Other research on Eye Witness Testimony

	Study 
	Brief details 

	Loftus & Zanni (1975) -

	Loftus showed Ps a film of a car accident. Ps were asked ’did you see a broken headlight? or ‘did you see the broken headlight’? No broken headlight had been shown. Ps were more likely to answer ‘yes’ if the question had said ‘the’. This also shows that EWT is not always reliable, and that the wording of questions can affect response to them. However, the study context was artificial, and is not the same as witnessing a real life accident.

	Kebbel & Wagstaff (1999)

	They found that people are normally very accurate when describing a person’s sex, race, clothing and hair colour but less accurate on age, height and build. This shows how some personal characteristics seem to be remembered more accurately than others, suggesting that some aspects of EWT are more reliable than others. This study has good ecological validity as the memory task is representative of a real life one where P have to describe personal characteristics.


	Buckhout (1980)

	Buckhout showed a 13 second film of a crime to 2,000 Ps on prime time TV. They staged an identity parade and asked viewers to call in to identify the suspect. Only 14% of identifications were correct. This shows that EWT is not always reliable. However, this study too was artificial as Pps were watching a film of a crime rather than actually witnessing it firsthand. However, the findings have good applicability as it is a similar procedure to that used on Crime Watch.


	Yuille & Cutshall (1986)
	They interviewed 13 people who had witnessed an armed robbery in Canada. Interviews took place over 4 months after the crime and included 2 misleading questions. The witnesses provided accurate recall after 4 months, and which matched their initial detailed reports. This shows that post-event information doesn’t always have a negative effect on the accuracy of memory. It also shows that EWT can sometimes be very reliable, especially in a real life situation. This study has high mundane realism as it was an actual crime that had been witnessed and so Pps’ arousal levels would have been more typical than when simply watching a film of a crime.


	Loftus (1979a)

	Ps heard a discussion in a next door room. In one condition a man emerged holding a pen with grease on his hands, and in the second condition, the discussion was more heated, and a man emerged holding a paper knife covered in blood. Identification of the man was more accurate in the first condition (49%) than in the second (33%). Loftus concluded that the knife acted as a weapon focus which distracted attention away from the man’s personal characteristics. This may explain why witnesses often have poor recall for aspects of a crime.


	Loftus (1974)
	She described a fictitious story of a robbery and murder to 50 students. Only 9 of them thought that the suspect was guilty. When another 50 students were told the same story, but this time saying there had been a witness who could identify the suspect, 36 of them said that the suspect was guilty.  Another 50 students were told the same story with the addition that the witness hadn’t been wearing his glasses and was unlikely to have seen the suspect’s face correctly, 34 of them said that he was guilty. This shows that people are sometimes led by what they are told and sometimes not, although it is not always clear when and why. In this study it affected Pps when they were told someone else had seen the crime.


	Loftus (1979b)
	Ps were shown pictures of a man stealing a red wallet from a woman’s bag.  98% of them identified the colour correctly despite being erroneously told that it was brown. This shows that people can have good recall for some information, despite attempts to influence them.
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