing. Overall evidence suggests the use of an SAI immediately after participants 

have witnessed an event increases the overall amount of information recalled, with no 

impact on accuracy rates, when compared to free recall. There is some evidence to suggest 

that administering an SAI immediately after an event may be beneficial in aiding subsequent 

recall after a delay of a week. 

Misinformation 

Misinformation about an event can be absorbed by victims and witnesses prior to, or while 

giving an account. Sources of misinformation can include misleading questions, exposure to 

co-witnesses or written text such as media reports or social media. Evidence from a large 

number of studies has shown that the misinformation effect – that individuals report 

inaccurate post-event information in their own recall of events, even when they did not 

witness it themselves – occurs in a variety of contexts. There is limited evidence to suggest 

that co-witness discussion can lead to a fuller and more accurate account of events, 

however it is outweighed by the risk of obtaining multiple inaccurate accounts from 

witnesses. Evidence suggests that alerting witnesses to the possibility that they have been 

exposed to misinformation prior to questioning can mitigate against the detrimental effects of 

misinformation and improve accuracy of recall.  

                                                 
9 Vredeveldt et al (2015b). 
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Intoxication  

Overall, there is insufficient evidence to make strong claims about the effect of alcohol 

intoxication on the quality of recall from witnesses. The extent to which the findings of the 

studies reviewed can be applied to real life police incidents is limited, given the low doses of 

alcohol administered to participants in the majority of the studies. Studies that tested the 

effects of blood alcohol concentration (BAC) levels broadly equivalent to the UK drink drive 

limit generally found no effect on recall accuracy and recall amount. However, studies that 

have administered higher levels of alcohol indicated that alcohol intoxication can reduce the 

accuracy and amount of information recalled, but often the effects were marginal.  

Furthermore, there is some evidence to suggest that when participants recall information 

immediately (when intoxicated), they will provide more accurate information compared to 

recalling information after a week’s delay. Similarly, like sober participants, intoxicated 

participants can recall more information if afforded multiple opportunities to recall. 

Mental state 

An interviewee being in some form of heightened or emotional state is thought to affect their 

ability to recall information during questioning. Heightened states include: emotional stress, 

physical exhaustion, mental stress, negative moods and anxious states. Overall, the 

evidence for the impact of different mental states on the accuracy and amount of recall is 

inconsistent. This may be due to the wide variation in how mental states have been 

manipulated in the studies and the consequent nature and extent of the resulting  

mental state. 
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Introduction 
This report presents the findings of a Rapid Evidence Assessment (REA) conducted to 

inform the development of the College of Policing’s national guidelines on taking  

initial accounts. 

Background 

This work formed part of a pilot run by the College of Policing to trial a new approach to the 

development of guidance to ensure recommendations for police practice are based on the 

best available evidence.  

The key elements of the pilot approach were: 

• working collaboratively with the service using independent, unbiased committees of 

specialist and generalist practitioners, subject matter experts from academia, partner 

agencies and the third sector 

• ensuring guidance is based on the best available evidence by carrying out reviews of 

relevant evidence and using this to underpin the development of guidance 

• supplementing evidence reviews with consensus of expert opinion 

• producing guidance that is formed of a series of recommendations for practice, 

underpinned by supporting evidence. 

Initial account taking was chosen as the focus for guidance development as part of a drive to 

improve the investigation of volume and priority crime. The taking of an initial account is the 

first step in the investigation process and most often taken by PIP10 1 trained officers and 

staff who generally handle priority and volume crime.11 Previous estimates suggest over 70 

per cent of volume crime is allocated to uniformed police officers, and on average, 20 per 

cent of their time is spent on its investigation.12 The taking and recording of victim/witness 

accounts tends to be the most commonly undertaken investigative action across all volume 

crime types and has been shown to be a key factor in the detection of crime, and a direct 

influence on investigative outcomes.13  

                                                 
10 Professionalising Investigation Programme. 
11 Volume crime, as defined in the Volume Crime Management Model, is any crime that, through its sheer 
volume, has a significant impact on the community and the ability of the local police to tackle it. 
12 Dando et al (2008). 
13 Jansson (2005), Robinson & Tilley (2009). 
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Consultation with the National Investigative Interviewing Strategic Steering Group (NIISSG) 

highlighted that issues with initial account taking by frontline officers and staff persist, in part, 

due to a lack of awareness of the impact these initial accounts have on the wider 

investigation and crime outcomes. This view is supported by findings from recent HMIC Peel 

Inspections which suggest that while specialist investigators have a good level of skill, 

frontline officers are increasingly being asked to conduct investigations without the 

appropriate level of investigative training.14  

There are also risks associated with poorly conducted victim/witness first accounts, such as 

eliciting inaccurate or incomplete information, affecting the credibility of a witness, and 

ultimately, causing a miscarriage of justice.15 Poor taking of initial accounts from victims and 

witnesses can also impact on their attrition during the investigative process. Research has 

shown how victims and witnesses are treated by officers during dialogue has a direct impact 

on their willingness to cooperate with criminal justice agencies (ie provide evidential 

information).16  

  

                                                 
14 HMIC (2016).  
15 Vrij et al (2014). 
16 Mazerolle et al (2013), Jansson (2005). 
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Methods 

Overview 

An REA uses transparent, structured and systematic processes to search for, sift and 

synthesise research on a particular topic. An REA is not an exhaustive summary of the 

literature as limits are placed on the review process in order to deliver results ‘rapidly’. 

However, the systematic and transparent nature of the REA processes help to reduce bias 

and enable others to replicate the review. Further details regarding REA methods can be 

found here.17  

The questions asked by the review were: 

1. What works in eliciting quality* information from victims and witnesses in pressurised or 

dynamic environments?  

2. What factors affect the quality* of information provided by victims and witnesses?  

*Quality is defined as accuracy and amount of information. These outcomes are the 

primary focus of the review. 

Review process 

The review followed the process outlined in figure 1 below. 

To ensure the evidence review identified literature on areas that would be of practical 

relevance, the Guideline Committee18 were consulted on the approach taken at key 

stages.19 

Protocols were developed after some exploratory searches and discussions with subject 

matter experts, and prior to beginning a systematic search or sifting. The protocols from the 

review were published, although the final approach was amended slightly to ensure the 

evidence identified was most relevant to the guideline being developed (see appendix B).  

 

                                                 
17http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140402164155/http:/www.civilservice.gov.uk/networks/gsr/resourc
es-and-guidance/rapid-evidence-assessment 
18 The Guideline Committee was made up of frontline practitioners, subject matter experts and academics 
supported by a development team from the College of Policing. 
19 The beginning of the process, to agree the scope of the review. Prior to commencing systematic searches, to 
agree the search protocols (see appendix B). After a systematic map of themes had been produced, to agree 
areas that would be of most practical benefit to officers and staff. 

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20140402164155/http:/www.civilservice.gov.uk/networks/gsr/resources-and-guidance/rapid-evidence-assessment
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Figure 1: Review process 

 

Search strategy 

The search terms were broadly arranged around three domains: method of eliciting 

information, outcomes, and context in which the information was elicited. Appendix C 

provides a summary of the search strategy. The terms for methods of eliciting information 

were expanded beyond interviewing to encompass handovers and debriefing to capture 

information elicitation techniques in other fields. The searches were conducted between 

29 November and 1 December 2016.  

Sifting 

Studies were initially sifted by title and abstract based on relevance and quality criteria. Full 

texts of studies were retrieved if:  

• the primary focus of the abstract was a technique or approach to eliciting information 

from a witness OR a factor that might affect elicitation of information from an individual 
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• the study focused on eliciting information from adults20  

• the study was not focused solely on suspects of crime 

• the study used quantitative data.  

Duplicate studies were removed and only studies published in English or French language 

were considered. Study abstracts were uploaded and sifted in Covidence.21 75 per cent of 

studies were independently sifted by at least two reviewers to ensure the inclusion criteria 

were applied consistently and no possibly relevant studies were overlooked. Any conflicts 

were resolved by a third reviewer.  

Criteria for inclusion of studies in the review 

Following the initial sift, the full text of all included studies was reviewed against additional 

criteria (see appendix D for more detail on the inclusion and exclusion criteria). Studies were 

excluded if they met any of the criteria below:  

• Published prior to 1986. 

• Did not contain a statistical test of effect on, or association with, quality of information. 

• Focused on situation/s not relevant to, or cannot be translated to, taking initial accounts 

(eg eyewitness ID line-up strategies). 

• The sample included individuals under 14 years old and they were not separated out in 

any analysis. 

• The outcome variable was not a reliable measure of quality of information (eg witnesses’ 

confidence in their answers).  

After full texts were sifted the included studies were mapped by topic of focus (ie the 

technique or factor being tested) and the guideline committee were consulted to identify 

evidence that would be of greatest relevance to officers and staff taking initial accounts. This 

process led to the application of a number of further exclusion criteria. Studies with any of 

the characteristics below were excluded.  

• Only tested the effect of techniques that would not be feasible to implement in an initial 

account situation (ie a full cognitive interview, hypnosis). 

                                                 
20 Studies focused on children were excluded because the majority of this literature relates to techniques 
undertaken by specialist interviewers. 
21 A web-based software platform that streamlines the production of systematic reviews 
https://www.covidence.org/  

https://www.covidence.org/
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• Focused on factors that initial account takers could not reliably identify or feasibly 

influence in an initial account setting.22  

• Aspects of the study were too removed from what would happen in police incidents (eg 

participants were asked to recall sequences of static unrelated images).  

The following topics were identified as having practical relevance to frontline officers and 

staff during initial account taking and were synthesised in this review. 

• Rapport building. 

• Question types. 

• Forcing responses and specificity.  

• Giving feedback. 

• Specific cognitive interview techniques. 

• Self-administered interviews. 

• Eye closure techniques. 

• Misinformation. 

• Alcohol intoxication. 

• Mental state. 

After sifting was completed, a total of 149 studies23 met the inclusion criteria and were 

included in the review.  

Data management and extraction 

A detailed coding protocol was used to extract as much pertinent information for analysis as 

possible from each study.24 Researchers coded all eligible studies and any uncertainty was 

resolved through discussion with another coder.  

  

                                                 
22 For example, an initial account taker would be very unlikely to be able to identify a victim’s/witness’s cognitive 
style or personality trait when responding to a police incident. Similarly, studies that focused on the impact of time 
delay were not included as other police policy dictates that incidents are attended as soon as possible, therefore 
an initial account is taken with the shortest possible delay, regardless of the evidence on recall.  
23 When multiple experiments were reported in the same publication the experiments were deemed separate 
studies. These experiments are shown as separate entities in diagrams, tables and text in this report.  
24 A copy of the protocols can be found at appendix B. 
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Quality assessment 

To assess the potential for bias in the included studies a quality assessment tool for 

quantitative studies was adapted from the Effective Public Health Practice Project (EPHPP) 

Quality Assessment tool. The EPHPP tool was developed for use in public health to assist 

researchers in identifying high quality literature. The tool was adapted to only include items 

considered most relevant to social science literature (as listed in appendix F). An overall risk 

of bias25 rating – high, moderate, or low – was agreed for each study, taking these factors 

into account.  

An evidence rating which represents the review team’s judgement about the strength of the 

research evidence is provided for each practice recommendation made in the guidance. The 

review team applied the principles of GRADE – a systematic and explicit approach to making 

judgements about quality of evidence and strength of recommendations.26 Further detail 

regarding the quality assessment is provided in appendix F.  

Synthesis 

A narrative synthesis of the evidence related to each technique or factor was produced in 

evidence tables for the Guideline Committee to consider. Evidence was synthesised by 

identifying the relevant outcome measures27, summarising the results and considering the 

weight of the evidence. Some studies featured in multiple tables as they were testing the 

effects of multiple techniques or factors.  

When studies used more than one measure of accuracy or amount of information the 

measure that was specified as the main outcome in the method section of the report was 

used. When study authors were not explicit about their main outcome measure, or they 

specified more than one, the one that was deemed the most relevant outcome in initial 

account situations was used for synthesis (eg witnesses’ accuracy measured by free recall 

was more relevant than when measured using a written questionnaire).  

                                                 
25 A bias is a systematic error, or flaw in a study design, that can result in error in the results or inferences of the 
study. Bias can lead to underestimation or overestimation of the true effect of an intervention or factor. 
26 The approach was developed by the Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, Development and 
Evaluations (GRADE) Working Group, and it is regarded to be the most effective method of linking evidence 
quality to recommendations. More information on GRADE can be found here: http://www.gradeworkinggroup.org/  
27 Outcomes closely aligned with the accuracy and amount of information elicited were also reported when 
relevant (eg change in answer). 

http://www.ephpp.ca/PDF/Quality%20Assessment%20Tool_2010_2.pdf
http://www.ephpp.ca/PDF/Quality%20Assessment%20Tool_2010_2.pdf
http://www.gradeworkinggroup.org/
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Limitations 

Range of evidence 

It was clear from scoping that there was a very wide range of research that could potentially 

be relevant to the questions. Consequently, it was necessary to focus the search to identify 

research likely to be transferable to the initial account taking context, where circumstances 

mean that the information is usually elicited face-to-face and often in dynamic situations.  

As a result, the searches were narrowed to focus primarily on criminal justice, medical and 

military contexts. It is acknowledged that this focus may have resulted in relevant evidence 

from other sectors being excluded; for example research on rapport building from a 

customer services/sales context, and research on linguistics that may have been relevant to 

question types.  

Quality assessment tools 

The EPHPP tool used to assess risk of bias in individual studies was designed to be used on 

evidence from the health sector. Despite making adaptations to the tool to be more aligned 

to lab based psychology experiments, the tool often did not enable the review team to 

sufficiently differentiate between studies in terms of their risk of bias, and as a result the vast 

majority of studies reviewed have been rated as having a high risk of bias.  
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Overview of evidence 

Evidence flow  

The diagram below (Figure 2) shows the flow of studies through the different phases of the 

review. The studies for both review questions were sifted concurrently as individual studies 

often informed both questions, therefore all studies are captured in one diagram. 7,203 

studies were identified through systematic and manual searches. After sifting, data were 

extracted and synthesised from 149 studies28.  

Figure 2: Flow of studies 

 

 

                                                 
28 Some reports included findings from more than one experiment, in these cases, each experiment was counted, 
as individual studies within the same report may or may not meet the inclusion criteria.  
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Characteristics of studies 

The included studies were conducted in a wide range of countries with the largest number 

being undertaken in the UK (n=67), the US (n=32) and Australia (n=18). Other countries 

included Canada, Israel, India, the Netherlands, Japan, Spain and the region of Scandinavia. 

The majority of studies (n=93) were conducted between 2011 and 2016 and 89 per cent 

(n=132) were conducted in 2000 or later. 

The majority of studies (n=105) were randomised controlled trials (RCTs) and two meta-

analyses were also identified. However, sample sizes of most studies were relatively small. 

Over 60 per cent (n=92) of the studies had a sample size of less than 100 and 26 of these 

had sample sizes of under 50. 81 per cent of studies included were rated as having a high 

risk of bias (n =121).  

In addition, most of the studies used only university students as participants (n=106) and 

were undertaken in artificial settings such as in university laboratories or classrooms 

(n=120).29 Only eight studies were set in the field, with a further three using mock-ups of real 

situations.  

  

                                                 
29 This is likely to be more than 120 but the setting of the study was often not explicit in the study reports. 
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Findings 
This section summarises the main findings of the REA. The evidence is summarised by 

technique or factor and sets out the impact on the accuracy and amount of information 

elicited from individuals (see appendix A for details of included studies by technique  

or factor).  

Building rapport 

Summary 

Overall, evidence suggests that building rapport can have a beneficial effect on the 

accuracy and amount of information elicited from victims and witnesses and no evidence 

indicated that building rapport has a negative impact. 

Rapport is described as a harmonious relationship characterised by mutual understanding or 

empathy that makes communication possible or easy.30 The review identified eight studies 

that tested the effect of rapport on quality of recall, as well as suggestibility.31  

Nature of the evidence 

In the studies reviewed, the use of rapport by the person eliciting information was varied in a 

number of ways. Generally, however, the studies split the use of rapport into a ‘high’ or 

‘friendly’ condition and a ‘low’ or ‘abrupt’ condition. For example, one study32 described the 

‘friendly’ condition as “the interviewer smiled when participants entered the room, thanking 

them for taking part. He attempted to respond in a friendly manner to any conversation 

initiated by the participant prior to testing. The interviewer smiled frequently and always 

smiled back if participants smiled. A body position of leaning back, away from the table and 

the participant, was adopted for the entire period of the experiment. Regular eye contact was 

maintained throughout testing”. The manipulations of rapport were generally crude and could 

be considered as potentially unrealistic (eg in one experiment the ‘abrupt’ condition involved 

a book being “dropped noisily onto the table or used as a barrier between the interviewer 

and the participant”).33  

                                                 
30 Adapted from: Oxford English Dictionary, https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/rapport  
31 A measure of the extent to which witnesses change their mind/response to a question. 
32 Appendix A, Table 1 – study (1). 
33 Appendix A, Table 1 – study (4). 

https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/rapport
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All of the included studies used students or participants recruited on university campuses 

with the exception of one which involved actual crime victims.34 Stimuli were videos of 

recorded mock crimes, with one experiment using a narrative on an audiotape to test recall; 

all but one study were conducted in university/lab conditions. The study samples have no 

obvious motivation to resist responding fully and accurately, unlike some victims and 

witnesses, therefore it is unclear whether the findings described would translate to taking 

first accounts from reluctant or uncooperative witnesses. All of the studies reviewed were 

rated as having a high risk of bias.  

Impact of rapport building on accuracy 

There is consistent evidence from five studies to suggest that building rapport can increase 

recall accuracy and no evidence suggesting a negative effect. Four out of the five studies 

that tested the effect of rapport on accuracy showed significant positive effects.35 However, 

one of these studies36 only reported a main effect on accuracy when open-ended questions 

were used. The fifth study found no evidence of an effect of rapport on accuracy. 

Impact of rapport building on the amount of information recalled 

There was consistent evidence based on three studies to suggest that rapport building can 

increase the amount of information recalled. Of the three studies that tested the effect of 

building rapport on the amount of information provided, two37 reported positive effects. One 

of these studies was based on a self-reported questionnaire by real victims on whether they 

omitted or provided certain information during their interview procedure.38 The other study 

found positive effects only for interviews that allowed ‘free recall’.39 The remaining study 

found no evidence of an effect of rapport on the amount of information recalled.40 

Impact of rapport building on suggestibility 

There was consistent evidence based on three studies to suggest that rapport building can 

affect the likelihood that interviewees will change their answers when questioned repeatedly. 

The studies41 investigated whether a lack of rapport affects the likelihood that interviewees 

will change their answers over multiple recalls. All three showed significantly more changes 

                                                 
34 Appendix A, Table 1 – study (5). 
35 Appendix A, Table 1 – studies (2, 4, 6, 8) – study (1) did not. 
36 Appendix A, Table 1 – study (8). 
37 Appendix A, Table 1 – study (4, 5). 
38 Appendix A, Table 1 – study (5). 
39 Appendix A, Table 1 – study (4). 
40 Appendix A, Table 1 – study (7). 
41 Appendix A, Table 1 – studies (1, 3, 7). 
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in response when interviewees were questioned repeatedly in ‘low’ or ‘abrupt’ rapport 

conditions compared to ‘friendly’ conditions; one study42 reported this effect was particularly 

strong amongst participants with low self-esteem. 

Question types 

Summary 

On balance the evidence suggests that free recall is more effective than cued recall at 

eliciting full and accurate information. However cued recall can be helpful in some 

contexts, for example if the interviewee has consumed alcohol or is mentally fatigued, and 

can be used to supplement free recall interview techniques. Furthermore, the evidence 

suggests that neither open nor closed questioning has a superior effect on the accuracy of 

information obtained.  

The review identified ten studies that tested the effects of different question formats on the 

quality of witnesses’ recall. The question formats used varied and were defined in different 

ways across studies but can be summarised as:  

• Closed questions – can be answered with one word or phrase, often a yes or no 

response. For example, “Was the person wearing a hat?”; “What colour was the hat?” 

• Open questions – open questions invite a longer answer than closed questions and are 

often phrased as a request for information rather than a question per se. For example, 

“Tell me what they were wearing”, “Please describe the person’s appearance”.  

• Free recall – this format uses a broad open question (eg “Please describe in as much 

detail as possible what happened?”) and invites the participant to provide a narrative of 

events in their own words, unprompted. 

• Cued recall – this format invites participants to provide information about an event 

through a series of questions about particular details (ie cues). These questions can be 

in an open or closed format.  

  

                                                 
42 Appendix A, Table 1 – study (7). 
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Nature of the evidence 

Of the ten studies reviewed, six were undertaken in a laboratory. The settings of the 

remaining four were unclear. Seven studies used mock crime films, two used mock live 

events and one involved medical students recalling case histories. All but one study was 

rated as having high risk of bias.  

Impact of question type on accuracy 

Evidence drawn from six studies suggests that using a free recall interview format can 

increase the accuracy of information recalled, compared to cued recall. Four studies43 found 

higher accuracy rates when free recall was used when compared with cued recall. A further 

study44 found there was no significant difference in accuracy between free recall and cued 

questioning when interviews were carried out by a police call centre training manager which, 

they concluded, suggested interviewer expertise may be an important factor in implementing 

cued questioning. A healthcare study45 found that accuracy was significantly impaired when 

mentally fatigued participants attempted to recall information in free recall format, yet fatigue 

did not affect accuracy when recalling information in cued recall format.  

There is consistent evidence to suggest that the type of question used (open or closed) does 

not significantly impact information accuracy. Four studies46 compared the accuracy of 

information provided from open and closed questions and all found no significant differences 

in accuracy rates, however, the studies were all assessed as having a high risk of bias. 

Impact of question type on the amount of information recalled 

Evidence from five studies indicated that free recall interviews increased the amount of 

information provided, compared to cued recall. One of the studies47 tested the interactions of 

interview format and alcohol intoxication and found that, whilst both sober and intoxicated 

participants both recalled more information in free recall format compared to cued recall, the 

intoxicated participants recalled significantly less than sober participants in free recall format. 

However they recalled as much as sober participants in cued recall format.  

  

                                                 
43 Appendix A, Table 2 – studies (2, 3, 5, 9).  
44 Appendix A, Table 2 – study (7). 
45 Appendix A, Table 2 – study (4). 
46 Appendix A, Table 2 – studies (1, 6, 8, 10). 
47 Appendix A, Table 2 – study (2). 
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Forcing answers 

Summary 

The evidence reviewed tested the effects of not allowing witnesses to say they don’t know, 

and forcing witnesses to give more specific answers. The evidence suggests that when 

witnesses are allowed to choose when to volunteer information and the specificity of that 

information they will regulate their account to balance the accuracy and amount of the 

information they provide without being forced to provide the most helpful information  

they can. 

The review identified eight studies that tested the effects of forcing answers from witnesses. 

Answers were forced in two ways – not allowing witnesses to say they don’t know, and 

forcing witnesses to give more specific answers. Two studies tested the effects of allowing or 

encouraging ‘don’t know’ responses on the quality of recall. Five studies tested the effects of 

forcing witnesses to give specific answers to questions on recall accuracy, and one study 

tested both of these actions together.  

Nature of the evidence 

The studies all used university students as participants, had relatively small sample sizes 

(mean average = 53), used either films or slide show stimulus for participants to recall and 

were set in university laboratories. Due to the difficulties in conducting studies of this nature 

in an applied setting the studies were somewhat artificial when compared to a real life police 

interview or account taking context. For example, studies often presented participants with 

two different responses to questions on a computer screen and then asked them to imagine 

they were giving criminal evidence and select which option they would choose. It is also 

important to note that the study samples have no obvious motivation to resist responding 

fully and accurately, unlike some victims and witnesses. All of the studies were assessed as 

having high risk of bias, primarily due to using an unrepresentative and self-selecting sample 

and a lack of information regarding the outcome measurement tools used.  

Allowing witnesses to give ‘don’t know’ responses.  

There is consistent evidence across three studies48 that allowing witnesses to give ‘don’t 

know’ responses improves the accuracy of information recalled overall, particularly as 

                                                 
48 Appendix A, Table 3 – studies (5, 6, 8). 
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evidenced by one study when questioning was delayed.49 Two of the studies demonstrated 

that witnesses make fewer errors when they are advised they can provide ‘don’t know’ 

responses compared to when they receive no instruction, or are discouraged from providing 

‘don’t know’ responses.50 The other study demonstrated an increased accuracy rate when a 

‘don’t know’ option is given to witnesses, compared to when it is not.51 All three studies 

indicated that allowing witnesses to provide ‘don’t know’ responses to questions reduced the 

amount of correct and incorrect information provided. 

Forcing specific answers 

There is consistent evidence drawn from six studies that forcing specific answers reduces 

the accuracy of information recalled. All studies52 indicated that when witnesses are forced 

to give more specific answers to questions they are less accurate than when they are able to 

choose how specific their answers are. The studies indicated that when given a choice of 

how specific their responses are, witnesses will provide responses that balance specificity 

and accuracy. In fact, participants often provided specific, accurate responses even when 

they were not forced to. One study demonstrated that even when misinformation had been 

provided to the witness prior to questioning, the witness was still able to increase accuracy 

by choosing how specific their answer was.53  

One of the six studies indicated that forcing witnesses to provide specific answers to 

questions resulted in a higher number of inaccurate responses, particularly when 

questioning was 48 hours after the event, compared to immediately. This study also 

demonstrated that forcing specific responses had no effect on the accuracy or quantity of 

information provided when questioned for a second time, after 72 hours.54 

Giving feedback 

Summary 

Evidence suggests that when interviewers gave an indication that a participant’s answer to 

their question may be incorrect, witnesses were more likely to change their answers when 

questioned in the future. Furthermore, some studies suggest that this could lead to 

reduced overall accuracy of witnesses’ accounts. 

                                                 
49 Appendix A, Table 3 – study (6). 
50 Appendix A, Table 3 – studies (5, 6). 
51 Appendix A, Table 3 – study (8). 
52 Appendix A, Table 3 – studies (1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8). 
53 Appendix A, Table 3 – study (3). 
54 Appendix A, Table 3 – study (4).  
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Interviewers can often either subconsciously or consciously give feedback on responses to 

interviewees during questioning. Feedback may be verbal or non-verbal agreement or 

disagreement. The review identified six studies that tested the effects of the interviewer 

giving negative feedback to the interviewee on their responses. Four studies tested the 

effects on suggestibility and recall accuracy, one study tested the effects on just recall 

accuracy, and one study tested the effects on just suggestibility. 

Nature of the evidence 

All the studies tested the effects of negative feedback.55 They were all RCTs, however it was 

not clear how randomisation had been conducted and whether possible influencing factors 

(eg the demographic profile of participants) were equal between groups. All studies had 

limitations in respect of generalisability. For example, all studies were laboratory 

experiments using a video-recorded mock crime depicting a theft. Additionally, the majority 

of the six studies used a self-selecting sample of students. All the studies were assessed as 

having a high risk of bias.  

Impact of giving feedback on accuracy 

There is consistent evidence to suggest that giving negative feedback makes interviewees 

more likely to change their account (ie suggestibility) and this can lead to reduced accuracy. 

There was no evidence of a positive effect of giving negative feedback on accuracy. Five 

studies56 that tested the effects of feedback on suggestibility indicated that if witnesses 

received negative feedback during initial questioning they were more likely to change their 

answer when questioned about an event again. One of the studies57 specifically found that 

witnesses’ were more susceptible to misinformation provided in misleading interview 

questions following negative feedback, compared to positive feedback. 

Three of the five studies58 tested whether witnesses changing their answers resulted in 

reduced accuracy overall. They measured the proportion of answers that were changed to 

an accurate or inaccurate answer when questioned about an event for a second time. Two of 

those studies59 found that, compared to witnesses who received neutral feedback, witnesses 

                                                 
55 For example “Okay. Are you sure about this? I had to listen to the other person first. I’m kind of confused 
because your account is different from his/hers on several things…”  
56 Appendix A, Table 4 – studies (1, 2, 3, 5, 6).  
57 Appendix A, Table 4 – study (1). 
58 Appendix A, Table 4 – studies (1, 5, 6). 
59 Appendix A, Table 4 – studies (5, 6). 
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who received negative feedback were more likely to change answers, and provide a less 

accurate account. The other study found no effect on accuracy.60 

The remaining two studies61 tested effects of negative feedback on witnesses’ ability to 

identify an offender in an identity line-up. No effect was found in either study. 

Specific cognitive interview techniques 

Summary 

Overall evidence suggests that MRC, in conjunction with free recall or RE, can increase 

the accuracy and amount of information recalled when compared to standard interview 

practices, and there is no evidence to suggest this approach would have a negative effect 

on recall quality. The evidence regarding the effectiveness of using CO and CP 

instructions in isolation on recall quality is inconclusive. 

The Cognitive Interview (CI) is a formal interview process used primarily with victims and 

witnesses. It uses different retrieval techniques to prompt the interviewee to remember more 

detail about an event. The CI typically uses four memory retrieval cues (or mnemonics), 

followed by a number of supplementary techniques. These ‘mnemonics’ are: 

1. Mental reinstatement of Context (MRC): the interviewer encourages the witness to 

imagine both the environmental and personal context surrounding an event.  

2. Report everything instruction62 (RE): the interviewer emphasises to the witness that no 

detail is unimportant and to report everything they remember, regardless of whether they 

think it is important.  

3. Change order (CO): the witness is asked to recall the narrative in a different order, start 

from a different point, or recall in reverse.  

4. Change perspective (CP): the witness is asked to recall the event from a different 

perspective, for example that of another witness.  

The CI can be lengthy and is usually reserved for more formal interview settings. The 

guideline committee did not feel it was feasible for officers and staff to conduct a full CI for 

the purpose of an initial account. For this evidence review, studies were included that had 

either isolated mnemonics to test their individual effects, or modified the CI in order to test 

the effectiveness of different combinations of techniques. Both of these options offer a more 

                                                 
60 Appendix A, Table 4 – study (1). 
61 Appendix A, Table 4 – studies (5, 6). 
62 Also referred to as a ‘motivational’ instruction. 
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feasible alternative to conducting a full Cognitive Interview during initial account taking, and 

so studies that compared a full Cognitive Interview to control conditions were excluded. The 

effectiveness of different approaches were compared to a range of interview formats 

including: 

Structured Interview: This format broadly consist of six phases (i) greet, (ii) rapport, (iii) 

explain, (iv) free recall, (v) questioning and (vi) closure.  

Enhanced Cognitive Interview: This format includes ten stages: explain the aims of the 

interview, rapport building, report everything, never guess, uninterrupted free recall, 

encourage concentration, mental reinstatement of context, witness compatible questioning, 

change temporal order, and change perspective.63 

Baseline Interview: This format includes only general questions about the event with only 

very few specific questions. 

Nature of the evidence 

Eighteen studies tested the effect of cognitive interview techniques on recall quality.  

All studies used self-selecting samples of students or members of the public and most were 

conducted in a university laboratory. Most studies used mock crime films, with the exception 

of some staged ‘live’ events. Thirteen of the studies were assessed as having a high risk  

of bias.  

The study designs of the included studies can be summarised as follows: 

Modified Cognitive Interviews (MCI): The most common modification of the Cognitive 

Interview was removal of the Change Perspective and Change Order instructions64, as these 

have been found to be the least effective at facilitating complete and accurate recall. In these 

studies the MCI was compared with either full CIs (as above), Structured Interviews (SIs), or 

sketch modifications (see below).  

Isolation of individual mnemonics: Experiments typically follow an interview procedure 

involving ‘free recall’/’report everything’ followed by one additional mnemonic per group of 

participants. The use of an individual mnemonic was typically compared against asking 

participants to ‘try again’; that is attempt free recall for a second time.  

Manipulation of individual mnemonics: Some studies have broken the specific 

mnemonics into different elements or techniques, or used a different focus to test the 

                                                 
63 Fisher & Geiselman, 1992. 
64 Excluding one study that only removed the CO instruction – Appendix A, Table 5 – study (12). 
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effectiveness of an instruction for different types of memory. For example a “sketch plan”65 

technique has often been used in conjunction with the MRC instruction.  

Mental reinstatement of context instructions (MRC) 

Fourteen studies tested the effect of the MRC instruction, eight studies66 tested it in isolation 

from other mnemonics and six studies67 tested it as part of a MCI. All but two studies that 

tested a MCI modified the CI by combining free recall or RE with MRC. One study 

embedded the MRC manipulation within the free recall stage of a Structured Interview.68 

Four studies69 were assessed as having a moderate risk of bias and the remaining eleven 

were assessed as having a high risk of bias. There was no clear pattern of results when 

these studies were reviewed separately.  

Impact of MRC on accuracy 

Evidence from twelve studies suggests that MRC can have a positive effect on witnesses’ 

recall accuracy and no evidence to suggest that MRC can have a negative effect.  

Of the six studies that tested the effect of isolated mnemonics on accuracy, one study70 

found that MRC significantly increased accuracy when compared to an interview without 

MRC and another71 found that using MRC after RE was more effective than using CP or no 

CI technique, and comparable to CO. Three studies72 found no significant differences when 

comparing MRC to other mnemonics73 and standard interviews.74 A further study75 tested a 

variation of MRC on improving estimates of the duration of an event estimates and found 

that asked to mentally rehearse an event prior to estimating duration significantly improved 

the accuracy of estimates.  

Of the six studies that tested MCIs, none found using a MCI to have negative effects on 

accuracy. Two studies76 found the MCI increased accuracy compared to a full or Enhanced 

CI, and one77 found a positive effect when compared to a Structured Interview. The 

                                                 
65 Interviewees are asked to draw a detailed sketch or plan of the event they witnessed on paper in any way they 
like and describe what they are drawing as they draw it – for further detail see Dando et al, 2009. 
66 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (3, 6, 10, 11, 14, 16, 17). 
67 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (1, 2, 5, 8, 12, 15). 
68 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (6, 16). 
69 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (1, 8, 16, 17). 
70 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (6). 
71 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (3) 
72 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (14, 16, 17). 
73 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (14). 
74 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (16, 17). 
75 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (18). 
76 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (2, 5). 
77 Appendix A, Table 5 – study (12). 
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remaining three studies78 found no significant differences when comparing MCI to the 

Baseline interview, the Structured Interview, or the Enhanced CI.  

Amount 

There is evidence from six studies to suggest MRC can increase the amount of information 

recalled when compared to the other interview formats and other mnemonics. There is no 

evidence to suggest that MRC can have a negative effect. Four studies79 that isolated CI 

mnemonics found that MRC significantly increased the amount of information recalled 

compared to a SI80, free recall81 and all other CI mnemonics.82 However, two studies83 found 

no significant differences in the amount of correct information elicited compared to other 

mnemonics or free recall.  

Six studies84 tested the effectiveness of a MCI at increasing the amount of information 

recalled. Three studies85 reported that a MCI produced significantly more correct information 

than a SI, and a separate study86 found it was more effective than the Baseline Interview (BI) 

and Swedish Security Service Interview (SSSI). This effect was consistent across both 

immediate and delayed recall. One study87 found that using a MCI elicited a comparable 

amount of information compared to a full CI, yet a separate study88 indicated that a MCI 

elicited less information than an enhanced CI, and a comparable amount to a standard 

interview. These studies shown an MCI took less time to complete than full or enhanced CI.  

Sketch mental reinstatement of context instructions (Sketch MRC) 

Four studies tested an MRC technique (Sketch MRC), which required witnesses to draw 

detailed sketches or plans of what they saw while describing what they were drawing.  

Impact of Sketch MRC on accuracy 

Evidence from four studies suggests Sketch MRC can improve recall accuracy. Three 

studies89 reported that adding Sketch MRC to an interview produced equally or significantly 

                                                 
78 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (1, 8, 15) 
79 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (6, 10, 11, 16). 
80 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (6, 16). 
81 Appendix A, Table 5 – study (10). 
82 Appendix A, Table 5 – study (11). 
83 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (3, 14). 
84 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (1, 2, 5, 8, 12, 15). 
85 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (1, 8, 12). 
86 Appendix A, Table 5 – study (15). 
87 Appendix A, Table 5 – study (5). 
88 Appendix A, Table 5 – study (2). 
89 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (5, 6, 7). 
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more accurate information than control conditions.90 One study91 reported no significant 

differences between Sketch MRC and control conditions.  

Impact of Sketch MRC on the amount of information recalled 

Evidence drawn from four studies suggests Sketch MRC can also increase the amount of 

information recalled. There was no evidence to suggest it had a negative effect on this 

outcome. Three studies92 reported significant positive effects of Sketch MRC conditions on 

amount of information recalled when compared to a structured interview (SI). However there 

were no significant differences in the amount of information recalled when Sketch MRC was 

used as compared with using the verbal MRC method. One study93 found no significant 

differences between interview formats including Sketch MRC, verbal MRC or no MRC.  

Change order instruction 

The evidence regarding the effectiveness of the CO instruction on eliciting accurate and full 

recall is inconsistent.  

Impact of the Change Order instruction on accuracy 

There is inconsistent evidence on the impact of the CO instruction on recall accuracy.  

The evidence is drawn from four studies. One study94 reported significant improvements in 

accuracy for participants given the CO instruction when compared to free recall and CP. 

However, another study95 reported that CO prior to free recall and CO after free recall both 

produced significantly less accurate information than an interview that used two free recall 

attempts, with no CO instruction. Two studies96 reported no difference in accuracy when 

using CO instructions when compared to using other CI mnemonics. A separate study97 that 

tested the effects of asking participants to map people and events onto a physical timeline 

found that this technique had no significant effect on accuracy when compared to free recall.  

                                                 
90 Sketch MRC produced higher or equal accuracy rates than the PEACE CI (5, 7); equal to Modified PEACE CI 
(MRC only) (5) and SI+MRC (6); higher than structured interview (SI) (6, 7). 
91 Appendix A, Table 5 – study (16). 
92 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (6, 7, 16). 
93 Appendix A, Table 5 – study (5). 
94 Appendix A, Table 5 – study (3). 
95 Appendix A, Table 5 – study (4). 
96 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (11, 14). 
97 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (11, 13). 
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Impact of the change order instruction on the amount of information 

recalled 

Evidence drawn from the same four studies on the impact of the CO instruction on the 

amount of information recalled is also inconsistent. One study98 reported that using the 

‘change order’ instruction elicited significantly more correct details than asking participants to 

try again or try harder, but fewer than using the RE instruction. One study99 reported that two 

‘change order’ conditions both produced significantly less accurate information than free 

recall. Two studies100 reported no significant differences in the amount of information elicited 

when compared to other mnemonics. The timeline technique described above was found to 

increase the amount of correct details remembered when compared to free recall. However 

this technique is unlikely to be feasible in many initial account taking situations.  

Change perspective instruction  

Three studies101 tested the effects of CP on recall quality. The evidence suggests using the 

CP instruction in isolation does not result in increased accuracy when compared to other 

mnemonics or a second recall attempt. One study102 indicated that the CP instruction can 

increase the amount of information elicited when compared to asking interviewees to ‘try 

again’, however in a separate study103 it was found to be less effective at increasing 

accuracy than MRC, CO and asking participants to ‘try again’ and less effective at increasing 

the amount of information than MRC.  

  

                                                 
98 Appendix A, Table 5 – study (11). 
99 Appendix A, Table 5 – study (4). 
100 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (3, 14). 
101 Appendix A, Table 5 – studies (3, 11, 14). 
102 Appendix A, Table 5 – study (11). 
103 Appendix A, Table 5 – study (3). 
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Eye closure techniques  

Summary 

Overall evidence suggests that eye closure can improve both the accuracy and amount of 

information recalled and there is no evidence to suggest that it has a negative effect. 

Although it is recognised that this technique is not likely to be something that could be 

used by first account takers in the majority of incidents, it could be a practical technique in 

some situations. In the field trial with the South African Police it was found that participants 

complied with the instruction to close their eyes whilst recalling in 97 per cent of cases and 

the authors concluded that the tactic was practical for implementation in the field. 

Twelve studies from seven articles examined the effects of asking victims and witnesses to 

close their eyes during recall on accuracy and amount of information recalled. Eye closure is 

thought to increase accuracy and the amount of fine grain detail recalled through either the 

removal of visual distractions or through assisting with mental reinstatement of context 

(MRC).  

Nature of the evidence 

Most of the studies were conducted in universities but two104 were conducted in a different 

setting. One tested the use of the technique in the street and in a quiet indoor location and 

the other was a field trial undertaken by the South African Police that tested the use of an 

eye closure interview on randomly selected witnesses of serious crimes. All but one study105 

used samples of students and in general, they were asked to view a film of a mock crime 

then recall details using eye closure or not. Some of the studies applied different auditory 

and visual distractions whilst testing the impact of eye closure on recall and one conducted 

the interview in a field setting with relevant environmental distractions. All but one of the 

studies106 were assessed as having a high risk of bias. This assessment was due to 

unrepresentative self-selecting samples, and a lack of reported information regarding the 

control of other factors that may influence the results and the validity of measurement tools.  

                                                 
104 Appendix A, Table 6 – studies (10,12). 
105 Appendix A, Table 6 – study (12). 
106 Appendix A, Table 6 – studies (9, 12). 
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Impact of eye closure on accuracy  

There is consistent evidence drawn from eleven studies107 to suggest that instructing 

witnesses to close their eyes during recall can increase the accuracy of information elicited 

and no evidence of a negative effect on accuracy. Seven studies108 found an increase in 

accuracy, while four studies109 found no significant effect. However, the participants in two of 

the studies where no effect was found had a high accuracy rate in both eye closure and 

control conditions, therefore the study design may have limited the chance of observing  

an effect.  

Two studies aimed to investigate how eye closure improves recall accuracy by moderating 

visual distraction cues during recall. One study110 used a live mock crime outside of a 

university lab with environmental distractions and did not find any significant effects. 

However, a separate study tested the effects of visual distraction on recall accuracy. 

Although all participants in this experiment had high rates of recall accuracy, the complexity 

of visual distraction displayed on a computer screen was found to reduce the accuracy of 

participants’ recall.111 

Six studies112 investigated the effects of eye closure on recall accuracy of visual and auditory 

information. Four studies113 found similar effects for both types of information, but two other 

studies114 found that eye closure was more effective for recalling visual information. One 

study115 found that eye closure improved accuracy for detailed responses to questions, but 

not for less specific responses.  

Impact of eye closure on the amount of information recalled  

There is consistent evidence from twelve studies to suggest that instructing witnesses to 

close their eyes during recall can increase the amount of information elicited and no 

evidence to suggest it decreases recall amount. Seven studies116 found an increase in the 

amount of information recalled and five studies117 found no effect. One field trial118 and one 

experiment119 that used a live mock crime event outside of a university laboratory did not find 

                                                 
107 Appendix A, Table 6 – studies (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12). 
108 Appendix A, Table 6 – studies (1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 9, 11). 
109 Appendix A, Table 6 – studies (4, 7, 8, 10). 
110 Appendix A, Table 6 – study (10). 
111 Appendix A, Table 6 – study (13). 
112 Appendix A, Table 6 – studies (3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10). 
113 Appendix A, Table 6 – studies (5, 6, 7, 10). 
114 Appendix A, Table 6 – studies (3, 4). 
115 Appendix A, Table 6 – study (11). 
116 Appendix A, Table 6 – studies (1, 3, 5, 6, 7, 9, 11). 
117 Appendix A, Table 6 – studies (2, 4, 8, 10, 12). 
118 Appendix A, Table 6 – study (12). 
119 Appendix A, Table 6 – study (10). 
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any significant effects of eye closure on the amount of information elicited. However, the field 

trial also found that eye closure led to an increase in the amount of forensically relevant120 

information recalled.  

Self-administered interviews  

Summary 

Overall evidence suggests that the use of a SAI immediately after participants have 

witnessed an event can increase the overall amount of information recalled, with no 

impact on accuracy rates, when compared to free recall. However, SAI appears to achieve 

lower accuracy rates when compared to a MCI. There is some evidence to suggest that 

administering a SAI immediately after an event may be beneficial in aiding recall after a 

delay of a week. 

This section is based on research using self-administered interviews. The majority of those 

used in the studies discussed are, or are heavily based on, the SAI developed by Gabbert et 

al.121 Consequently although the term SAI is used throughout, in some cases this may relate 

to variations on the original SAI. A SAI is a form of written interview designed to prompt 

effective recall from large numbers of witnesses when time or resources do not allow face-

to-face interviewing. Sixteen studies that tested the effects of conducting interviews in written 

form were included in the review; 12 of these specifically tested a SAI.  

Nature of the evidence 

The majority of the studies have been conducted in university laboratory settings primarily on 

student populations, with a small proportion involving members of the public. In general, the 

approach taken in the studies involved participants being shown a video of a mock crime 

event and assessing the impact of an initial recall using the SAI when compared with 

another form of recall (most often a free recall either written or spoken. Other studies 

investigated the impact of an initial SAI, compared to no recall or an initial free recall, on the 

amount and accuracy of information recalled when questioned again after a delay – the 

transfer effect. Eleven of the 16 studies were assessed as having a high risk of bias. Whilst 

the all of the studies adopted a strong experimental design it was frequently unclear from the 

reports whether confounding variables had been sufficiently controlled.  

                                                 
120 As rated by a retired police officer and a researcher. Both raters were blinded and rated independently on a 7 
point Likert scale.  
121 Gabbert et al (2009). 
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Spoken recall compared to written recall 

There is consistent evidence to suggest that there is no significant difference in accuracy 

when recalling information in spoken or written forms. All four studies122 that tested this 

found no significant effects on accuracy overall. However, one study123 found the recall 

related to the most critical crime and perpetrator information was more accurate when 

witnesses gave spoken descriptions. There is inconsistent evidence regarding the effects of 

using written interview formats compared to spoken on the amount of information recalled. 

Two of the studies found the written format better124, one found the spoken format better125 

and one found no effect.126  

Impact of SAI on accuracy  

A SAI is a written interview but with retrieval support techniques embedded in the interview 

format. Eight studies127 compared the use of a SAI to written or spoken free recall 

immediately after an event. Evidence from these studies suggests that use of a SAI 

immediately after an event does not improve recall accuracy when compared to a written or 

spoken free recall.  

Six studies examined the impact of administering a SAI immediately after the event on 

subsequent recall after a delay of between one and three weeks. Two studies128 found that 

participants who had completed a SAI immediately after an event, compared to participants 

who were given an immediate free recall interview, or no interview opportunity, recalled more 

accurate details in a written free recall task one week later. Two other studies129 found no 

difference. One of the six studies also found that when the SAI was administered 

immediately after an event it significantly reduced the likelihood of witnesses reporting 

misinformation. This effect was not apparent if the SAI was administered after a delay of  

one week.130 

                                                 
122 Appendix A, Table 7 – studies (12, 14, 15, 16). 
123 Appendix A, Table 7 – study (16). 
124 Appendix A, Table 7 – studies (14, 15). 
125 Appendix A, Table 7 – study (16). 
126 Appendix A, Table 7 – study (12). 
127 Appendix A, Table 7 – studies (1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11). 
128 Appendix A, Table 7 – studies (3,6,8,9). 
129 Appendix A, Table 7 – studies (2,7,9). 
130 Appendix A, Table 7 – study (13). 
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Impact of SAI on the amount of information recalled 

Of the eight studies that tested the impact of the SAI on the amount of information recalled, 

five studies found that using a SAI immediately after an event had a positive131 or no132 

effect on the amount of information elicited compared to those who were given a free recall 

interview. However, when compared to a MCI, two studies133 found that the SAI resulted in 

lower accuracy rates but an increased amount of information. One study134 considered the 

impact of using the SAI compared to written free recall for participants with Autism Spectrum 

Disorder and found that it failed to elicit more correct details.  

Misinformation 

Summary 

Evidence from a large volume of studies demonstrates that the misinformation effect – 

that individuals report inaccurate post-event information in their own recall of events, even 

when they did not witness it themselves – occurs in a variety of contexts. The detrimental 

effects of misinformation on recall are apparent whether the source of the misinformation 

is from interviewer questioning, another witness, or written content such as media reports. 

There is some evidence to suggest that co-witness discussion can lead to a fuller and 

more accurate account of events, however it is outweighed by the risk of obtaining 

multiple inaccurate accounts from witnesses. Evidence suggests that alerting witnesses to 

the possibility that they have been exposed to misinformation prior to questioning can 

mitigate against the detrimental effects of misinformation and improve accuracy of recall.  

The review identified 53 studies that assessed the effects of misinformation on the quality of 

recall. These studies varied in focus, quality and the type of misinformation they tested, and 

studies often tested more than one type of misinformation. Misinformation effects have been 

broken down into three ‘types’. Each type is described below and relates to how the 

misinformation was presented. The findings related to each type are summarised in turn. 

Evidence on warnings, a method of reducing the effects of misinformation is also 

summarised.  

Misleading questions – 23 studies tested the effects of misinformation being incorporated 

into the questions asked of participants. The misinformation was sometimes presented to 

                                                 
131 Appendix A, Table 7 – studies (2,3,6,8). 
132 Appendix A, Table 7 – study (7). 
133 Appendix A, Table 7 – studies (1, 11). 
134 Appendix A, Table 7 – study (10). 
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participants verbally during an interview, or in written form, when participants were recording 

their account on paper or on a computer.  

Co-witness exposure – 23 studies tested the effects of participants being exposed to other 

witnesses on the quality of their recall (ie the effects of witnesses sharing information). 

These studies varied in the extent to which the participant was guaranteed to be exposed to 

misinformation. Some studies used two naïve participants that had seen different versions of 

the event but were made to believe they had seen exactly the same event. Others used a 

confederate posing as a naïve participant. The confederate would intentionally mislead the 

participant regarding key ‘target’ information. Exposure was sometimes prior to giving an 

initial account and sometimes during (eg interviewing two individuals simultaneously).  

Misinformation in written form – 18 studies tested the effects of misinformation in written 

form. The narrative was usually presented to participants as a mock media report, or another 

mock witnesses’ account of events. Whilst this circumstance is unlikely to occur in most first 

account contexts, witnesses could be exposed to misinformation in written form on social 

media or in the press, particularly for incidents with a large number of witnesses or when the 

initial account has been delayed.  

Nature of the evidence 

Figure 3 below shows the typical design of misinformation studies. The majority of studies 

reviewed adopted this design or a variant of it. The basic procedure is as follows – all 

participants witness an event and are then allocated to either an experimental group that will 

receive some misinformation about the event, or a control group, that will not receive 

misinformation. A memory test is then administered to assess any differences between the 

recall of participants in each group to understand the effects of misinformation. Some 

variations of this design include administering the misinformation during the memory test  

(eg through misleading interview questions, or interviewing multiple witnesses at once) or 

splitting participants into more groups to assess how misinformation interacts with other 

variables (eg mental state or interviewer rapport building).  

The studies primarily tested the effects of misinformation by measuring the frequency that 

participants reported the misinformation they had been given (misinformation endorsement) 

and the overall accuracy of their recall (eg percentage of total information provided that  

was accurate).  
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Figure 3: Misinformation study design 

 

Whilst the majority of studies used strong experimental designs they had limitations in 

respect of generalisability. All but two studies135 that reported the study setting were based in 

a university lab or classroom and used recorded videos or slideshows as the stimulus for 

participants to recall. Nearly all studies sampled university students. However, a wide range 

of follow-up periods (the delay between observing the event and questioning) were used – 

ranging from immediate to one month later. A variety of recall methods were also employed 

(eg free and cued recall verbal interviews, cued recall questionnaires, identification line-up 

tasks) and effects were relatively consistent across these recall methods. Similarly, whilst 44 

of the 53 studies were assessed as having a high risk of bias, the results were broadly 

consistent across the studies regardless of potential sources of biases in the studies.  

Misleading questions 

There is consistent evidence to suggest that misleading questioning can have a negative 

impact on recall accuracy and no evidence to suggest it has a positive impact. Ten studies 

tested the effect of misleading question phrasing on misinformation endorsement. Seven of 

these studies136 found witnesses were significantly more likely to report information in their 

statements that they had not witnessed, but had been led to believe was true, when 

                                                 
135 One of the other studies staged a mock crime in a university campus (Compo et al, 2012), the other created a 
mock prisoner of war camp in which Navy personnel witnessed a range of events, including a mock interrogation 
(Morgan et al, 2013).  
136 Appendix A, Table 8 – studies (17, 22, 27, 35, 37, 41, 42).  
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compared to neutral questioning.137 The remaining three studies found no significant effects 

on misinformation endorsement.138  

Furthermore, evidence suggests that misleading question phrasing can also be detrimental 

to the overall accuracy of witnesses’ recall. Of the nine studies that tested the effect on 

overall accuracy, six studies139 found misleading questions reduced overall accuracy and 

three studies found no effect.140 Evidence from two studies141 also demonstrated that the 

correlation between accuracy and witnesses’ confidence in their answers weakened when 

asked about information in a misleading way, indicating increased risk in asking witnesses 

how confident they are in their answer as a means of verifying details given in an account.  

Five studies identified in the review tested the effects of non-verbal suggestion (ie gestures) 

during questioning.142 Taken together, findings indicated that, similar to misleading verbal 

communication, gestures mimicking particular actions (eg a stabbing motion) or items  

(eg an item of clothing) when posing questions can sometimes lead witnesses to recall 

misinformation. However it should be noted that these studies had some methodological 

limitations. For example, the outcomes were assessed based on answers to single 

questions, therefore were potentially unreliable and the recall tasks were markedly different 

from a typical police interaction.  

Co-witness exposure 

There is consistent evidence to suggest that post-event co-witness exposure can increase 

the likelihood of a witness reporting misinformation. Sixteen studies tested the effect of post-

event co-witness discussion or exposure (eg simultaneous interviewing) on witnesses’ 

likelihood to report misinformation from the co-witness in their own recall of the event. 

Fourteen studies143 found witnesses were significantly more likely to report information they 

had not witnessed during the event, but the co-witness had indicated was true, compared to 

witnesses who had not been exposed to co-witness information. The remaining two 

studies144 found no significant effect of co-witness exposure on misinformation endorsement. 

                                                 
137 A further study (Loney & Cutler, 2015) was reviewed that found coercive interviewing (ie The Reid Technique) 
increased the likelihood witnesses would make false accusations of guilt. Whilst the interview technique 
contained misleading questions the conditions were deemed too different to other synthesised studies to report 
here. 
138 Appendix A, Table 8 – studies (1, 23, 24). 
139 Appendix A, Table 8 – studies (14, 15, 16, 17, 29, 38). 
140 Appendix A, Table 8 – studies (39, 40, 53).  
141 Appendix A, Table 8 – studies (3, 46).  
142 Appendix A, Table 8 – studies (12, 13, 14, 15, 16).  
143 Appendix A, Table 8 – studies (2, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 20, 24, 28, 30, 31, 32, 33)  
144 Appendix A, Table 8 – studies (23, 36). 
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The misinformation effect was observed both when the co-witness was a confederate or a 

naïve participant.  

There is inconsistent evidence on the impact of co-witness exposure on overall accuracy of 

recall. Of the 17 studies that tested the effects on overall accuracy, only five145 found a 

decrease in accuracy, eight146 found no effect and four147 found accuracy actually increased 

after discussion (one148 of these studies tested accuracy for line-up identification). Two 

studies149 that found an increase in accuracy used naïve participants as the co-witnesses 

and found participants that had seen different versions of the event gave a more accurate 

collaborative account than those that had seen the same version of the event. The authors 

suggest this could be a result of disagreement generating a better, more in depth discussion. 

All studies that found an increase in accuracy measured accuracy of information that 

participants had not been misled about. Other studies included all information about the 

event, regardless of whether they had been misled about the information or not, therefore 

differences in how accuracy was measured may also contribute to inconsistent findings.  

No experiment that used a confederate (a researcher posing as a participant, so 

guaranteeing exposure to misinformation) found an overall positive effect.  

Of the three studies that tested the effects of co-witness exposure on the amount of 

information recalled, one found participants who discussed the event with another participant 

recalled a greater amount immediately and after one week.150 The other two studies found 

no significant effects.151 

Misinformation in written narrative format 

There is consistent evidence to suggest that reading misinformation after witnessing an 

event increases the likelihood of witnesses reporting information they have not witnessed 

and may reduce the accuracy of witness accounts. All thirteen studies152 that tested the 

effect of misinformation in a written narrative on misinformation endorsement found 

witnesses were significantly more likely to report information they had not witnessed during 

the event, but read in the misleading narrative, when compared to witnesses who had not 

read a misleading narrative. Two of these studies153 demonstrated that witnesses were more 

                                                 
145 Appendix A, Table 8 – studies (20, 29, 38, 39, 40). 
146 Appendix A, Table 8 – studies (2, 6, 9, 10, 30, 31, 36, 50).  
147 Appendix A, Table 8 – studies (32, 33, 47, 52).  
148 Appendix A, Table 8 – study (52).  
149 Appendix A, Table 8 – studies (47, 52). 
150 Appendix A, Table 8 – study (52). 
151 Appendix A, Table 8 – studies (36, 50).  
152 Appendix A, Table 8 – studies (2, 5, 10, 18, 19, 26, 34, 36, 43, 44, 48, 49, 51).  
153 Appendix A, Table 8 – studies (43, 44). 
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likely to incorrectly attribute blame to individuals if the misinformation they had read had 

done so. Similarly, ten studies tested the effects on the overall accuracy of participants’ 

recall. Whilst five studies154 found there was no overall effect, the remaining five studies155 

found that the exposure to misinformation reduced the overall accuracy of witness accounts. 

Misinformation warnings 

Evidence from a meta-analysis156 suggests that warning witnesses that they may have been 

exposed to misinformation can reduce the negative effects on their recall.  

The study conducted two meta-analyses. The first included 25 primary studies and 59 effect 

sizes encompassing 2,749 participants and indicated that warning witnesses about 

misinformation after exposure but before interviewing increased their overall recall accuracy. 

Experiments within the meta-analysis that made direct comparisons of warning versus no 

warning found that warnings, on average, reduced the effect of misinformation on overall 

recall accuracy by 57 per cent157. The second meta-analysis assessed the effects of 

misinformation warnings on misinformation endorsement. This meta-analysis included 96 

effect sizes encompassing 3,475 participants. As with the analysis of overall accuracy, 

experiments within the meta-analysis that made direct comparisons of warning versus no 

warning indicated that warnings, on average, reduced the misinformation endorsement effect 

by 57 per cent too. 

Both meta-analyses tested for moderators of the effectiveness of warnings and found similar 

results. Warnings that used an element of ‘enlightenment’ (not only stating that witnesses 

may have been exposed to misinformation but also why) increased their effectiveness. This 

‘enlightenment’ element of the warning may not translate into a policing context however, as 

the reason for the misinformation given in the experiments tended to relate to the purpose of 

the experiment. The extent to which warnings were specific about the incidence, source or 

nature of the misinformation had no impact on its effectiveness. Neither was the extent to 

which warnings discredited the credibility of the source of the misinformation. 

Warnings were shown to be effective in a range of contexts. The way misinformation was 

presented, any delay in receiving the misinformation or memory test, the method of memory 

                                                 
154 Appendix A, Table 8 – studies (2, 4, 10, 26, 36).  
155 Appendix A, Table 8 – studies (21, 25, 29, 45, 48).  
156 Appendix A, Table 9 – study (1).  
157 Two studies that were published after the meta-analysis were also identified in our review. One of these 
studies (Appendix A, Table 9 – study (3) also indicated a positive effect of warnings on recall accuracy. 
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test, the age of participant, and the amount and type of misinformation all had no impact on 

the effectiveness of warnings. 

Alcohol intoxication 

Summary 

Overall, there is insufficient evidence to make strong claims about the effect of alcohol 

intoxication on the quality of recall from witnesses. The extent to which the findings of the 

studies reviewed can be applied to real life police incidents is limited, given the low doses 

of alcohol administered to participants in the majority of the studies. Studies that tested 

the effects of blood alcohol concentration (BAC) levels broadly equivalent to the UK drink 

drive limit generally found no effect on recall accuracy and recall amount. However, 

studies that have administered higher levels of alcohol indicated that alcohol intoxication 

can reduce the accuracy and amount of information recalled, but often the effects were 

marginal. Furthermore, there is some evidence to suggest that when participants recall 

information immediately (when intoxicated), they will provide more accurate information 

compared to recalling information after a week’s delay. Similarly, like sober participants, 

intoxicated participants can recall more information if afforded multiple opportunities  

to recall. 

The review identified twelve studies that tested the effects of alcohol intoxication on the 

quality of witnesses’ recall. All 12 studies tested the effects on recall accuracy and ten tested 

the effects on the amount of information recalled.  

Nature of the evidence 

The majority of studies were conducted in a university laboratory using undergraduate 

students. These studies used strong experimental designs (eg RCTs) but lacked 

generalisability as they limited the blood alcohol concentration (BAC) to moderate levels (eg 

0.08 per cent BAC – equivalent to the UK drink driving limit). Two studies158 were conducted 

in more natural settings (ie a bar) and tested the effects of higher levels of alcohol 

intoxication (up to 0.21 per cent BAC), however these studies used weaker study designs 

(eg unmatched control groups) as a result of being undertaken in more natural settings. All 

but one study reviewed were assessed as having a high risk of bias. This assessment was 

                                                 
158 Appendix A, Table 10 – studies (3, 11). 
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due to unrepresentative self-selecting samples, and a lack of information reported regarding 

the control of other factors that may influence results and the validity of measurement tools.  

Impact of alcohol intoxication on accuracy 

Overall, evidence suggests that alcohol intoxication in moderate doses has no significant 

effect on recall accuracy, but can have a marginally detrimental effect when higher doses 

are consumed.  

Studies that limited alcohol intoxication to 0.08 per cent BAC generally indicated no effect on 

recall accuracy.159 One field study160 and one laboratory experiment161 that included 

participants with higher levels of BAC (between 0.06 and 0.25 per cent) indicated that 

alcohol had a marginal detrimental effect on recall accuracy. Another field experiment found 

no significant difference in free recall accuracy, but a significant increase in ‘don’t know’ 

responses to a recognition test resulting in a lower percentage of correct responses.162 

However, an unpublished meta-analysis found that overall, alcohol did not have a significant 

effect on the number of incorrect details recalled.163,164,165 One study166 also found that 

alcohol intoxicated participants were less likely to report misinformation they had been 

exposed to after witnessing an event than their sober counterparts, but the study did not 

specifically test for effects on overall accuracy. 

Two studies167 investigated the effect of delaying recall on recall accuracy of intoxicated 

participants (that is, allowing participants to sober up). The studies made direct comparisons 

between recall accuracy when participants were interviewed immediately while intoxicated, 

and when they were interviewed while sober following a week’s delay. Results indicated that 

recall accuracy was better when intoxicated participants were interviewed immediately, 

compared to when interviewed after a delay. While these findings suggest it is better to not 

put off taking a first account due to an individual being intoxicated, the results should be 

applied with caution for two reasons. Firstly, it is likely that in practice, a delayed initial 

                                                 
159 Appendix A, Table 10 – studies (1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10). 
160 Appendix A, Table 10 – study (11). 
161 Appendix A, Table 10 – study (12). 
162 Appendix A, Table 10 – study (3). 
163 Jores, et al. (2018). A meta-analysis of the effects of acute alcohol intoxication on witness recall: Unpublished 
manuscript.  
164 This study was not included in the evidence review due to the time the systematic searches were undertaken, 
but has been included here as it is a significant contribution to the evidence base. 
165 The meta-analysis did not include two of the studies included in this review and focused specifically on the 
number of incorrect items recalled, therefore the result is slightly different to the findings of this review. 
166 Appendix A, Table 10 – study (9). 
167 Appendix A, Table 10 – studies (5, 10). 
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account would be taken sooner than one week after an incident. Secondly, both studies 

administered only a moderate amount of alcohol to participants. 

Impact of alcohol intoxication on the amount of information recalled 

The evidence suggests that alcohol intoxication can limit the amount of information recalled 

by participants, particularly when they have been administered alcohol in doses higher than 

the drink drive limit. Alcohol doses at the drink drive limit had no effect on the amount of 

information recalled in the majority of studies. Four studies,168 of which three included 

participants who had higher levels of BAC,169 indicated alcohol had a detrimental effect on 

recall completeness. Five studies170 that limited alcohol intoxication to 0.08 per cent BAC 

found no evidence of an effect. One of these studies also tested the effects of alcohol over 

repeat interviews and found, as is the case with sober participants, that alcohol intoxicated 

participants increased the amount of information recalled if given multiple recall 

opportunities.171 An unpublished meta-analysis172,173 found that overall, alcohol intoxication 

significantly reduces the amount of correct information recalled, particularly at higher doses. 

However, there was no significant difference in the amount of correct information recalled 

that was considered central to the event (eg, actions of the suspect).  

Mental state 

Summary 

Overall, the evidence for the impact of different mental states on the accuracy and amount 

of recall is inconsistent. This may be due to the wide variation in how mental states have 

been manipulated in the studies and the consequent nature and extent of the resulting 

mental state.  

Overall, the evidence for the impact of different mental states on the accuracy and amount 

of recall is inconsistent. This may be due to the wide variation in how mental states have 

been manipulated in the studies and the consequent nature and extent of the resulting 

mental state. 

                                                 
168 Appendix A, Table 10 – studies (3, 4, 11, 12). 
169 Appendix A, Table 10 – studies (3, 11, 12). 
170 Appendix A, Table 10 – studies (1, 2, 5, 8, 10). 
171 Appendix A, Table 10 – study (8). 
172 Jores et al. (2018). A meta-analysis of the effects of acute alcohol intoxication on witness recall: Unpublished 
manuscript. 
173 This study was not included in the evidence review due to the time the systematic searches were undertaken 
but has been included here as it is a significant contribution to the evidence base. 
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The review identified 13 studies related to the impact of the interviewee being in some form 

of heightened or emotional state on their ability to recall information during questioning.174 

The heightened states investigated were induced in many different ways and ranged from: 

emotional stress, physical exhaustion, mental stress, negative mood and anxiety.  

Nature of the evidence 

The majority of the studies used students as participants and used a film of a crime or 

accident to induce the emotional state investigated. However, three studies used police 

officers and immersive events to try and provide more realistic scenarios. The studies that 

looked at stress or physical or mental exhaustion generally required participants to 

undertake an additional task whilst, or before, viewing the film or taking part in an immersive 

event. All but three of the studies were assessed as having a high risk of bias.  

Physical exertion 

One simulation experiment using law-enforcement officers175 found that physical exertion 

had a negative effect on accuracy and completeness of information recalled. Those officers 

who had physically exerted themselves before witnessing an operationally realistic scenario 

displayed impaired recall and recognition performance compared to those who had not. 

Participants who had exerted themselves provided significantly fewer details about the 

individual who was the critical target. 

Mental fatigue 

One study176 investigated the impact of mental fatigue on recall by asking medical students 

to present clinical case histories after both a high cognitive load and a low cognitive load 

task.177 The study found free recall accuracy was significantly impaired by increased mental 

fatigue. However, there was no significant difference in the amount of information retrieved 

by cued recall under high and low cognitive load conditions. 

Stress 

There is inconsistent evidence on the impact of stress on accuracy of recall. One meta-

analysis178 of 18 studies looking at the effects of heightened stress on eyewitness recall 

                                                 
174 Appendix A, Table 11 – studies (1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13). 
175 Appendix A, Table 11 – study (4). 
176 Appendix A, Table 11 – study (2). 
177 Cognitive load was manipulated by using The N-Back task, a continuous performance task. Participants were 
randomly allocated to different levels of task difficulty.  
178 Appendix A, Table 11 – study (1). 
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accuracy found it had a debilitating effect on accuracy when tested using cued recall, but no 

effect when using free recall. In addition, age emerged as an important moderator – 

heightened stress debilitated eyewitness recall for adults but not for children.179  

Caution should be applied to the results of this meta-analysis as the risk of bias of the 

included studies was not provided. It is also not clear from the report how mental states were 

applied and to what degree. Furthermore, many of the papers included were published prior 

to the date specified in the review exclusion criteria.  

Evidence drawn from a further two studies was also inconsistent. One study180 found that 

stress induced just prior to watching a traumatic slideshow led to significantly better memory 

overall, including being less likely to report misinformation they had previously been exposed 

to. The other study181 found that stress exposure did not influence memory performance and 

effects were not moderated by interview type when comparing the self-administered 

interview to free recall. 

Heightened emotion 

There is inconsistent evidence on the impact of emotion on accuracy of recall. Three 

studies182 involving students found that; when participants watched an arousing/emotive 

video or were involved in an emotive immersive event, their accuracy of recall for this event 

was significantly higher than it was for a less arousing film or event. One of these studies183 

also found participants reported less misinformation overall when emotionally aroused. 

However, one study184 found the opposite result, with participants being less accurate at 

recalling events that were emotionally arousing than they were at recalling events that were 

low in emotionality.  

Another study185 examined the impact on police officer recall accuracy of being operationally 

active and involved in an event (and therefore more aroused). It was found there were no 

differences in overall recall accuracy rates between operationally active police witnesses and 

officers who were only observing. There was, however, a difference in the accuracy of 

information about the perpetrator’s weapon, with active officers significantly more likely to 

provide incorrect information than observer officers. 

                                                 
179 Only five studies reported the proportions such that the effect size could be calculated. 
180 Appendix A, Table 11 – study (3). 
181 Appendix A, Table 11 – study (8). 
182 Appendix A, Table 11 – studies (7, 10, 12). 
183 Appendix A, Table 11 – study (10). 
184 Appendix A, Table 11 – study (12). 
185 Appendix A, Table 11 – study (5). 
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The evidence on the impact of emotion on amount of information recalled was also 

inconsistent. Two studies186 found that the amount of information recalled by emotional 

participants reduced in general, but the amount of details recalled about the central focus of 

the event increased. In one study emotional participants provided a more complete 

description of the perpetrator than neutral participants and in the other participants were 

found to recall fewer details when the event was an arousing incident involving a shooting. 

Although the high level of recall, completeness and accuracy for the perpetrator’s weapon 

implies that attention may have centred on the source of arousal. 

  

                                                 
186 Appendix A, Table 11 – studies (6, 7).  
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Recommendations 
The evidence presented in this report was used, alongside practitioner evidence and 

experience, to develop 12 guidelines related to taking initial accounts from victims and 

witnesses. The guidelines and more detail about the process by which these were reached 

can be found in the published guidance187.  

These recommendations are based on evidence primarily drawn from psychology 

experiments on university students in laboratory conditions. Whilst the tightly controlled 

conditions of these studies allows for the identification of precise effects, it is unclear the 

extent to which the findings can be translated to the dynamic, and sometimes chaotic, 

environments in which officers and staff take initial accounts. It is recommended that further 

research is conducted in this area in field settings to address this limitation of the evidence 

base. Related to this, it is recommended that further research is undertaken on the effects of 

greater levels of alcohol intoxication. Finally, the evidence indicates that rapport building is 

an important element of taking initial accounts; further research on how to build rapport in 

initial account contexts would be beneficial.  

 

  

                                                 

187 https://www.college.police.uk/What-we-do/Standards/Guidelines/Initial-

accounts/Documents/Initial_Accounts_Guidelines.pdf 

 

https://www.college.police.uk/What-we-do/Standards/Guidelines/Initial-accounts/Documents/Initial_Accounts_Guidelines.pdf
https://www.college.police.uk/What-we-do/Standards/Guidelines/Initial-accounts/Documents/Initial_Accounts_Guidelines.pdf
https://www.college.police.uk/What-we-do/Standards/Guidelines/Initial-accounts/Documents/Initial_Accounts_Guidelines.pdf
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Appendices 
Appendix A: Tables of included studies 

Studies related to each topic described in the findings section of the report are presented in tables below. Experiments sometimes had multiple 

experimental conditions designed to test the effects of a range of variables. In the interest of simplicity only the conditions/results related to the 

variables that the table is focused on are described. If the other variables are pertinent to the review questions then the relevant 

conditions/results of the study can be found in the table related to that variable. For example, an experiment may have tested the effects of 

alcohol intoxication and question types. In this circumstance the results related to the question types are presented in table 3, and those related 

to alcohol, in table 11.  

Table 1: Building rapport 

# Reference Study 
design 

Sample size & 
profile Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 

Bias 

1 Bain & 
Baxter 
(2000).  
 

RCT 
 
 

55 university 
students and 
staff 

University/Lab Narrative 
on 
audiotape 

Friendly: responded to 
conversation, smiled, 
body position leaning 
back.  
Abrupt: minimal 
responses – speaking 
limited to giving 
instructions, no facial 
expressions, and body 
position leaning forward.  

No effect of rapport 
on accuracy. 
Participants tested in 
the ‘abrupt’ condition 
were significantly 
more suggestible 
than those in the 
‘friendly’ condition.  

High 
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# Reference Study 
design 

Sample size & 
profile Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 

Bias 

2 Baxter et al 
(2003).  
 

Unmatched 
control 
group 
design  
 
 

48 students – 24 
highest and 24 
lowest scorers 
on Battle Self-
Esteem 
Inventory from 
random sample 
of 200 students  

University/Lab Story read 
by 
interviewer 

Friendly: responded to 
conversation, smiled, 
body position leaning 
back.  
Abrupt: minimal 
responses – speaking 
limited to giving 
instructions, no facial 
expressions, and body 
position leaning forward. 

Participants’ 
suggestibility scores 
in the Friendly and 
Abrupt conditions did 
not significantly differ 
from each other. 

High 

3 Baxter et al 
(2006).  
 

RCT 
 

80 
undergraduate 
students 

University/Lab Story read 
by 
interviewer 

Friendly: relaxed. 
Firm: consistently formal. 

Participants in the 
‘firm’ condition were 
more suggestible 
than those in the 
‘friendly’ condition.  

High 

4 Collins et al 
(2002).  

RCT 42 postgraduate 
students 

University/Lab Video of 
real life 
event 

Rapport: a hardcover 
diary was discretely 
placed on the floor 
ensuring it was neither a 
distraction nor a barrier; 
the interviewer spoke 
with a gentler tone, 
referred to the participant 
by name, adopted a 
more relaxed body 
posture, and was 
generally friendlier.  
Neutral: the interviewer 
was as neutral in all 

Significant positive 
effect of rapport on 
accuracy compared 
to the other two 
conditions.  
During free recall, 
participants in the 
rapport condition 
also produced 
significantly more 
correct information 
than participants in 

High 
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# Reference Study 
design 

Sample size & 
profile Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 

Bias 
behavioural channels 
(voice tone, body 
posture, etc.) as 
possible; book was 
dropped noisily onto the 
table or used as a barrier 
between the interviewer 
and the participant.  
Abrupt: the interviewer 
spoke with a staccato 
harsher tone, did not 
refer to the participant by 
name, maintained a stiff 
body posture, and was 
generally uninterested in 
anything but conducting 
the experiment; book 
was dropped noisily onto 
the table or used as a 
barrier between the 
interviewer and the 
participant. 

the neutral or abrupt 
conditions.  

5 Holmberg 
(2004).  
 

Other 
multivariate 
design 
 
 

178 historical 
victims of rape or 
assault willing to 
take part in 
research, 
surveyed about 
their experience 
and perceptions 
of their interview 

Field/real crime  Live real 
crime 

MODEL 1 
Dominance: interviewers 
perceived as rushed, 
aggressive, brusque and 
impatient, unfriendly, 
nonchalant, and 
distancing, as well as 

Victims were asked 
to rate how much 
information they had 
omitted or provided 
during their 
interviews, defined 
as ‘disclosure’.  

High 



 
Obtaining initial accounts REA report 
 

Page 64 of 142  Version 1.0 

# Reference Study 
design 

Sample size & 
profile Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 

Bias 
process at the 
time of the 
incident. 

showing condemning 
attitudes. 
Humanity: comprised 
perceptions of empathy, 
personal interest and 
personal conversation, 
being positive, 
cooperativeness, 
helpfulness, obliging 
manner and friendliness. 
MODEL 2 
Anxiety: indicated 
responses of being 
paralysed, frightened, 
stressed, lost confidence 
and suffering from 
sleeplessness. 
Respected: feelings of 
being respected and 
acknowledged as human 
beings without 
responses of insult and 
anger.  
Cooperative: shows the 
victims’ obliging, 
cooperative and friendly 
responses to their 
interviews. 

As victims perceived 
decreasing 
dominance, the 
more inclined they 
were to provide all 
information at 
interviews.  
When victims 
perceived a 
humanitarian 
approach on the part 
of the interviewer 
they were more 
likely to provide 
more information to 
the interviewer. 
A victim who 
became anxious 
during an interview 
was far less likely to 
provide all 
information.  
When victims felt 
respected during 
interview they were 
more likely to 
provide all 
information.  
A cooperative victim 
was far more likely 
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# Reference Study 
design 

Sample size & 
profile Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 

Bias 
to provide all 
information.  

6 Kieckhaefer 
et al 
(2014).  

RCT 253 students University/Lab Mock 
crime film  

High rapport: the 
interviewer elicited 
personal, non-crime-
related information from 
the witness; techniques 
included active listening, 
using the interviewee’s 
name, and displaying 
interest. Examples of 
questions included, “How 
do you like going to 
school here?”, “Where 
are you from originally?”, 
and “Tell me about your 
family”.  
Low rapport: modelled 
after the opening portion 
of an actual police 
interview, the interviewer 
elicited demographic 
information without 
employing any of the 
verbal rapport-building 
techniques used in the 
rapport script. Examples 
of questions included, 
“What is your first name? 
Please spell your first 
name”, “What is your 

There was a 
marginally significant 
effect of rapport on 
misinformation, such 
that high rapport 
participants reported 
fewer misinformation 
details than low 
rapport participants, 
ie. Were more 
accurate.  
 
Low rapport 
participants 
consistently reported 
significantly higher 
anxiety ratings than 
high rapport 
participants. 

High 
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# Reference Study 
design 

Sample size & 
profile Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 

Bias 
phone number?”, and 
“Where do you live?” 

7 McGroarty, 
& Baxter 
(2009). 
 

RCT 
 
 

83 students – the 
42 highest and 
lowest scorers 
on the 
Rosenberg Self-
Esteem Scale 
from a random 
sample of 627 
undergraduate 
and evening 
class students  

University/Lab Mock 
crime film  

Friendly: responded to 
conversation, smiled, 
body position of leaning 
back.  
Abrupt: minimal 
responses – limited 
speaking to giving 
instructions, no facial 
expressions, body 
position of leaning 
forward. 

Participants in 
abrupt interviewer 
groups were more 
likely to change their 
answers away from 
accuracy than 
friendly interviewer 
groups.  
There were no 
significant 
differences between 
groups for the 
amount of 
information provided.  

High 

8 Vallano & 
Compo 
(2011).  

RCT 
 
 

111 students University/Lab Mock 
crime film 

No rapport: based on 
actual interviews from a 
local police department. 
Uni-directional rapport-
building: involving an 
interviewer who invited 
the witness to self-
disclose personal 
information (without 
interviewer self-
disclosure). 
Bi-directional rapport-
building: involving an 

Building rapport at 
the beginning of a 
witness interview 
positively shifted the 
ratio of inaccurate to 
accurate witness 
recall, and also 
acted as a buffer 
against falsely 
reporting prior 
misinformation if 
combined with an 

High 
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# Reference Study 
design 

Sample size & 
profile Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 

Bias 
interviewer who invited 
witness self-disclosure 
while also disclosing 
personal information 
him/herself. 

open-ended 
questioning style. 
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Table 2: Question types 

# 
Reference Study 

Design 
Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results 
Risk of 
bias 

1 Bowles & 
Sharman. 
(2014). 

Within-
subjects 
design 

42 adults 
with mild 
learning 
difficulties  

Unclear Mock 
crime – 
Film 
 

Four question types were 
tested:  
1) closed questions 
2) closed specific questions 
3) closed presumptive 
questions 
4) open presumptive 
questions. 

The data revealed that both 
closed and open 
presumptive questions 
generated the largest 
misinformation effects. 
Findings related to 
misleading questions can be 
found in table 3.  

High 

2 Compo et 
al (2012). 

RCT 93 students University 
lab 

Mock 
crime – 
Live 

1) Open ended narrative 
interview (free recall) 
2) Open ended cued recall 
interview 
3) Mixed interview (starts 
with open ended, followed 
by cued recall) 

Participants who were 
intoxicated or believed they 
were intoxicated (placebo) 
reported more false answers 
that sober participants when 
questioned in cued recall 
format. There were no 
differences in accuracy 
when participants were 
interviewed in free recall 
format.  

High 

3 Evans & 
Fisher 
(2011). 

Between 
subjects 
factorial 
design 

126 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock 
crime – 
Film 
 

1) Free recall narrative 
2) Cued recall  
3) Yes/No questions 

Free recall narrative 
interview yielded higher 
accuracy rates than the cued 
interview. 

High 



 
Obtaining initial accounts REA report 

Version 1.0  Page 69 of 142 

# 
Reference Study 

Design 
Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results 
Risk of 
bias 

4 Flindall et 
al (2015).  

RCT 20 students University 
lab 

Case 
studies 

1) Free recall verbal 
handover 
2) Multiple choice questions 

Free recall is significantly 
impaired by increased 
cognitive load with subjects 
demonstrating mental 
fatigue during the high 
cognitive load tasks. There 
was no significant difference 
in the amount of information 
retrieved by cued recall 
under high and low cognitive 
load conditions.  

High 

5 Hagsand 
et al 
(2016). 

RCT 99  University 
lab 

Mock 
crime – 
Film 

1) Free recall 
2) Cued recall 

Intoxicated witnesses 
recalled fewer details than 
sober witnesses in free 
recall, but the same amount 
as sober witnesses in cued 
recall. However, all 
witnesses recalled more 
information, with a higher 
accuracy rate, in free recall 
compared to cued recall. 

Moderate 

6 Ibabe & 
Sporer 
(2004).  

RCT 
 

62 adults University 
lab 

Mock 
crime – 
Film 
 

Experimental:  
1) True or false questions 
2) Alternative-forced choice 
questions 
Control: Open ended 
questions 

Open-ended and T-F 
questions led to significantly 
more correct answers than 
AFC questions. 

High 
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# 
Reference Study 

Design 
Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results 
Risk of 
bias 

7  Pescod et 
al (2013). 

RCT 45 civilians 
and police 
civilian staff 

Unclear Mock 
crime – 
Film 

1) Current call handling 
practice (5W & H questions) 
2) Report everything (Free 
recall interview) 
3) Participants asked to 
provide brief details of the 
incident (control condition) 

The report everything 
interview format was found 
to elicit significantly more 
correct information 
compared to interviews 
based on current procedure 
and a control interview 
condition. However, the new 
report everything interview 
also took significantly longer 
than the other interview 
conditions. 

High 

8 Sharman 
& Powell 
(2012). 

Matched 
control 
group 
design 
without 
pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 

152  University 
lab 

Mock 
crime – 
Film 
 

1) Closed questions 
2) Open presumptive 
questions 
3) Closed presumptive 
questions  
4) Closed specific questions 

Interview questions that 
narrowed the response 
option and contained 
specific details (closed 
specific), and questions that 
encouraged broader 
responses but presumed 
certain information (open 
presumptive), were found to 
be the most harmful. 

High 

9 Sheehy & 
Chapman 
(1989). 

RCT 41 adults 
and 
children 
(only adult 
results 
considered) 

Multiple 
locations 

Mock car 
accident 
– Film 

1) Free recall 
2) Structured questioning 

Slightly more accurate 
reports were elicited from 
adults under the free recall 
condition. 

High 
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# 
Reference Study 

Design 
Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results 
Risk of 
bias 

10 Ternes & 
Yuille 
(2008). 

Unmatched 
control 
group 
design 
without 
pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures  

55 adults Unclear Live 
event 

1) Open questions 
2) Closed questions 

There were no significant 
differences between groups 
in response to open and 
closed questions. However, 
significantly more action and 
descriptive details were 
provided in response to 
closed questions compared 
to open questions.  

High 
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Table 3: Forcing answers 

# 
Reference Study 

Design 
Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results 
Risk 
of bias 

1 Luna et al. 
(2011) 
(experiment 
1). 

Matched 
pairs  

24 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock 
crime – 
Slide 
show 

Participants viewed a slide 
show and were then asked 
to respond to a series of 
multiple choice questions in 
two ways (phase 1).  
1) select 1 option from 5 
options provided. 
2) select 3 options from 5 
options provided.  
In phase 2 participants 
were asked to choose one 
of the answers from phase 
1 for their testimony.  
Analysis compared the 
chosen response in phase 
2 with alternatives provided 
in phase 1. 

Participants controlled the 
number of alternatives of 
their volunteered answer in 
an attempt to simultaneously 
maximise both accuracy and 
precision. This was shown 
when accuracy and 
confidence in the single 
answer were low, participants 
were more likely to select the 
more imprecise plural answer 
in an attempt to increase 
accuracy at the cost of 
precision. 

High 

2 Luna et al. 
(2011) 
(experiment 
2). 

Matched 
pairs  

20 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock 
crime – 
Slide 
show 

As above.  The results replicated those 
observed in Experiment A 
using a different scenario and 
questions.  

High 
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# 
Reference Study 

Design 
Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results 
Risk 
of bias 

3 Luna & 
Martín‐Luengo 
(2012). 

Matched 
pairs  

38 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock 
crime – 
Slide 
show 

Participants viewed a slide 
show and were then 
presented with some 
misinformation regarding 
the slide show. Following 
this they responded to a 
series of multiple-choice 
questions about the slide 
show in two ways  
(phase 1).  
1) select 1 option from the 5 
options provided. 
2) select 3 options from the 
5 options provided.  
In phase 2 participants 
were asked to choose one 
of the answers from phase 
1 for their testimony.  
Analysis compared the 
chosen response in phase 
2 with alternatives provided 
in phase 1.  

Results indicate that 
participants were able to 
regulate their responses to 
questions by reporting plural 
responses. When participants 
were afforded choice in their 
response they increased 
accuracy of accounts 
compared to being forced to 
give singular responses to 
questions. This effect was 
observed when 
misinformation had also been 
given to participants.  

High 

4 Pansky & 
Nemets 
(2012).  

RCT 
 

120 
students 

University 
lab 

Slide 
show with 
audio 
depicting 
a story 

1) Forced verbatim 
responses (demanding 
more detail from the 
participant) 

Forcing witnesses to provide 
specific answers to questions 
resulted in a higher number 
of inaccurate responses, 
particularly when questioning 

High 
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# 
Reference Study 

Design 
Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results 
Risk 
of bias 

2) Free level response (the 
participant could choose the 
level of detail provided) 

was 48 hours after the event 
(compared to immediately).  
Forcing specific responses 
had no effect on the accuracy 
or quantity of information 
provided when questioned for 
a second time (after 72 
hours) 

5 Scoboria & 
Fisico (2013) 
(experiment 
1). 

RCT  78 
students 

Unclear Mock 
crime – 
Film 
 

Exp:  
1) Don’t know responses 
encouraged  
2) Don’t know responses 
discouraged  
Control:  
No instruction  

Those encouraged to give 
‘don’t know’ responses 
reduced their output to avoid 
errors to answerable 
questions. Correct responses 
did not decrease, which 
indicated that participants did 
not use ‘don’t know’ 
responses indiscriminately. 
The discouraged and control 
groups showed similar 
responses, indicating that 
controls assumed responses 
were desired. Overall, the 
encouraged group showed 
greater avoidance of errors. 

High 

6  Scoboria & 
Fisico (2013) 
(experiment 
2). 

RCT  76 
students 

Unclear Mock 
crime – 
Film 
 

As above Following a week-long delay 
between the video and 
questioning, the main 
findings were similar to those 
of experiment A (above). 

High 
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# 
Reference Study 

Design 
Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results 
Risk 
of bias 

However, the control group 
provided more don’t know 
responses than the 
discouraged group, but less 
than the encouraged group. 
Controls made more errors 
than the encouraged group, 
and the same as the 
discouraged group on 
answerable questions. This 
suggests that discouraging 
don’t know responses is 
more detrimental to recall as 
delay between event and 
questioning increases. 

7 Weber & 
Brewer (2008) 
(experiment 
1).  

Matched 
pairs  

31 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock 
crime – 
Film 
 

Participants viewed footage 
and were then asked to 
provide two answers to a 
series of questions (phase 
1). One ‘fine grain’ (specific) 
and one ‘coarse grain’ 
(general)*. Participants 
were then asked to choose 
a response option for a 
police witness statement 
(phase 2). Their response 
options were:  
1) Their initial fine grain 
answer 

When participants were 
afforded choice on how 
specific the answers they 
provided were, their accounts 
were more accurate than if 
only specific answers were 
given, and more informative 
than if only general answers 
were given. Therefore 
participants were able to 
regulate the specificity of 
their account to compromise 
between accuracy and 
amount of information 
provided when given choice. 

High 
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# 
Reference Study 

Design 
Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results 
Risk 
of bias 

2) Their initial coarse grain 
answer 
Analysis compared the 
chosen response in phase 
2 with alternatives provided 
in phase 1. 

8  Weber & 
Brewer (2008) 
(experiment 
2). 

Matched 
pairs  

36 
students 

Laboratory Mock 
crime – 
Film 
 

Participants viewed footage 
and were then asked to 
provide two answers to a 
series of questions (phase 
1). One ‘fine grain’ (specific) 
and one ‘coarse grain’ 
(general)*. Participants 
were then asked to choose 
a response options for a 
police witness statement 
(phase 2). Their response 
options were:  
1) Their initial fine grain 
answer 
2) Their initial coarse grain 
answer 
3) A don’t know response. 
Analysis compared the 
chosen response in phase 
2 with alternatives provided 
in phase 1.  

Comparisons of answers 
provided at phase 1 and 
phase 2 of the experiment 
show that allowing 
participants a choice on 
whether they provide 
answers to questions or not, 
reduced the amount, but 
increased the accuracy, of 
information provided.  
 
Findings regarding allowing 
respondents to choose the 
specificity of their answers 
replicated those observed in 
experiment A.  

High 
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Table 4: Giving feedback 

# 
Reference Study 

Design 
Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results 
Risk of 
Bias 

1 Henkel 
(2017) 
(experiment 
1). 

RCT 
 
 

63 
students 

University  Mock 
crime –
Film 

Neutral: the interviewer adopted a 
neutral tone, stating: ‘Now that some 
time has passed since you answered 
the questions about the video earlier, I 
am going to ask you the questions 
again.’ 
Supportive/Negative: participant told in 
a sympathetic and understanding tone 
that a lot of people get some of the 
questions wrong the first time through 
because ‘they weren’t paying full 
attention, they’re tired, things like that’.  

Witnesses changed 
significantly more 
of their responses 
following 
supportive negative 
feedback than 
following neutral 
feedback. 

High 

2 Henkel 
(2017) 
(experiment 
2). 

RCT 
 
 

166 
students 

University Mock 
crime –
Film 

Neutral: as above 
Supportive: as above 
Accusatory: the interviewer stated in an 
annoyed manner, ‘I’m going to have to 
go through the questions again with 
you. Try to be as accurate as you can 
this time’, and while saying this looked 
directly at the participant and then 
looked down while shaking their head 
side to side slightly and frowning to 
convey disappointment.  

Witnesses changed 
significantly more 
of their responses 
following 
supportive negative 
feedback than 
following neutral 
feedback. 
Participants given 
supportive negative 
feedback had 
nominally higher 
rates of response 
change than did 

High 
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# 
Reference Study 

Design 
Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results 
Risk of 
Bias 

those given 
accusatory 
feedback, but the 
difference did not 
reach significance. 

3 Leippe et al 
(2006) 
(experiment 
1). 

RCT 
 
 

169 
students  

University  Mock 
crime –
Film 

Negative feedback: the listener 
responded by saying doubtfully: “Okay. 
Are you sure about this? I had to listen 
to the other person first. I’m kind of 
confused because your account is 
different from his/hers on several things. 
Maybe his/her memory was fresher, 
since he/she gave his/her report before 
you.”  
Positive feedback: the listener 
responded by saying: “Okay, so you’re 
pretty sure about this? You should be. I 
had to listen to the other person first. 
Your account is really similar to 
his/hers. You agree on practically 
everything.”  
No feedback: the listener simply said: 
“Okay.” 

No main effects 
were found for 
feedback type.  
However, 
witnesses were 
found to be more 
susceptible to 
misinformation 
provided in 
misleading 
interview questions 
following negative 
feedback, 
compared to 
positive feedback. 

High 

4 Leippe et al 
(2006) 
(experiment 
2) 

RCT 
 
 

127 
students 

University Mock 
crime –
Film 

After submitting responses on a 
computer, one of three different 
feedback messages appeared on the 
screen: 

Witnesses in the 
positive feedback 
condition were 
significantly more 
likely to accurately 

High 
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# 
Reference Study 

Design 
Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results 
Risk of 
Bias 

Negative feedback: the message 
informed participants that they scored 
“14 correct out of a possible 23 
questions.” A second screen stated, 
“Your score falls in the 21st percentile. 
This means you scored lower than 79 
per cent of the students who have taken 
this memory test.” 
Positive feedback: the first screen read 
that participants scored “21 correct out 
of a possible 23 questions,” and the 
second screen indicated that, “Your 
score is in the 91st percentile. This 
means you scored higher than 90 per 
cent of the students who have taken this 
test.” 
No feedback: no score information was 
provided. 

identify the thief 
than were 
witnesses who 
received no 
feedback.  

5 McGroarty 
& Baxter 
(2009). 

RCT 
 

88 
participants 

University Mock 
crime –
Film 

Negative feedback: the interviewer 
briefly consulted some papers and said 
firmly, ‘From my records here, I see that 
others we’ve asked about this have 
done better than you. I’d like you to try 
again, to see if you can do better’.  
Neutral feedback: the interviewer said, 
‘Thank you for answering these 
questions. To ensure we have your 
answers recorded correctly, we’ll run 

Negative feedback 
groups were 
significantly less 
accurate than 
neutral groups.  
Participants 
receiving negative 
feedback changed 
significantly more 
responses towards 
inaccuracy than 

High 
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# 
Reference Study 

Design 
Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results 
Risk of 
Bias 

through the questions once more.’  
The questions were then repeated. 

participants 
receiving neutral 
feedback. 
Participants 
receiving negative 
feedback also 
reported 
significantly higher 
levels of anxiety.  

6 McMurtrie, 
et al 
(2012).  

RCT  
 

101 
students 
and 
participants 
recruited 
from the 
local 
community 

University Mock 
crime – 
Film 

Negative feedback: the interviewer 
briefly consulted some papers and said 
firmly, “From my records here I see that 
others we’ve asked about this have 
done better than you. I’d like you to try 
again, to see if you can do better”. 
Neutral feedback: the interviewer said, 
“Thank you for answering these 
questions. To ensure that we have your 
answers recorded correctly, we’ll run 
through the questions once more”. 

Negative feedback 
led to significant 
increases in 
response change.  
On measures of 
response change 
toward inaccuracy, 
negative feedback 
participants were 
less accurate.  

High 
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Table 5: Cognitive interview techniques 
List of abbreviations 
(E)CI: (Enhanced) cognitive interview 
MCI: Modified cognitive interview 
MRC: Mental reinstatement of context  
CR: Context reinstatement 
MI: Mental imagery 
RE: Report everything 
C(T)O: Change (temporal) order 
CP: Change perspective  
FR: Free recall 

# Reference Study 
Design 

Sample Size 
& Profile Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 

Bias 

1 Allwood et al 
(2005).  

RCT  
 

56 
undergraduat
e students 

University Mock 
crime – 
Film 

Exp: Modified 
cognitive interview 
(MCI)  
MRC and RE only 
Control: Structured 
Interview 

MCI significantly increased 
amount of information 
provided by interviewee 
compared to structured 
interview. No significant 
effect on accuracy was 
found.  

Moderate 

2 Bensi et al 
(2011).  

RCT  
 

100 students University Mock 
crime – 
Film 

Exp: Modified 
cognitive interview 
(MCI) 
1) RE + CR 
2) RE + MI 
3) RE + CR + MI 

Information provided in the 
RE + CR condition was more 
accurate compared to RE + 
CR + MI and ECI interviews. 
Significantly more correct 
items were elicited in the ECI 

High 
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# Reference Study 
Design 

Sample Size 
& Profile Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 

Bias 
Control: full Enhanced 
Cognitive Interview 
(ECI) and Structured 
Interview  

condition compared to each 
of the other interviews, with 
the exception of the RE+ 
CR+ MI. The RE+ CR+ MI 
elicited more correct 
information than RE+ CR 
interview, but not more than 
the RE + MI or Structured 
Interview condition.  
The RE +CR interview 
produced less incorrect 
information compared to 
each of the other interviews, 
with the exception of 
Structured Interview 
condition. 
The RE + CR condition took 
significantly less time 
compared to all other 
interview conditions. 

3 Boon & Noon 
(1994).  

RCT  
 

93 
undergraduat
e students 

University Mock 
crime – 
Film 

Exp: All mnemonics 
1) RE/CO 
2) RE/CP 
3) RE/CR 
4) RE/Try Again 
 
Control: 5 Standard 
Instructions/Try Again 

The analysis focused on the 
improvement of recall when 
adding different CI 
mnemonics to a RE 
interview.  
MRC with RE, CO with RE 
and Try Again with RE was 
found to significantly increase 
the accuracy of information 
recalled compared to CP with 

High 
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# Reference Study 
Design 

Sample Size 
& Profile Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 

Bias 
RE and the control condition. 
There was no difference 
between MRC with RE, CO 
with RE and Try Again with 
RE.  
MRC with RE elicited 
significantly more correct 
information than MRC with 
CP. There were no other 
significant differences in the 
amount of information elicited 
from other conditions.  

4 Dando et al 
(2011).  

RCT  
 
 

54 
undergraduat
e students  

University Mock 
crime – 
Film 

Exp: Change 
Temporal Order in 
isolation 
1) FR–CO 
2) CO–FR 
 
Control: FR–FR 

The two ‘change order’ 
conditions both produced 
significantly less accurate 
information than repeating 
free recall. 
Significantly more information 
was provided in free recall 
attempts than during CO 
attempts.  
When CO was presented as 
the second retrieval method 
(FR–CO), it reduced the 
correct information recalled 
relative to two trials of free 
recall. 

High 
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# Reference Study 
Design 

Sample Size 
& Profile Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 

Bias 

5 Dando et al 
(2011).  

RCT  
 
 

60 
undergraduat
e students 

University Mock 
crime – 
Film 

Exp: Modified 
cognitive interview 
(MCI) and mnemonic 
manipulation (MRC) 
1) Modified CI (no CO, 
no CP) 
2) Sketch Modified CI 
(Sketch MRC, no CO, 
no CP)  
 
Control: PEACE CI  
 

Participants in both 
experimental conditions were 
more accurate than in the 
control condition. Sketch 
MRC produced higher or 
equal accuracy rates than the 
CI and equal to Modified CI 
(MRC only). 
There were no significant 
effects for amount of 
information.  
Both experimental conditions 
were significantly shorter in 
duration than the control.  

High 

6 Dando et al 
(2009).  

RCT  
 
 

60 
participants 

University Real 
crime – 
Film  

Exp: MRC in isolation 
and mnemonic 
manipulation (MRC) 
Interview process 
followed the same 
format: (i) greet, (ii) 
rapport, (iii) explain, 
(iv) free recall, (v) 
questioning and (vi) 
closure – free recall 
phase manipulated 
between conditions:  
1) MRC  
2) Sketch MRC  
 

Both experimental conditions 
produced more accurate 
information and elicited more 
information than the control. 
There were no significant 
differences between MRC 
and Sketch MRC conditions 
for amount of information 
produced, however Sketch 
MRC took significantly less 
time to complete than MRC 
only.  

High 
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# Reference Study 
Design 

Sample Size 
& Profile Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 

Bias 
Control: No MRC 
(Structured Interview) 

7 Dando et al 
(2009).  

RCT  
 

60 
participants 

University Mock 
crime – 
Film 

Exp: mnemonic 
manipulation (MRC) 
1) CI (No CP) 
2) Sketch Modified CI 
(Sketch MRC, no CO, 
no CP) 
 
Control: Structured 
Interview (SI) 

Both experimental conditions 
produced more accurate 
information and more 
information overall than the 
control, but there were no 
significant differences 
between the two.  
The CI took significantly 
longer to complete than the 
other two interviews.  

High 

8 Davis et al 
(2005).  

RCT  
 

45 
participants 
recruited from 
university 
campuses 

University Mock 
crime – 
Film 

Exp: Modified 
cognitive interview 
(MCI) 
1) ECI 
2) MCI (no CO or CP) 
 
Control: Structured 
Interview (SI) 

No significant differences 
were found between 
conditions for accuracy rate.  
Both the ECI and MCI 
conditions elicited more 
correct information than the 
SI. 

Moderate 

9 Dietze et al 
(2012).  

RCT  
 

69 
undergraduat
e students 

University Mock 
crime – 
Film 

Exp: mnemonic 
manipulation (MRC) 
1) mental 
reinstatement of the 
environment when 
witnessing event 

There were no significant 
differences between any of 
the MRC conditions and free 
recall control condition on 
amount of correct information 
recalled. Significantly more 
correct information was 
recalled using specific 

High 
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# Reference Study 
Design 

Sample Size 
& Profile Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 

Bias 
2) mental 
reinstatement of the 
event  
3) MRC – combined 
environment and event 
 
Control:  
1) Standard-free recall 
2) Specific Questions 

questions yet these are not 
realistic for initial accounts 
(as they included detail the 
account taker would not know 
to ask). 

10 Geiselman et 
al (1986) 
(experiment 
3). 

Unmatched 
control group 
design 
  

60 
undergraduat
e students 

University Mock 
crime – 
Film 

Exp: MRC in isolation 
1) reinstate context  
2) ‘be complete’  
3) full CI  
Control: FR 

Both the reinstate-context 
and be-complete methods led 
to significantly more correct 
items of information being 
recalled than the control 
instructions. 
The full CI led to significantly 
more correct items being 
recalled than either of the two 
methods alone. 

High 

11 Ginet & 
Colomb 
(2014).  

Unmatched 
control group 
design 
 

195 students University Non 
crime – 
Film 

Exp: all mnemonics 
in isolation 
 
Control: asking 
participant to try again  

All CI mnemonics produced 
more correct information than 
the control condition, and 
MRC produced more correct 
information than the other 
mnemonics.  

High 

12 Holliday et al 
(2012).  

Matched 
control group 
design  

59 
participants 
made up of 
college 

University Real 
crime – 
Film 

Exp: Modified 
cognitive interview 
(MCI) 
 

Accuracy rates were higher in 
the MCI than in the control 
condition.  

High 
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# Reference Study 
Design 

Sample Size 
& Profile Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 

Bias 
 students and 

older adults in 
response to 
advertisement 

MCI (no CP) 
 
Control: Structured 
Interview 

More correct details were 
reported in MCIs than in 
Structured Interviews.  
No differences were found 
across age. 

13 Hope et al 
(2013) 
(experiment 
2). 

RCT  
 
 

100 members 
of public with 
a minimum of 
secondary-
level 
education and 
<50 years of 
age who wore 
corrective 
lenses as 
necessary 

Lab Mock 
crime – 
Film 

Exp: Timeline 
technique 
1) Timeline condition  
2) Report Card 
condition  
3) Temporal Context 
Instruction condition 
 
Control: FR 

No significant differences 
were found on overall 
accuracy rate. Participants 
who used the timeline 
technique recalled 
significantly more correct 
details than those in the 
temporal context 
reinstatement and free recall 
conditions. The report card 
condition was not significantly 
different to the timeline 
condition for correct details.  

High 

14 Memon et al 
(1996).  

RCT  
 

68 students Sixth form 
college 

Staged 
real life 
event  

Exp: mnemonics in 
isolation 
1) Try harder  
2) CR 
3) CP  
4) CO  

No significant effects were 
found for any of the 
mnemonics for accuracy or 
amount of information 
recalled.  

High 

15 Öhman et al 
(2013).  

RCT  
 

93 
participants 
recruited from 

University Voice 
clips of 
people 

Exp: Modified 
cognitive interview 
(MCI) 

No significant effects 
reported for accuracy of 
information. The MCI 
produced significantly more 
correct information than the 

High 
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# Reference Study 
Design 

Sample Size 
& Profile Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 

Bias 
university 
campuses 

planning 
a crime 

1) Swedish Security 
Service Interview 
(SSSI)  
2) MCI (MRC+FR only) 
Control: Baseline 
Interview (BI) 

control condition. This effect 
was consistent across 
immediate and delayed 
recall. 

16 Richards 
(2015). 
(experiment 
5) 

RCT  
 
 

87 
participants – 
half from 
general 
public, half 
with Autism 
Spectrum 
Disorder 
(ASD) – 
recruited via 
advertisement
s, and support 
organisations  

Unclear 
 

Mock 
crime – 
Film 

Exp: MRC in isolation 
and mnemonic 
manipulation (MRC) 
1) MRC  
2) Sketch Plan  
Control: standard 
interview (SI) 

No significant effects for 
accuracy of information.  
Both experimental conditions 
produced more correct 
information than the control 
condition but did not differ 
significantly from each other.  

Moderate 

17 Yarmey 
(2004).  

RCT  
 

590 members 
of the public  

Field  Men and 
women 
approach
ed in 
public 

Exp: MRC in isolation 
MRC (“imagery 
instruction”)  
Control: standard 
instruction 

No significant effects of 
condition on accuracy.  

Moderate 
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# Reference Study 
Design 

Sample Size 
& Profile Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 

Bias 

18 Yarmey & 
Yarmey 
(1997).  

RCT  
 

603 members 
of the public 

Field Men and 
women 
approach
ed in 
public 

Exp: Other technique 
‘imagery rehearsal’ 

Reported no significant 
effects on accuracy 
compared to ‘free estimate’ 
but participants gave 
“relatively accurate” duration 
estimates with imagery 
rehearsal.  

Moderate 
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Table 6: Eye closure techniques 

No Reference Method Sample Setting  Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
Bias Score 

1 Nash et al. 
(2016). 

RCT  
 

66 students 
 

Lab 
experiment  

A clip of a 
silent film  

Half of the participants 
underwent a rapport 
building training 
exercise with the 
interviewer before 
answering questions. 
During questioning 
half the participants 
were asked to close 
their eyes. 

Eye closure improved 
the accuracy and 
amount of information 
witnesses recalled. 
There was little 
evidence that the 
effectiveness of eye 
closure is moderated 
by rapport building.  

High 

2 Nash et al. 
(2016). 

RCT  
 

112 
students 

Lab 
experiment 
using a 
mock crime 
film 

A clip of a 
TV 
programme 
showing an 
aggravated 
burglary 

Half of the participants 
underwent a rapport 
building training 
exercise with the 
interviewer before 
answering questions. 
During questioning 
half the participants 
were asked to close 
their eyes. 

Eye closure improved 
the accuracy but not 
the amount of 
information witnesses 
recalled. There was 
little evidence that the 
effectiveness of eye 
closure is moderated 
by rapport building.  

High 

3 Perfect et 
al. (2008)  
(experiment 
1). 

 RCT  
 

50 
psychology 
students 

Lab 
experiment  

A simulated 
crime video 

Participants watched a 
video before 
questioning for which 
they were either 
instructed to close 
their eyes, or received 
no instructions. And 

Overall, eye-closure 
increased the recall of 
accurate details with no 
accompanying increase 
in recall of false details. 
However, interviews 

High 
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No Reference Method Sample Setting  Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
Bias Score 

were then interviewed 
using cued recall. 

took longer for those 
with eyes closed. 

4 Perfect et 
al. (2008) 
(experiment 
2). 

RCT  
 

32 
psychology 
students 

University 
Lab  

A short 
news 
programme 

Participants watched a 
video, before cued 
questioning for which 
they were either 
instructed to close 
their eyes, or received 
no instructions. The 
experiments tested 
this with variations in 
information modality 
(visual or auditory 
details recalled). 

Overall, eye-closure 
was associated with 
more accurate 
responses for visual 
material but less 
accurate for auditory 
materials.  

High 

5 Perfect et 
al. (2008) 
(experiment 
3). 

Unmatched 
control group 
design  

30 
psychology 
students 

University 
lab 

A two 
minute 
extract of a 
TV 
programme 

Participants watched a 
video before 
questioning for which 
they were either 
instructed to close 
their eyes, or received 
no instructions and 
were interviewed 
using a free-recall 
approach. 

Overall, eye-closure 
increased accurate 
recall of both visual 
detail and auditory 
details in the free recall 
condition.  

High 

6 Perfect et 
al. (2008) 
(experiment 
4). 

RCT  
 

34 
psychology 
students 

University 
lab  

Live event 
with a 
female 
stooge 

Participants interacted 
with a female stooge 
before questioning for 
which they were either 
instructed to close 

Overall, eye-closure 
increased accurate 
recall of both visual 
detail and auditory 
details. 

High 
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No Reference Method Sample Setting  Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
Bias Score 

their eyes, or received 
no instructions. The 
interview used cued 
questions and tested 
the impact on 
information modality 
(visual or auditory 
details recalled). 

7 Perfect et 
al. (2008) 
(experiment 
5). 

 RCT  
 

34 
psychology 
students 

University 
lab  

Live event 
with a 
female 
stooge 

Participants interacted 
with a female stooge 
before being 
interviewed using a 
narrative method for 
which they were either 
instructed to close 
their eyes, or received 
no instructions. The 
experiments tested 
this with variations test 
format (cued or free-
recall) and information 
modality (visual or 
auditory details 
recalled). 

Overall, eye-closure 
increased accurate 
recall of both visual 
detail and auditory 
details, with no 
accompanying increase 
in recall of false details.  

High 

8 Vredeveldt, 
et al (2014). 

RCT  55 students Lab  
 

Mock film of 
a burglary 

Students were asked 
to recall with eyes 
open and eyes closed 
with immediate free 
recall, followed 1 week 

Eye-closure during the 
first free-recall attempt 
had no significant effect 
on performance during 
any of the recall 
attempts. However, 

High 



 
Obtaining initial accounts REA report 

Version 1.0  Page 93 of 142 

No Reference Method Sample Setting  Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
Bias Score 

later by both free and 
cued recall. 

eye-closure during the 
second session 
increased the amount 
of correct visual 
information reported in 
that session in free 
recall and cued recall, 
without harming 
accuracy. Crucially, 
eye-closure also 
facilitated the recall of 
new, previously 
unreported visual 
information.  

9 Vredeveldt 
et al (2011).  

RCT  80 students Lab  
 

Mock film of 
a shooting 

Eyewitnesses were 
exposed to different 
types of distraction 
during the witness 
interview: blank 
screen (control), eyes 
closed, visual 
distraction, and 
auditory distraction. 

Participants recalled 
more accurate 
information when 
distraction was 
minimal, providing 
evidence that eye 
closure reduces 
cognitive load. Visual 
and auditory distraction 
selectively impaired 
memory for information 
presented in the same 
modality.  

Moderate 

10 Vredeveldt 
et al (2013). 

RCT  96 students Lab/outside 
experiment  

Live event – 
verbal 
altercation 

Witnesses were 
interviewed with and 
without eye-closure in 

Free recall and cued 
recall were reported 
separately. In free 

High 
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No Reference Method Sample Setting  Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
Bias Score 

 the street and inside in 
a quiet location. 

recall, eye-closure 
significantly increased 
the number of correct 
details reported, 
without harming 
testimonial accuracy. 
These benefits were 
significant for witnesses 
interviewed inside but 
not for witnesses 
interviewed outside. In 
cued recall, eye-closure 
improved fine-grain 
correct recall of visual 
details for both groups 
of witnesses.  

11 Vredeveldt, 
et al 
(2015a) 

RCT  56 students Lab  
 

TV 
programme  

Witnesses were 
questioned about the 
event, while they had 
their eyes open or 
closed. Participants 
provided confidence 
ratings for each 
response. 

Participants were 
generally able to 
monitor the accuracy of 
their responses, 
although they displayed 
under-confidence for 
imprecise responses. 
Importantly, across all 
experiments, eye-
closure increased 
accuracy without 
significantly inflating 
confidence or impairing 
confidence-accuracy 
relations.  

High 



 
Obtaining initial accounts REA report 

Version 1.0  Page 95 of 142 

No Reference Method Sample Setting  Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
Bias Score 

12 Vredeveldt 
et al 
(2015b).  

RCT  95 
witnesses 
of serious 
crimes 

Field trial 
 

Live crimes Police interviewers 
from the Facial 
Identification Unit were 
randomly assigned to 
receive Eye-Closure 
Interview training or no 
training. Used with 
interviews with 
witnesses of serious 
crimes (including 
robbery, rape, and 
murder).  

Although witnesses 
who closed their eyes 
did not remember more 
information overall, the 
information they 
provided was 
considered to be of 
significantly greater 
forensic relevance. 

Moderate 

13 Perfect 
(2012). 

Unmatched 
control group 
design 
without pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 

48 students Lab  TV 
programme 

Participants answered 
questions whilst 
viewing a display that 
aimed to vary the level 
of visual distraction 
that could inhibit 
memory performance. 
Conditions varied 
based on the 
complexity and 
predictability of the 
display. 

Results indicated that 
eye closure may 
improve accuracy by 
reducing visual 
distractions during 
recall. Overall, there 
was no effect of display 
complexity or modality 
on willingness to 
provide an answer. But 
when answers were 
provided, both modality 
and display complexity 
independently impacted 
upon recall accuracy. 

High 
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Table 7: Self-Administered Interview (SAI) 

# Reference Method Sample Study 
setting  

Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
Bias 

1 Gabbert et 
al (2008). 

RCT  55 students University 
Lab  
 

Film of a car 
theft 

SAI immediately after the 
event compared to free 
recall and a cognitive 
interview. 

Immediately after the SAI 
produced significantly more 
accurate information than 
the free recall instruction. 
After a delay of 1 week, SAI 
participants recalled more 
correct details in the 
delayed recall task than 
control participants. 

High 

2 Gabbert et 
al (2012). 

RCT  40 
recruitment 
from local 
civic offices 
and 
businesses 

University 
Lab  
 

Film of a bank 
robbery plus 
misinformation 
from a 
newspaper 
article 

Impact of SAI 
immediately after the 
event on later free recall 
(1 week later) with 
misinformation supplied, 
compared to those who 
had no early recall. 

Participants who had 
completed a SAI after 
witnessing an event were 
able to provide significantly 
more accurate information 
after a delay of a week, and 
were significantly more 
resistant to the negative 
consequences of 
misinformation.  

High 

3 Gabbert et 
al (2012). 

RCT  62  
recruitment 
from local 
civic offices 
and 
businesses 

University 
Lab  
 

Film of a bank 
robbery plus 
misinformation 
from a 
newspaper 
article 

Impact of having a SAI 
immediately after the 
event on later recall (1 
week later) compared to 
those who had no early 
recall. Misinformation 
was supplied prior to the 

Participants who had 
completed a SAI after 
witnessing an event 
answered more cued recall 
questions correctly and 
were less likely to be 

High 



 
Obtaining initial accounts REA report 

Version 1.0  Page 97 of 142 

# Reference Method Sample Study 
setting  

Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
Bias 

delayed interview using 
cued questions.  

susceptible to 
misinformation. 

4 Gawrylowic
z et al 
(2014a). 

RCT  84 members 
of the public 
average age 
22 

University 
Lab  
 

Film of a date 
rape and a 
home robbery 

Participants watched 
either a date rape or a 
home robbery event and 
were randomly allocated 
to an initial SAI or an 
initial free recall 
interview. Recall was 
compared immediately.  
After a delay of 1 week 
participants were shown 
the film they didn’t see 
first time and all given a 
free recall interview. 

On average, immediately 
after the event, participants 
provided significantly more 
correct details when 
interviewed with the SAI 
than when given FR 
instructions. There was no 
significant difference in 
accuracy rates between SAI 
participants and FR 
participants. 
SAI participants recalled 
more correct details after a 
delay than those who had 
not had the SAI initially.  

High 

5 Gawrylowic
z et al 
(2014b). 

RCT  
 

80 older 
adults 
recruited 
from the 
community 
average age 
70 

University 
Lab  
 

Film of a date 
rape 

Participants were given 
an initial SAI or an initial 
free recall interview. 
Recall was compared 1 
week later using a free 
recall interview. 

The SAI had a positive 
effect on older adults’ 
immediate recall.  

Moderate 

6 Hope et al 
(2014). 

RCT  60 members 
of the public 
age range 
20-45 

University 
Lab  
 

Film of a car 
theft 

Participants were given 
either an initial SAI, free 
recall interview or no 
recall (control) and their 
recall compared and 

SAI participants reported 
more correct information 
and maintained higher 

Moderate 
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# Reference Method Sample Study 
setting  

Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
Bias 

again after a delay of 1 
week using a cognitive 
interview. 

accuracy than FR and 
Control participants.  

7 
 

Krix et al 
(2014 
experiment 
1).  

RCT  88, majority 
were 
students 
 

University 
Lab  
 

Videotaped 
crime 

Participants watched a 
film of a crime with either 
full or divided attention 
and subsequently 
received retrieval support 
with the Self-
Administered Interview 
(SAI) or completed a free 
recall (FR). Participants 
were given a further FR 
one week later. 

Using the SAI led to 
significantly more correct 
details compared to free 
recall but this was not the 
case where attention was 
divided when the memory 
was encoded. Retrieval 
support at T1 did not have 
any effects on recall 
performance at T2. 

High 

8 Krix et al 
(2014 
experiment 
2). 

RCT  81, majority 
were 
students 

University 
Lab  
 

Videotaped 
crime 

Participants watched a 
film with full attention and 
then received retrieval 
support with the Self-
Administered Interview 
(SAI) or completed a free 
recall (FR). Participants 
were given a further 
recall one week later 
either an SAI or a FR 
with additional cued 
questions. 

At T1 initial using the SAI 
elicited a more 
comprehensive recall than 
an initial FR, without 
compromising accuracy. 
Participants who initially 
received SAI achieved a 
higher accuracy at T2 than 
participants who initially 
completed an FR. 
Participants who had 
retrieval support at both 
recall attempts recalled 
more accurately than 

High 
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# Reference Method Sample Study 
setting  

Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
Bias 

participants who undertook 
FR at both times.  

9 Krix et al 
(2015). 

RCT  127, majority 
were 
students 

University 
Lab  
 

Film of a theft  Participants were given 
either the SAI or an FR 
immediately after. After a 
delay of 1 week 
participants received 
either an SAI or a FR 
supplemented with cued 
questions. Stress was 
induced in one group 
using the MAST test 
which involves 
immersion of hand in ice 
water alternating with a 
mental arithmetic task. 

The SAI elicited a higher 
number of correct verifiable 
event details and a higher 
number of correct and 
incorrect perpetrator details 
than free recall. Accuracy 
rates were unaffected. 
Unexpectedly, despite 
causing moderate stress-
induced cortisol elevations, 
stress exposure did not 
influence memory 
performance and did not 
interact with interview type. 
Hence, the SAI can safely 
be used, when witnesses 
are moderately stressed. 

High 

10 Maras et al 
(2014). 

RCT 68 
participants 
33 with 
Autism 
Spectrum 
Disorder 
(ASD) 
recruited by 
word of 
mouth 

University 
Lab  
 

Film of a violent 
crime 

Participants were either 
given the SAI or a 
structured recall booklet 
which was designed to 
match the number of 
recall attempts of the SAI 
(ie five), but without the 
cognitive and memory-
enhancing techniques of 
the SAI.  

The SAI failed to elicit more 
correct details than a control 
written interview from the 
ASD group. This lack of 
effect of interview condition 
persisted after a delay when 
participants were tested 
again after one week using 
the SR. This was in contrast 
to the comparison group 
who recalled more correct 

Low 
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# Reference Method Sample Study 
setting  

Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
Bias 

Compared 
to 35 control 
group 
recruited 
through 
newspaper 
ad  

details both immediately 
and also after a delay if they 
had initially been tested 
using the SAI, than if they 
had received an SR at Time 
1. 

11 Matsuo et 
al (2016). 

RCT  180 students 
aged 
between 18-
58 

University 
Lab  
 

Mock crime 
video 

Participants recalled 
events using one of 3 
recall methods (SAI, 
MCI, free recall [FR]) 
either immediately after 
the event or after a delay 
of one week. 
Two separate analysis 
were undertaken, one 
that included information 
recalled during the 
sketch section of the SAI 
and one that excluded 
the sketch section.  

No significant difference 
was found among recall 
methods when the 
information from the sketch 
was excluded for the 
amount of correct 
information recalled, 
however accuracy was 
greater for MCI and free 
recall compared to SAI. 
When the sketch 
information was included, 
participants who used the 
SAI recalled more correct 
items than those in the MCI 
and free recall groups. 
However accuracy rates for 
the SAI group were lower 
than the MCI and free recall 
groups.  

High 

12 McPhee et 
al (2014). 

RCT  65 University 
Lab  

Crime video Participants completed 
an immediate spoken-
recall, written-recall or 

Immediate recall was 
comparable in the spoken 
and written conditions, but 

High 
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 no-recall response. 
Participants returned a 
week later and were 
exposed to both correct 
and incorrect post-event 
information before being 
interviewed. 

spoken-recall was faster 
and participants reported it 
was less effortful than 
written-recall. One week 
later, participants in the 
spoken and written 
conditions reported less 
misinformation than 
participants in the no recall 
condition. 

13 Paterson et 
al (2015). 

RCT  104 – 
sample not 
specified 
average age 
19.8 yrs 

University 
Lab  
 

Mock crime 
video 

The SAI was 
administered to 
participants either 
immediately, after a 
delay of 24 hr, after 1 
week or not at all. Two 
weeks after watching the 
video participants were 
introduced to post-event 
information (PEI) via an 
audio discussion, before 
completing a free recall 
statement. 

It was found that delayed 
administration of the SAI 
negatively impacted upon 
recall accuracy and 
susceptibility to incorrect 
PEI. The efficacy of the SAI 
appears to be dependent 
upon administration within 
24 hr of the critical event.  

High 

14 Sauerland 
et al (2014). 

RCT  135 
volunteer 
students 
 

University 
Lab  
 

Videotaped 
staged crime 

Participants were 
assigned to written, 
spoken-videotaped, 
spoken-distracted, or 
spoken-voice recorded 
conditions to test for the 
impact of cognitive 

Spoken conditions did not 
affect the quality of recall, 
however participants who 
wrote down what they 
recalled provided a greater 
amount of information but 

Moderate 
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# Reference Method Sample Study 
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Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
Bias 

demand and social 
factors in the form of 
interviewer presence. 

there was no difference in 
accuracy.  

15 Sauerland 
et al (2014). 

RCT  124 
volunteer 
students 

University 
Lab  
 

Videotaped 
staged crime 

Participants were 
assigned to written, 
spoken-videotaped, 
spoken-distracted, or 
spoken-voice recorded 
conditions to test for the 
impact of cognitive 
demand and social 
factors in the form of 
interviewer presence. 

Spoken conditions did not 
affect the quality of recall, 
however participants who 
wrote down what they 
recalled provided a greater 
amount of information but 
there was no difference in 
accuracy. 

Moderate 

16 Sauerland 
et al (2011). 

RCT 192 students 
average age 
24 

University 
lab 

Videotaped 
staged crime  

Participants gave a 
spoken or written 
description of the course 
of action and the 
perpetrator. 

Spoken descriptions 
contained more details than 
written ones, although there 
was no difference in 
accuracy. However, the 
most critical (central) crime 
and perpetrator information 
was both more extensive 
and more accurate when 
witnesses gave spoken 
descriptions.  

High 
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Table 8: Misinformation 

# Reference Study 
Design 

Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
bias 

1 Baxter et al 
(2013).  

RCT 80 
members 
of public 

University 
lab 

Story read by 
researcher 

Exp: Misleading 
questions. 
Control: Non-leading 
questions. 

Leading questions had no 
effect on participants’ 
likelihood of changing their 
answers when questioned 
again.  

High 

2 Bodner et 
al (2009) 
(experiment 
1).  
 

RCT 120 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp:  
1) Witnesses gave 
their account 
collaboratively  
2) Witnesses read 
each other’s written 
recall before giving 
their account 
3) Witnesses 
watched 2 versions 
of the event and are 
asked to recall the 
first one they viewed. 
Control: No post-
event information. 

There was no difference 
across groups in the 
number of accurate, or 
inaccurate, details that were 
reported. All experimental 
groups were more likely to 
report at least one non-
witnessed detail compared 
to control group. There was 
no difference between 
experimental group 1 and 2.  

High 

3 Bonham & 
González-
Vallejo 
(2009) 

Unmatched 
control 
group 
design 

70 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp: Misleading 
questions. 

Misleading questions led to 
a poorer confidence–
accuracy relationship.  

High 
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# Reference Study 
Design 

Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
bias 

(experiment 
1). 
 

without pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 

Control: Non-leading 
questions. 

4 Bonham & 
González-
Vallejo. 
(2009) 
(experiment 
2). 
 

RCT 131 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

After witnessing the 
mock crime 
participants were 
allocated to one of 
four conditions:  
1) read accurate 
description of event 
2) read description of 
event with 
misinformation 
embedded in the 
narrative  
3) read general 
description of similar 
events 
4) do not read any 
post-event 
information. 

The proportion of correct 
information recalled by the 
misinformation group was 
not significantly worse than 
that of the other three 
groups.  
Memory performance was 
improved with the reading 
of the consistent narrative, 
but was not negatively 
affected by misinformation. 

High 

5 Calvillo et 
al (2016).  

Mixed 
factorial 
design 

177 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Slideshow 

1) misinformation in 
the post-event 
narrative 

Misinformation items in the 
narrative were endorsed 
less frequently than items 
present in the stimulus but 
more than foils (items not in 

High 



 
Obtaining initial accounts REA report 

Version 1.0  Page 105 of 142 

# Reference Study 
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Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
bias 

2) correct 
information in the 
post event narrative. 

the stimulus or the 
misinformation).  

6 Compo et 
al (2012).  
 

RCT 93 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Live 

Exp: misinformation 
described by a 
confederate on a 
mock phone call 
during the 
experiment. 
Control: correct 
information 
described by the 
confederate on the 
mock phone call.  

Participants reported a 
higher percentage of false 
information for those items 
they had received 
misinformation for than 
those items they had not. 
However, there were no 
differences between 
misinformation and control 
items in the percentage of 
correctly recalled items.  

High 

7 Devilly et al 
(2007).  
 

RCT 61, 
recruited 
via 
university 
adverts 

Meeting 
room 

Real car 
accident scene 
– Film 

Exp: Debriefing with 
confederate 
providing 
misinformation. 
 
Control: 
1) No debriefing 
2) Debriefing without 
confederate. 

Those in the debriefing 
group with a confederate 
providing misinformation 
were more likely to report 
misinformation than those in 
the debriefing or non-
debriefing group. 

Moderate 

8 French et al 
(2008).  

Unmatched 
control 
group 
design 
without pre-

64, 
recruited 
via 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Discussion with co-
witness who had 
seen another version 
of events. Social 
proximity to the co-

Participants in both stranger 
pairs and romantic partner 
pairs reported information 
they had not witnessed, but 
their partner had, in their 

High 
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Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
bias 

intervention 
baseline 
measures 

university 
adverts 

witness was 
manipulated (ie 
stranger or romantic 
partner). 

own recall of events, but 
romantic partners were 
more likely to than 
strangers.  

9 Gabbert 
(2004) 
(experiment 
1). 
 

Unmatched 
control 
group 
design 
without pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 

120 – 60 
students & 
60 adults 
from the 
community 

Unclear Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp: collaborative 
recall after viewing 
two different 
versions of the 
event.  
 
Control: Individual 
recall. 

Witnesses who recalled 
collaboratively often 
recalled details that they 
had not seen themselves, 
but which their co-witness 
had seen and had 
mentioned in the 
discussion. 

High 

10 Gabbert et 
al (2004a).  

Unmatched 
control 
group 
design with 
pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 

210 – 108 
students & 
102 adults 
from the 
community 

Unclear Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp:  
1) Narrative 
containing 
misinformation 
2) Discussion with 
confederate who 
provided 
misinformation. 
 
Control:  
1) Accurate 
narrative. 

Participants were more 
likely to change an original 
response when in the 
confederate condition 
compared to misleading 
narrative condition. Both 
experimental conditions 
resulted in higher 
misinformation 
endorsement compared to 
controls. There was no 
effect on overall accuracy.  

High 
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Size & 
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Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
bias 

11 Goodwin et 
al (2013).  

RCT 126 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Confederate was 
interviewed at the 
same time as 
participant. 
Alternating who 
answered questions 
first. Confederate 
provided incorrect 
answers when 
questioned first for 
six items. 

When confederates 
provided answers first, 
participants reported more 
than twice as much 
misinformation, answered 
fewer of the misleading 
items with correct 
information, and reported 
fewer accurate answers to 
the confederates’ ‘I don’t 
remember’ responses. 

High 

12 Gurney 
(2011) 
(experiment 
1). 
 

Unmatched 
control 
group 
design 
without pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 

66, mainly 
of 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Leading non-verbal 
gestures. 
 
Exp:  
Accurate gestures. 
Misleading gestures. 
 
Control: no gesture.  

Effects were measured from 
responses to 4 questions. 
The answers given in 
response to two of the 
questions tended to align 
with the gesture they saw 
(ie an accurate leading 
gesture led to more 
accurate answers) but the 
gestures accompanying the 
two other questions had no 
effect. 

High 

13 Gurney 
(2011) 
(experiment 
2). 
 

Unmatched 
control 
group 
design 
without pre-
intervention 

292, took 
part in 
groups 
during a 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Leading non-verbal 
gestures. 
 
Exp:  
Accurate gestures. 

Effects were measured from 
responses to 4 questions. 
The answers given in 
response to two of the 
questions differed according 
to the gesture they saw (ie 

High 
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Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
bias 

baseline 
measures 

university 
open day 

Misleading gestures. 
 
Control: no gesture.  

an accurate leading gesture 
led to more accurate 
answers) but the gestures 
accompanying the two other 
questions had no effect. 

14 Gurney 
(2015). 

Matched 
control 
group 
design 
without pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 

92 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Misleading verbal 
and non-verbal 
questioning  
Exp:  
1) verbal factual  
2) verbal misleading  
3) nonverbal factual  
4) nonverbal 
misleading.  
 
Control: no 
information. 

Gestures were as likely to 
prompt participants into 
reporting accurate, factual 
information or inaccurate, 
information (depending on 
whether the gesture was 
misleading or not) as the 
same information presented 
verbally using misleading 
language.  

High 

15 Gurney et 
al (2016) 
(experiment 
1). 
 

RCT 54 University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Leading non-verbal.  
 
Exp:  
Accurate gestures. 
Misleading gestures. 
 
Control: no gesture.  

Participants who saw the 
interviewer use a ‘punching’ 
gesture, an accurate 
portrayal of what happened, 
were more likely to recall 
the crime accurately than 
those who saw a ‘stabbing’ 
gesture.  

High 

16 Gurney 
(2016) 

RCT 60 University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Leading non-verbal 
and verbal 
questions. 

Participants who saw the 
interviewer use a ‘punching’ 
gesture, an accurate 

High 
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Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
bias 

(experiment 
2). 
 

 
Exp:  
Misleading gestures. 
Misleading 
language. 
 
Control: no gesture.  

portrayal of what happened, 
were more likely to recall 
the crime accurately than 
those who saw a ‘stabbing’ 
gesture. The effects of 
misleading gestures were 
equivalent to misleading 
language used in the 
question.  

17 Henkel 
(2013). 

Unclear 100 
students & 
from the 
community 

Unclear TV 
Programme 

Exp: Misleading 
questions. 
Control: Non-leading 
questions. 

Participants were more 
likely to change their 
responses on misleading 
questions than on non-
leading questions. 

High 

18 Higham et 
al (2011) 
(experiment 
1). 

Within 
participants 
design 

18 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Slideshow 

Exp: Post event 
misinformation in 
alternative slides. 
 
Control: slides either 
omitted the 
misinformation, or 
described the detail 
in neutral form. 

Despite warnings given 
both pre- and post-event, a 
significant misinformation 
effect on accuracy was 
found. 

High 

19 Higham et 
al (2011) 
(experiment 
2). 

Mixed 
factorial 
design 
 

40 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Slideshow 

Exp: misinformation 
in narrative. 
 

Accuracy was higher for 
control information than 
information that participants 
had received misinformation 
about. 

High 
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 Control: correct 
information in 
narrative. 

20 Hope et al 
(2008). 

Unmatched 
control 
group 
design 
without pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 
 

96 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp: gave 
collaborative 
accounts in pairs of: 
 
1) romantic partners 
2) friends 
3) strangers. 
 
Control: 
individual account. 

All co-witness pairs were 
susceptible to 
misinformation and 
produced less accurate 
accounts than controls. 
Previously acquainted co-
witnesses more likely to 
incorporate misinformation 
into their own account. 

High 

21 Horry et al 
(2014) 
(experiment 
1). 
 

RCT 77 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp: misinformation 
in narrative. 
 
Control: correct 
information in 
narrative. 

Accuracy was higher for 
control items than for 
misleading items and no 
misleading item was then 
reported in the control 
condition.  

Moderate 

22 Hoscheidt 
et al 
(2014).  
 

RCT 68 
students 

University 
lab 

Slideshow of 
car accident 

Exp: misleading 
questions. 
Control: non-leading 
questions. 

Misinformed participants 
were significantly more 
likely than control 
participants to endorse 
misinformation at memory 
testing. 

High 
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23 Jack et al 
(2014) 
(experiment 
1). 
 

Within 
participants 
crossover 
design 

48 
students 

University 
lab 

Film of a party Co-witness exposure 
– Co-witnesses saw 
different versions of 
film.  
 
Exp: information on 
films differed. 
Control: information 
on films was the 
same. 
 
Misleading 
questions:  
Exp: 4 questions 
containing 
misinformation. 
 
Control: 8 neutral 
questions. 

Receiving misinformation 
from either a co-witness or 
misleading questions did 
not significantly reduce 
accuracy, but did when both 
sources were combined.  

High 

24 Jack et al 
(2014) 
(experiment 
2). 
 

Within 
participants 
crossover 
design 

44 
students 

University 
lab 

Film of a party As per experiment 1. 
 

As per experiment 1. High 

25 Kieckhaefer 
et al 
(2014).  

RCT 233 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp: misinformation 
in narrative. 
 

Those who received the 
misinformation narrative 
recalled significantly less 
accurate information than 

High 
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 Control: correct 
information in 
narrative. 

those who received the 
accurate narrative. 

26 Monds et al 
(2013). 

RCT 109  University 
lab 

1) Real car 
accident – Film  
2) Film of fire-
fighter training 
exercise 

Exp: misinformation 
in narrative. 
 
Control: correct 
information in 
narrative. 

Participants who received 
misinformation in the 
narrative recalled 
significantly more 
misinformation, but there 
was no effect on overall 
accuracy.  

Moderate 

27 Morgan et 
al (2013). 

RCT 861 
military 
personnel 

Mock 
prisoner of 
war camp 

1) Mock 
interrogation 
2) Propaganda 
film 

Three misinformation 
sources: 
 
1) doctored 
propaganda film 
2) misleading 
questions 
3) incorrect photo of 
interrogator.  
 
Controls:  
participants not 
shown 
misinformation. 

Misinformation effects and 
reductions in accuracy were 
observed using all three 
misinformation sources.  

High 

28 Paterson et 
al (2009).  
 

Unmatched 
control 
group 
design with 

171 
students 

Classroom Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp:  
1) group discussion 
with confederate  

When participants talked to 
a confederate about the 
witnessed event they were 
more likely to report 

High 
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pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 
 

2) group discussion 
without confederate. 
 
Control: individual 
recall. 

misinformation introduced 
by the confederate when 
later questioned 
individually, particularly 
after a delay. 

29 Paterson & 
Kemp 
(2006). 

RCT 105 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp:  
1) misleading 
questions 
2) media report 
narrative 
3) indirect co-witness 
information (written) 
4) co-witness 
discussion 
(no control 
condition). 

Misinformation from all 
sources resulted in reduced 
accuracy but participants 
were more likely to report 
co-witness information than 
post-event information 
encountered through 
leading questions or a 
media report.  

High 

30 Paterson et 
al (2011) 
(experiment 
1). 
 

RCT 64 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp:  
discussion with 
witness who saw 
different video. 
 
Control:  
discussion with 
witness who saw 
same video. 

Participants reported 
misinformation suggested 
by a co-witness and 
warning participants about 
the misinformation 1 week 
after exposure did not 
reduce the effect, there was 
no effect on overall 
accuracy.  

Moderate 
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31 Paterson et 
al (2011) 
(experiment 
2). 

RCT 72 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

As above. As above. Moderate 

32 Paterson et 
al (2012) 
(experiment 
1). 
 

RCT 119 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp:  
1) discussion with 
group who saw 
different video 
2) discussion with 
group who saw 
same video. 
 
Control:  
no discussion.  

Participants in the different 
video group were 
significantly more accurate 
on non-misled items than 
either those in the same-
video group or controls, but 
were more likely to report 
misled items than both 
groups.  

High 

33 Paterson et 
al (2012) 
(experiment 
2). 
 

RCT 64 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp:  
discussion with 
group who saw 
different video. 
 
Control:  
discussion with 
group who saw the 
same video. 

Participants in the different-
video group were 
significantly more accurate 
on non-misled items than 
those in the same-video 
group but were more likely 
to report misled items.  

Moderate 

34 Pezdek & 
Greene 
(1993). 

RCT 253 
students 

University 
lab 

Slideshow of 
story unrelated 
to crime 

Exp: misinformation 
in narrative. 
 

Participants were more 
likely to report inaccurate 
answers to critical items 
when exposed to 

High 
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Control: accurate 
information in 
narrative. 

misinformation in a 
narrative. 

35 Ridley & 
Clifford 
(2004). 

RCT 160 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp: misleading 
questions. 
Control: non-leading 
questions. 

The misinformed 
participants were 
significantly more 
suggestible than the non-
misinformed controls.  

High 

36 Rivardo et 
al (2013).  

RCT 152 
students 

Unclear Mock car 
accident – Film 

Co-witness 
exposure. 
Exp: collaborative 
recall. 
 
Control: individual 
recall. 
 
Misinformation 
narrative. 
Exp: misinformation 
in narrative. 
 
Control: accurate 
information in 
narrative. 

Participants were more 
likely to report 
misinformation if they had 
been exposed to the 
inaccurate narrative, but 
collaborative recall had no 
effect on misinformation 
endorsement, or overall 
accuracy.  

High 
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37 Sharman & 
Powell 
(2012).  

Matched 
control 
group 
design 
without pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 
 

152  University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 
 

1) Closed questions 
2) Open presumptive 
questions 
3) Closed 
presumptive 
questions  
4) Closed specific 
questions. 

Participant recalled 
inaccurate information more 
often when asked about the 
elements of the event using 
misleading questions, 
particularly when interviews 
were delayed.  

High 

38 Shaw III et 
al (1997) 
(experiment 
1). 
 

Unmatched 
control 
group 
design 
without pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 

102 
students 

University 
lab 

Facts from the 
OJ Simpson 
case 

Misleading 
questions.  
Exp: misleading 
questions. 
 
Control: neutral 
questions. 
 
Co-witness 
exposure. 
Exp:  
1) Correct witness 
answers written on 
questionnaire  
2) Incorrect witness 
answers written on 
questionnaire. 
 

Misleading questions 
resulted in reduced 
accuracy.  
 
Incorrect ‘witness answers’ 
on questionnaire resulted in 
reduced accuracy, correct 
‘witness answers’ on 
questionnaire resulted in 
increased accuracy. 

High 
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# Reference Study 
Design 

Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
bias 

Control: no answer 
written on 
questionnaire. 

39 Shaw III et 
al (1997) 
(experiment 
2). 
 

Matched 
control 
group 
design 
without pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 

36 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Misleading 
questions.  
 
Exp: misleading 
questions. 
Control: neutral 
questions. 
 
Co-witness 
exposure. 
Exp:  
1) confederate 
answered question 
first. 
 
Control:  
2) participant 
answered question 
first. 

Misleading questions had 
no effect on accuracy. 
Incorrect ‘witness answers’ 
during combined interview 
reduced accuracy, but 
correct ‘witness answers’ 
were not significantly 
different from control 
condition.  

High 

40 Shaw III et 
al (1997) 
(experiment 
3). 
 

Matched 
control 
group 
design 
without pre-
intervention 

18 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp: misleading 
questions. 
 
Control:  
neutral questions. 
 

As above.  High 
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# Reference Study 
Design 

Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
bias 

baseline 
measures 

Co-witness 
exposure: 
Exp:  
1) confederate 
answered question 
first.  
 
Control:  
2) participant 
answered question 
first. 

41 Smith & 
Ellsworth 
(1987) 
(experiment 
1). 
 

RCT 45 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp: misleading 
questions. 
Control: non-leading 
questions. 
The interviewer’s 
knowledge of the 
event was also 
manipulated to see if 
it moderated the 
effect of misleading 
questions.  

Misleading questions led to 
higher rates of 
misinformation 
endorsement when the 
interviewer was perceived 
to be knowledgeable about 
the event in question.  

High 

42 Smith & 
Ellsworth 
(1987) 
(experiment 
2). 
 

RCT 60 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp: misleading 
questions. 
Control: non-leading 
questions. 
The interviewer’s 
knowledge of the 

As above. High 



 
Obtaining initial accounts REA report 

Version 1.0  Page 119 of 142 

# Reference Study 
Design 

Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
bias 

event was also 
manipulated to see if 
it moderated the 
effect of misleading 
questions.  

43 Thorley & 
Rushton‐
Woods 
(2013). 
 

RCT 156 University 
lab 

Mock accident 
– Film 

Exp: narrative that 
attributes blame. 
 
Control: no blame 
narrative. 

Just over one-third of 
participants who read an 
eyewitness statement 
blaming an individual 
blamed the same person. 
Less than 4 per cent of 
control participants 
attributed blame.  

High 

44 Thorley 
(2015). 

RCT 168 
university 
staff and 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock Crime – 
Film 

Exp:  
1) narrative that 
attributes blame 
correctly 
2) narrative that 
attributes blame 
incorrectly. 
 
Control: no blame 
narrative. 

Exposing an eyewitness to 
misinformation from a 
young adult, but not elderly, 
co-witness who mis-
attributed blame for a crime 
increased the likelihood of 
the eyewitness blaming the 
innocent bystander in their 
recall.  

Moderate 

45 Tiwari 
(2012).  

RCT 40 
students 

University 
lab 

Unspecified 
film 

Exp: misleading 
narrative. 
 
Control: accurate 
narrative.  

Participants who read the 
misleading narrative were 
less accurate in their recall.  

High 
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# Reference Study 
Design 

Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
bias 

46 Tomes & 
Katz 
(2000). 

RCT 180 University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp: misleading 
questions. 
Control: non-leading 
questions. 

When misinformation had 
been presented and 
information was correctly 
recalled, confidence ratings 
were no different from those 
for misremembered 
information.  

High 

47 Underwood 
& Milton 
(1993).  

Unmatched 
control 
group 
design 
without pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 

87 
students 

University 
lab 

Real car 
accident scene 
– Film  

Exp: co-witness 
discussion.  
Control:  
no discussion.  

There was no overall 
difference between the 
recall accuracy of individual 
and group witnesses.  

High 

48 Underwood 
& Pezdek 
(1998).  

RCT 111 
students 

University 
lab 

Slideshow of a 
non-criminal 
event.  

Exp: misleading 
information in 
narrative. 
Control: accurate but 
general information 
in narrative. 

Participants endorsed 
misinformation in their recall 
when exposed to 
misleading information 
more than controls.  

High 

49 Vallano & 
Compo 
(2011).  

RCT 125 University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp: misleading 
narrative. 
Control: accurate 
narrative.  

Exposure to misinformation 
led to a reduction in 
accuracy and increase in 
misinformation recalled for 
both open ended questions 
and cued recall.  

High 



 
Obtaining initial accounts REA report 

Version 1.0  Page 121 of 142 

# Reference Study 
Design 
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Size & 
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Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
bias 

50 Vredeveldt 
et al 
(2016). 

RCT 80 
students 

University 
lab 

TV programme Exp: collaborative 
interview in pairs. 
Control: individual 
recall. 

Over all 3 interviews, 
collaborative pairs recalled 
more correct details and 
made fewer errors than 
pairs of individual recall (ie 
grouping individual 
responses into pairs for 
analysis).  

High 

51 Wyler & 
Oswald 
(2016). 
 

RCT 520 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp: misinformation 
in narrative. 
Control: accurate 
information in 
narrative. 

A misinformation effect was 
found, but an interviewer 
warning strongly reduced 
the misinformation effect for 
the central (not peripheral) 
item. 

Moderate 

52 Yarmey & 
Morris 
(1998). 

RCT 164 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime – 
Film 

Exp:  
1) witness 
discussion and gave 
joint response  
2) witness 
discussion but gave 
individual 
response 
3) witness 
discussion on 
unrelated topic and 
gave individual 
response 
 

Eyewitnesses who 
discussed the crime were 
more accurate than 
witnesses who did not 
discuss the crime. Group 
discussion also contributed 
to more correct rejections of 
the culprit-absent lineup, 
but only when pairs of 
participants reached joint 
decisions about lineup 
members. 

Moderate 
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# Reference Study 
Design 

Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
bias 

Control:  
witness rehearsed 
the event and 
responded without 
discussion. 

53 Zykowski & 
Singg 
(1999). 

RCT 270 
students 

University 
lab 

Real car 
accident scene 
– Film  

The verb used in 
target question 
varied:  
1) smashed 
2) bumped 
3) contacted. 

There was no effect of 
different verbs on recall.  

High 
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Table 9: Misinformation warnings 

# Reference Study Design Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
bias 

1 Blank & 
Launay 
(2014). 

Meta-analysis 25 
primary 
studies 

n/a n/a Various Taken together, the studies 
indicated that warning 
participants about the possibility 
of misinformation in the 
information they have been 
exposed to can improve 
accuracy and reduce 
misinformation endorsement. 

Moderate* 

2 Dodson et 
al (2015). 

Unmatched 
control group 
design without 
pre-intervention 
baseline 
measures 

142 University 
lab 

Mock 
Crime – 
Film 

Exp: warned 
about 
misinformation. 
Control: no 
warning. 

Warnings reduced 
misinformation effect, but did 
not have any effect on the 
accuracy of information that 
participants were not misled on.  

High 

3 Wyler & 
Oswald 
(2016). 

RCT 520 
Students 

University 
lab 

Mock 
Crime – 
Film 

Exp: warned 
about 
misinformation. 
Control: no 
warning. 

The warning strongly reduced 
the misinformation effect, but 
only for the central item.  

Moderate 

*Risk of bias was rated using AMSTAR and EMMIE quality assessment tools as the study was a meta-analysis rather than a primary study 
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Table 10: Alcohol intoxication 

# Reference Study Design Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
bias 

1 Compo et al 
(2012).  

RCT 93 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime 
– Live 

Exp: BrAC of 
0.060 to 0.080 
g/210 L 
 
Control:  
1) placebo 
2) no alcohol. 

Intoxicated witnesses were not 
different from placebo or sober 
witnesses in the number of 
accurate details, inaccurate 
details, or “don’t know” 
answers reported. All the 
participants demonstrated a 
misinformation effect, but 
there were no differences 
between intoxication levels. 
Intoxicated participants were 
not more susceptible to 
misinformation than sober or 
placebo participants. 

High 

2 Crossland et 
al (2016) 
(experiment 
1). 

RCT 88 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime 
– Film 

Exp:  
1) low BAC 
group = 0.03% - 
0.07%  
2) high BAC 
group = 0.08% - 
0.11% 
Control:  
1) placebo 
2) no alcohol. 

Intoxication was not found to 
reduce recall accuracy using 
either free recall or a 
recognition task.  

High 
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Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
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3 Crossland et 
al (2016) 
(experiment 
2). 

Unmatched 
control group 
design with 
pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 

54 
students 

Nightclub/ 
Bar 

Mock crime 
– Film 

Exp: high BAC 
group = 0.08% - 
0.23% 
control: low BAC 
group = 0.00% -
0.07%  

High BACs were seen to 
impair recall when memory 
was assessed through free 
recall but not with the 
recognition test, when tested 
following a week delay.  

High 

4 Hagsand et al 
(2013). 

RCT 123 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime 
– Film 

Exp:  
1) BAC 0.04%  
2) BAC 0.07% 
Control: no 
alcohol. 

Witnesses with the higher 
intoxication level recalled 
fewer details compared to 
witnesses with the lower 
intoxication level. The amount 
of alcohol consumed did not 
have an impact on the 
accuracy rate. 

High 

5 Hagsand et 
al. (2016).  

RCT 99  University 
lab 

Mock crime 
– Film 

Exp: BAC of 
0.05–0.07% 
Control: no 
alcohol. 

No main effect of alcohol was 
found on the quantity or 
quality of the witnesses’ 
statements. Both intoxicated 
and sober witnesses recalled 
more details, and were more 
accurate, during immediate 
compared to delayed recall. 
For witnesses interviewed 
twice, an average of 30 per 
cent new details were 
provided in the second 
compared to the first interview, 

Moderate 
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# Reference Study Design Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
bias 

and these were highly 
accurate. 

6 Harvey et al 
(2013).  

RCT 120 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime 
– Slides 

Exp: 0.05–0.17 
g/210L (M = 
0.11) 
Control: no 
alcohol. 

Identification decisions of the 
intoxicated group were as 
accurate as those of the sober 
group.  

High 

7 Hildebrand 
Karlén et al 
(2015).  

RCT 83 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime 
– Film 

Exp: one level of 
alcohol breath 
concentration -
0.97g/kg used. 
Control: no 
alcohol. 

Reports by alcohol intoxicated 
women were less complete, 
but as accurate, as sober 
women’s. In contrast, 
intoxicated and sober men did 
not differ regarding 
completeness or accuracy. 

High 

8 La Rooy et al 
(2013).  

RCT 60 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime 
– Film 

Exp:  
1) high alc = 0.6 
g/kg (males) and 
0.52 g/kg 
(females) 
2) low alc = 0.2 
g/kg (males) and 
0.17 g/kg 
(females). 
Control: placebo. 

Alcohol had no impact on any 
aspects of recall within or 
between the two recall 
opportunities investigated. The 
consumption of alcohol did not 
affect the overall number of 
errors within or between 
sessions.  

High 
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Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
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9 Santilla et al 
(1999).  

RCT 51 
students 

University 
lab 

Recorded 
audio 
description 
of traffic 
accident 

Exp;  
1) high dose = 
1.32 ml  
2) medium dose 
= 0.66ml 
3) low dose 
0.132ml 
All doses as 95% 
alcohol per kg of 
body weight. 
Control: placebo. 

Those who had higher doses 
of alcohol at interview were 
associated less likely to be 
suggestible and change their 
answer following negative 
feedback than those low 
doses or placebos. There was 
no main effect of alcohol on 
overall recall accuracy.  

High 

10 Schreiber 
Compo et al 
(2016). 

RCT 249 
students 

Mock bar 
at 
university 

Mock crime 
– Film 

Exp: mean BrAC 
0.08%  
Control:  
1) placebo 
2) no alcohol. 

After a delay, witnesses 
intoxicated at both encoding 
and retrieval provided less 
accurate information than 
witnesses in sober or placebo 
groups at both times. There 
was no advantage of state-
dependent memory but 
intoxicated witnesses were 
best when recalling 
immediately compared to 1 
week later (sober, placebo, or 
reintoxicated).  

High 
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# Reference Study Design Sample 
Size & 
Profile 

Setting Stimulus Conditions Results Risk of 
bias 

11 Van Oorsouw 
& 
Merckelbach 
(2012).  

Unmatched 
control group 
design with 
pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 

110 Nightclub Mock crime 
– Film 

Exp:  
1) mildly 
intoxication = 
BAC = 0.02% - 
0.11% 
2) severely 
intoxication = 
BAC = 0.11% + 
Control: BAC = 
<0.02% 

Compared with sober controls, 
both moderately and highly 
intoxicated individuals were 
less complete when 
recollecting crime details, 
recalling up to 33 per cent 
fewer correct details. Overall, 
intoxicated participants were 
less accurate during a cued 
recall task (ie they produced 
more errors) relative to sober 
participants. 

High 

12 Yuille & 
Tollestrup 
(1990). 

Matched 
control group 
design without 
pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 

120 
students 

University 
lab 

Mock crime 
– Live 

Exp: 0.6 – 0.12 
BAC (mean = 
0.1ml) 
Control: placebo 
& no drink 
(combined for 
analysis). 

Alcohol suppressed the 
amount recalled during the 
immediate interview and both 
the amount and accuracy of 
recall after the 1 week delay. 
Alcohol had no influence on 
the ability of witnesses to 
recognise the thief’s picture. 
When the thief’s picture was 
not present in the 
photospread, however, alcohol 
increased the rate of false 
identifications. An immediate 
interview substantially 
improved the amount of 
information subjects were able 
to recall 1 week later. 

High 

  



 
Obtaining initial accounts REA report 

Version 1.0  Page 129 of 142 

Table 11: Mental state 

Study Reference Method Sample Study 
setting  

stimulus Conditions- 
experimental/ 
control  

Results Risk of 
Bias  

1 Deffenbacher 
et al (2004).  

Meta-
Analysis 

A total of 
1,946 
participants. 
Across the 
studies 
sample 
sizes 
ranged from 
18-249 

n/a n/a Heightened stress. 
18 published papers 
on effects of 
heightened stress on 
eyewitness recall 
accuracy with 36 
independent effect 
sizes. 

There was considerable 
support for the 
hypothesis that high 
levels of stress 
negatively impact both 
types of eyewitness 
memory. Age emerged 
as an important 
moderator. Heightened 
stress debilitated 
eyewitness recall for 
adults but not for 
children. 

High 

2 Flindall et al 
(2015). 

RCT 20 medical 
students 

University 
lab 
 

10 case 
studies to 
memorise 

Mental fatigue 
induced by 
presenting 5 of the 
case histories after 
completing the N-
Back task on either a 
high cognitive load or 
control – low 
cognitive load setting. 

Free recall is significantly 
impaired by increased 
cognitive load with 
subjects demonstrating 
perceived mental fatigue 
during the high cognitive 
load assessment. There 
was no significant 
difference in the amount 
of information retrieved 
by cued recall under high 
and low cognitive load 
conditions. 

High 
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Study Reference Method Sample Study 
setting  

stimulus Conditions- 
experimental/ 
control  

Results Risk of 
Bias  

3 Hoscheidt et 
al (2014).  

RCT  68 students University 
lab  
 

Slideshow of 
an accident.  

Stress induced in half 
the participants by 
undertaking the Trier 
Social Stress test – 
presenting a 5 minute 
speech & doing a 
maths test prior to 
viewing the 
slideshow. In 
addition, half of each 
group were presented 
with misinformation. 

Stress induced just prior 
to viewing the slideshow 
led to significantly better 
overall recall accuracy.  
The misinformed and 
stressed group who 
reported that the 
negative slideshow 
elicited high arousal had 
better memory 
performance and were 
less likely to endorse 
misinformation in relation 
to the section of the 
slideshow that contained 
images that would invoke 
negative arousal (eg a 
car wreck).  

High 

4 Hope et al 
(2015). 

RCT  52 police 
officers 

Field 
 

Operationally 
realistic 
immersive 
event.  

Physical exertion  
induced by half the 
participants 
exhausting 
themselves by boxing 
and the other half 
(control), not. 

Participants who 
completed the exercise 
showed impaired recall 
and recognition 
performance compared 
with the control group. 
Specifically, they 
provided significantly 
less accurate information 
concerning critical and 
incidental target 

Moderate 
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Study Reference Method Sample Study 
setting  

stimulus Conditions- 
experimental/ 
control  

Results Risk of 
Bias  

individuals encountered 
during the scenario and 
exertion was also 
associated with reduced 
accuracy in identifying 
the critical target from a 
line up. 

5 Hope et al 
(2016). 

RCT  76 police 
officers 

field 
 

Operationally 
realistic 
immersive 
event 

Stress.  
Two groups of 
officers in pairs of 
active participant and 
observer (control) 
involved in an 
immersive event 
where weapons were 
present. 

Active witnesses 
reported significantly 
fewer correct details 
about the critical phase 
of the scenario. The level 
of stress experienced 
during the scenario 
mediated the effect of 
officer role on memory 
performance. There was 
a difference in response 
accuracy for information 
pertaining to the 
perpetrator’s weapon 
with active officers 
significantly more likely 
to provide incorrect 
information than 
observer officers. 

Low 

6a Houston et al 
(2012) 

Matched 
control 
group 

101 
students 

University 
lab 

Film either 
emotion-
inducing 

Negative emotion.  
Induced by an 
emotion inducing or 

Results suggest that 
while emotional 
participants provide a 

High 
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Study Reference Method Sample Study 
setting  

stimulus Conditions- 
experimental/ 
control  

Results Risk of 
Bias  

(experiment 
1). 

design 
without pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 

crime 
scenario (a 
mugging) or a 
neutral 
scenario (a 
conversation) 

control – neutral 
video. 

more complete 
description of the 
perpetrator, they are less 
able than their neutral 
counterparts to recognise 
the perpetrator from a 
photographic line up.  

6b Houston et al 
(2012) 
(experiment 
2). 

Matched 
control 
group 
design 
without pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 

233 
students 

University 
lab 

Film either 
emotion-
inducing 
crime 
scenario (a 
mugging) or a 
neutral 
scenario (a 
conversation) 

Negative emotion.  
Induced by an 
emotion inducing or 
control – neutral 
video. 

Emotional participants 
provided more complete 
details in relation to the 
perpetrator, they were 
not more likely to identify 
the perpetrator in 
photographic line up.  

High 

7 Hulse et al 
(2006).  

RCT  70 police 
officers 

 Field 
 

Immersive 
event 

Emotional arousal.  
Induced by use of 
either a shootings 
scenario or a 
domestic dispute 
scenario containing 
no weapons (control).  

Participants were found 
to recall fewer details 
when the event was an 
arousing incident 
involving a shooting. 
However, the accuracy of 
recall for this event was 
significantly higher than 
for a less arousing 
domestic dispute 
incident. 

Moderate 
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Study Reference Method Sample Study 
setting  

stimulus Conditions- 
experimental/ 
control  

Results Risk of 
Bias  

8 Krix et al 
(2015).  

Matched 
control 
group 
design 
without pre-
intervention 
baseline 
measures 

127 
recruited in 
the vicinity 
of the 
university 

University 
lab 
 

Mock theft 
live event 

Stress. 
Induced by the MAST 
test – repeated 
exposure of hands to 
iced water whilst 
undertaking mental 
arithmetic or not 
(control). 

Stress exposure did not 
influence memory 
performance and did not 
interact with interview 
type.  

High 

9 Leinfelt 
(2004).  

RCT  Exp 1= 60  
Exp 2 = 46 
(students) 

University 
lab 
 

Film of a 
crime 
(mugging) 

Emotionality. 
Induced by 
participants watching 
a high or low emotion 
film (control). 

Participants were less 
accurate in recalling 
events that were high in 
emotionality than they 
were in recalling events 
that were low in 
emotionality.  

High 

10 Monds et al 
(2013). 

RCT  109 
students 

University 
lab  

Participants 
watched 
either a 
neutral or 
trauma film 

Distress. 
Induced by either a 
trauma film or a 
neutral film (control). 

Participants who 
watched the trauma film 
recalled significantly 
more true information 
than those who watched 
the neutral film. In 
addition, those 
participants who watched 
the trauma film recalled 
less misinformation than 
those who watched the 
neutral film. 

Moderate 
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Study Reference Method Sample Study 
setting  

stimulus Conditions- 
experimental/ 
control  

Results Risk of 
Bias  

11 Ridley et al 
(2004). 

RCT  160 
students 

 
A 3-min film, 
presented on 
video, of a 
new-born 
baby being 
kidnapped 
from a 
hospital ward 

Anxious mood. 
Induced by video-
recording of 
participants when 
they were being 
interviewed and 
informing them that 
their performance as 
witnesses would be 
assessed by a mock-
jury or not (control). 

Memory accuracy for 
non-suggestible items 
was unaffected by the 
anxious mood induction. 
With respect to 
suggestibility all three 
groups who experienced 
the anxious mood 
induction were 
significantly less 
suggestible than 
controls. 

High 

12 Tiwari (2012).  RCT  40 students University 
lab 
 

Two videos 
used to 
induce low 
and high 
levels of 
emotional 
arousal in the 
subjects 

Emotional arousal. 
Induced by high 
emotion arousing 
video or low emotion 
(control). 

Recall accuracy was 
higher in high emotional 
arousal and for central 
details, compared to low 
emotional arousal and 
peripheral details. 

High 

13 Thorley et al 
(2016).  

RCT  144 
students 

University 
lab  
  

Film clips of 
fictional 
execution and 
deaths or 
neutral video 

Negative mood. 
 

A negative mood during 
encoding had no impact 
upon the number of 
correct details recalled 
(provided participants 
were in a neutral mood at 
retrieval) but a negative 
mood during retrieval 
impaired the number of 

High 
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Study Reference Method Sample Study 
setting  

stimulus Conditions- 
experimental/ 
control  

Results Risk of 
Bias  

correct details recalled 
(provided participants 
were in a neutral mood at 
encoding). A negative 
mood at both time points 
enhanced the number of 
correct details recalled, 
demonstrating a mood-
dependent memory 
enhancement.  
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Appendix B: Search protocols 

Search protocols are available to view here188.  

The final review deviated from the original protocols in a number of ways:  

• One search was conducted for both review questions to improve efficiency as test 

searches found that one search string captured key texts for both review questions.  

• Not all the websites to be searched were searched due to the volume of evidence 

retrieved through systematic searches and resource constraints. 

• Some additional outcome measures that relate closely to the accuracy and amount of 

information recalled by victims or witnesses were included in the synthesis (ie 

suggestibility, likelihood of changing answer, rate of reporting misinformation). 

• Studies written in French were also considered, but none were included.  

• Not all interventions and exposures were included in the review as some were not 

deemed feasible for taking initial accounts, as per the exclusion criteria in appendix D.  

 

  

                                                 
188 https://www.app.college.police.uk/about-app/guideline-committee/investigative-interviewing-initial-accounts-of-
victims-and-witnesses/pilot-documentation/ 

https://www.app.college.police.uk/about-app/guideline-committee/investigative-interviewing-initial-accounts-of-victims-and-witnesses/pilot-documentation/
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Appendix C: Search strategy 

Systematic searches were conducted on a range of research databases. Reference lists of 

included studies were reviewed to identify any further studies for inclusion. Academic 

Guideline Committee members were also asked to suggest any key studies that fell within 

the criteria of the search that had not been identified. An example search string is provided 

below.  

Table 12: Search String 

Domain Search terms 

Method of eliciting information Interview*, Debrief*, Statement*, 

Account*, Question*, Conversation, 

Report*, Handover, PEACE 

 

Near to 

Victim*, Witness*, Eyewitness* 

Casualt* 

Outcomes ie 

Quality information (accuracy, 

amount) 

Recall, Memory, Interaction, Cognitiv*, Suggest*, 

Reliab*, Remember*, Confabulat*, Accura*, 

Honest*,Inaccura* 

Population/setting/sector Witness, Victim, Police or policing, Medic* 

Emergency, Healthcare 

Military or armed forces 

* The structure of each search and the exact terms used differed depending on the database 

being searched.  

The databases searched were:  

• Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials (CENTRAL) 

• Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews (CDSR) 

• Criminal Justice Abstracts  

• Database of Abstracts of Reviews of Effectiveness (DARE) 

• Electronic Theses Online Service (ETHOS)  
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• ERIC – Education Resources Information Centre 

• Global Policing Database 

• IBSS (International Bibliography of Social Sciences)  

• National Criminal Justice Reference Services (NCJRS) Abstracts  

• National Police Library  

• PsychINFO 

• Medline 

• Sage Full Text Collections (Criminology, Sociology, Education, Psychology) 

• SCOPUS  

• Sociological Abstracts  

• Web of Science: Social Science Citation Index 

 

The following websites were also searched: 

• The Campbell Collaboration 

• Tavistock Institute 

• NICE 

• University of York Centre for Reviews and Dissemination 

• Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) 
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Appendix D: Initial sift exclusion criteria 

 Question Ans. Action 

Q1a. Is the primary focus of the abstract a technique or approach to eliciting information from 
an individual?  

Yes Go to Q2a 

No Go to Q1b 

Unclear Go to Q1b 

Q1b. Is the primary focus of the abstract about factor(s) that might affect the elicitation of 
information from an individual?  

Yes Go to Q2a  

No Exclude 

Unclear Exclude 

Q2a. Is the focus of the study on only suspects of crime? Yes Exclude 

No Go to Q2b  

Unclear Go to Q2b  

Q2b. Is the focus on only children?  
 

Yes Exclude 

No Go to Q3 

Unclear Go to Q3 

Q3. Is the abstract about a study that used quantitative data?  
 

Yes Include 

No Exclude* 

Unclear Can’t Exclude* 
  



 
Obtaining initial accounts REA report 
 

Page 140 of 142  Version 1.0 

Appendix E: Full text review exclusion criteria 

Domain Criteria Exclusion Rationale 

Techniques Hypnosis Study is about the effect of hypnosis.  

Hypnosis is the only control condition in the study.  

Unfeasible approach 

Cognitive 
Interview (CI) 

The study tests the effectiveness of the CI and does not provide indications of 
effectiveness for specific mnemonics within the CI (eg context reinstatement, 
report everything) compared to current initial account taking practice.  

Unfeasible to undertake the CI 
in its entirety in initial account 
situations  

Analysis 
undertaken 

 Study does not contain a statistical test to determine a variable’s effect on, or 
association with, quality of information.  

Study only tests for moderators of an effect. 

Quality assurance of studies 
and ensuring the evidence 
most useful to initial account 
takers is reviewed 

Date 
Published 

Post 1986 Study was published prior to 1986. Geiselman & Fisher’s work on 
the Cognitive Interview in 1986 
was a step change in 
investigative interviewing 
research 

Situation Eyewitness ID 
line-ups 

Testing the effects of variables relates to specifically eyewitness line ups.  Not relevant to initial accounts 

 

Purpose of 
communication 

 

Sector specific outcomes not focused on policing or criminal justice.  

Study is about conversations that aim to prove points (eg courtroom 
questioning). 

Study is about a non-verbal handover tool/process.  

Findings cannot be transferred 
to initial account contexts 
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Domain Criteria Exclusion Rationale 

Population Sample age 

 

Sample is under 14 years old. 

Sample includes under 14 year olds but is not stratified and analysed by age 
group (ie reports findings for the entire sample).  

Majority of this literature 
relates to techniques 
undertaken by specialist 
interviewers  

Outcomes Witness 
confidence 

Dependent variable is witness confidence. 

 

Not a reliable measure of 
quality of information 

Witness 
credibility 

Study is about assessing the witness’ credibility after an interview has taken. Not a reliable measure of 
quality of information 

Applicability Artificial study 
design 

Aspects of the study design were too removed from what might happen in 
police incidents. For example:  

The stimulus used in the study is static (ie text, discrete pictures of objects). 

Experiment too artificial 

Feasibility Study is about the effects of a factor189 that initial account takers cannot 
reliably identify or feasibly influence. 

Initial account takers will have 
difficulty acting upon the 
guidance drawn from this 
evidence  

 

                                                 
189 Factors included the effects of; characteristics of the event/stimulus that would not be known until initial account was taken, personality traits of the individual questioned, 
number of times an individual is questioned, delays between questioning 
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Appendix F: Quality assessment criteria 

The assessments of the strength of evidence was based on three features:  

1. Relevance: An assessment of the extent to which the content of the included studies 

could be translated to the context in which the guidance would be applied, often referred 

to as ‘ecological validity’. Whilst it is recognised that memory functions broadly in the 

same way across settings and populations, bodies of evidence were deemed more 

reliable if effects had been replicated in a range of contexts. Initial accounts can often be 

taken in dynamic environments with a range of possible distractions. Victims and 

witnesses can often be stressed and in an unfamiliar situation. Laboratory experiments 

with undergraduate students in tightly controlled environments, although essential for 

studying memory, do not align with the contexts in which officers and staff will take initial 

accounts. Studies which aimed to more closely imitate policing practice contexts were, 

therefore, deemed more reliable (eg a study using a mock crime in a live environment 

has greater ecological validity than a study that uses a slideshow of still images depicting 

a crime).  

2. Consistency: An assessment of the consistency of the findings across the body of 

evidence as a whole. If the majority of studies on a particular topic and outcome 

indicated a significant effect in one direction and no study found a significant effect in the 

opposite direction, this was considered consistent.  

3. Risk of bias: The risk of bias tool described earlier in this section was used to assess 

factors that may have had an influence on the results of the study, including:  

• the study design 

• whether study participants were likely to be representative of the wider population 

• whether the participants and appropriate researchers were blinded 

• the extent to which important differences between the control and treatment groups 

were controlled for 

• whether data collection tools were shown to be valid and reliable 

• the extent to which participant withdrawal may have biased the study. 

Any study that reported the use of methods to reduce all of these sources of bias were 

considered to have a low risk of bias. 
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