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Using Measures of Memory for Faces to Predict Children’s Performance in Line-Up Tasks

In criminal investigations and courtroom decisions, eyewitness identifications are
often a critical factor. In many verdicts, the decision is based on eyewitness identifications
alone, sometimes even when other evidence at hand contradicts the eyewitnesses’ testimony
(Nash, Hanczakowski & Mazzoni, 2015). In the US, forensic DNA evidence has exonerated
wrongfully convicted individuals in more than 350 cases, including 20 individuals who
served time on death row. In more than 75% of the cases, eyewitness identification errors
were the most important contributing factor to the wrongful conviction (Innocence Project
2019). A review of decisions taken by the Court of Appeal in Eastern Finland shows that,
also in Finland, many judges lack a comprehensive understanding of factors that influence
eyewitness identification (Niskakangas, 2016). The review also reveals that the police do not
always follow the guidelines for best practice when conducting eyewitness identifications.
Thus, it is crucial to develop the identification processes used by the judicial system.
Line-up investigations
The principal method for obtaining identifications from eyewitnesses is using line-ups
(Wells, Memon & Penrod, 2006). In a line-up, a picture of a suspect is placed among pictures
of known innocents who match the description of the culprit (Wells et al., 1998), also known
as foils or fillers. Unlike in experimental studies, in legal investigations it is not known
whether the suspect is the true culprit or not (otherwise, there would be no need for a lineup). Therefore, there is a possibility that an innocent suspect is identified as the culprit. In
experimental studies, researchers know who the true target is and can therefore study
identifications in both target absent (TA) and target present (TP) line-ups (Wells et al., 2006).
A TP line-up contains the target individual amongst the foils, while a TA line-up consists of
only foils. If the eyewitness identifies the culprit in a TP line-up, the identification is
considered accurate. Identifying a foil is considered a false identification, and not identifying
anyone is an incorrect rejection. In TA line-ups, the eyewitness should reject each foil, that is,
declare that the person they saw at the time of the crime is not there. Identifying anyone is
considered an incorrect identification.
When studying factors affecting eyewitness identifications, scholars typically
differentiate between system variables and estimator variables (Wells, 1978). System
variables describe conditions that are in the direct control of the criminal justice system, such
as line-up instructions (Malpass & Devine, 1981) and line-up structure (Lindsay &Wells,
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1985; Wells, Rydell & Seelau, 1993). Estimator variables represent conditions that are out of
the control of the justice system, but the knowledge of which can be used to make estimations
of the accuracy of an eyewitness testimony. One important estimator variable is distance.
Increases in distance between the eyewitness and the target are associated with decreases in
identification accuracy (Lindsay, Semmler, Weber, Brewer, & Lindsay, 2008; Loftus &
Harley, 2005; Nyman, Lampinen, Antfolk, Korkman & Santtila, 2019). Other noteworthy
factors associated with the accuracy of identifications are confidence, with higher confidence
being a predictor of higher identification accuracy in adults (Sporer, Penrod, Read, & Cutler,
1995; Weber & Brewer, 2006; Sauerland & Sporer, 2009; Lindsay et al., 2013, Wixted &
Wells, 2017), and response time, where quicker responses are associated with higher
accuracy rates in adults (Weber, Brewer, Wells, Semmler & Keast, 2004; Sauerland &
Sporer, 2009).
Children as eyewitnesses
Child victims or witnesses might also be the only eyewitnesses to many crimes (e.g.,
thefts, vandalism, sexual assaults, abductions; Davies, 1996). A field study conducted in
Scotland revealed that approximately one third of their sample of real witnesses were
children (Memon, Havard, Clifford, Gabbet and Watt, 2011). Further, Davies and Noon
(1991) suggest that, in the UK, almost one quarter of suspects in criminal proceedings with
child eyewitnesses are strangers to the child. Child eyewitnesses, however, present a
challenge to the legal system, since there have long been concerns that children tend to make
more erroneous selections than adults in line-up investigations (Bruck & Ceci, 1999).
In a meta-analysis on child eyewitnesses, Pozzulo and Lindsay (1998) argued that
children can in fact make identifications as effectively as adults, provided the line-ups are TP.
The authors stated the need for more research before drawing conclusions about children and
TA line-ups at that point. A more recent meta-analysis shows, however, that children (aged
4–17) are more likely to err in selections in line-up investigations than adults, regardless of
whether they are TA or TP line-ups (Fitzgerald & Price, 2015). Children were less likely to
make correct identifications than adults and more likely to identify a foil, with younger
children making more errors than older children. They also found children to be less likely
than adults to correctly reject a TA line-up. Younger children also had a non-significant
tendency to make less correct rejections in TA line-ups. In sum, while children can be
reliable witnesses, they are more error-prone than adults are.
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To date, there is limited research on children’s confidence in identification tasks.
Parker and Ryan (1993) found that children (age 8–11) tended to be more confident than
adults when making inaccurate identifications. According to Brewer and Day (2005) and
Keast, Brewer and Wells (2007) the confidence of child witnesses (age 8-13) does not seem
to be a reliable indicator for identification accuracy. However, Hiller and Weber (2013)
found that while children aged 8–12 had less reliable confidence ratings than did adults in
identifying familiar stimuli, higher confidence was still associated with higher accuracy.
Bruer, Fitzgerald, Price and Sauer (2017) conducted a study in which they asked children to
give a confidence rating for each of the faces presented in the line-up. Their results indicate
that the confidence ratings of 6–13-year-olds could indicate the degree of match between
line-up members and previously seen faces.
Research on the response latency of children also seems to be sparse. Beal, Schmitt
and Dekle (1995) found that kindergarten-aged children were slower at making correct
identifications and rejections than incorrect ones, while the results of Brewer and Neil (2005)
indicate that there is no association between response time and accuracy.
Explanations for children’s line-up performance
There are several theories attempting to explain children’s relatively poor
performance in line-up identifications. These include both social and cognitive factors that
might influence children’s performance.
Research suggests that children favor giving positive responses over giving negative
responses or no response at all. This is illustrated by the fact that children tend to try to
answer nonsensical closed questions (Hughes & Grieve, 1980; Waterman, Blades & Spencer,
2000). Research has also shown that in investigative interviews, children are sensitive to
suggestion (Lamb, Brown, Hershkowitz, Orbach and Espin, 2018), implying that they tend to
give answers that they think the adult interviewer wants to hear. Davies (1996) has suggested
that a line-up can be considered equivalent to a leading question. Consequently, one theory is
that the line-up situation in itself leads children to presume the target is present and that they
must choose the “right” picture (Gross & Hayne, 1996). The implicit pressure from an
authority figure to make an identification is difficult for children to resist (Beal, Schmitt &
Dekle, 1995). Supporting this, Lowenstein, Blank, and Sauer (2010) found that children aged
9–10 years old who were administered a line-up by a uniformed officer made more selections
than children who were administered the line-up by a person who wore casual clothing and
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not a uniform. The children made significantly more erroneous selections in TA line-ups in
the uniform present condition.
Concerning cognitive factors that might explain children’s performance in line-ups, it
is important to note that the cognitive strategies needed for correctly identifying the culprit in
a TP line-up and for correctly rejecting a TA line-up differ from one another. In a TP line-up,
the witness can make a correct identification through a familiarity process (Fitzgerald &
Price, 2015). The witness can make the identification without the retrieval of contextual
clues, that is, without recalling things from the situation in which they made the observation.
In a TP condition, the culprit is immediately recognized from the line-up. In a TA line-up on
the other hand, a correct rejection requires more effort. Gross and Hayne (1996) suggest that
the witness must employ a “recall-then-reject” strategy to correctly reject a line-up. This
means that the child first needs to recall the previously seen culprit, and then compare this
representation with each line-up member, searching for a match and rejecting the nonmatches. Recall is known to require more effortful processing than recognition (Robinson &
Johnson, 1996) and researchers believe that the processes needed for recalling information
develop later than the processes needed for recognizing (Kail, 1990). This could in part
explain the differences between the performances of adults compared to children in TA lineups.
While the first published attempt of including a visual representation of the target’s
absence was unsuccessful in improving the correct rejections rate (Davies, Tarrant & Flin,
1989), later attempts have fared better with both photographs (Brewer, Keast & Sauer, 2010;
Karageorge & Zajac, 2011; Zajac & Karageorge, 2009) and in video line-ups (Havard &
Memon, 2013). The purpose of the visual representation is to make the response of rejecting
the line-up more similar to making an identification. In one study, researchers added a picture
of a tree to the line-up, with the instructions that if the child witness did not see the target, the
target could be hiding behind the tree (Dunlevy & Cherryman, 2013). The additional
response alternative did in fact reduce the rate of false identifications in the TA line-ups.
Dunlevy and Cherryman (2013) argue that their findings are in accordance to the dualprocess theory of acquiescence (Knowles & Condon, 1999), meaning that children might lack
an understanding of the line-up and think that the line-up administrator is claiming that the
target is in the line-up. Accepting that their task is to select someone from the line-up, they
will fail to make a verbal rejection and opt for the tree instead. Children’s tendency to choose
the visual representation of the target’s absence could also indicate that developmental
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differences in response inhibition are involved. Smaller children might be unable to stop
themselves from selecting someone from the line-up even if they do understand the
instructions. When comparing the rate at which younger and older children made selections,
Fitzgerald and Price (2015) did not find significant differences. However, research shows that
children and adolescents become faster in cancelling their immediate responses with age
(Williams, Ponesse, Schachar, Logan & Tannock, 1999), with the ability to inhibit responses
peaking at age 12 (Levin, Culhane, Hartmann, Evankovich & Mattson, 1991).
Line-ups consist mainly of adult faces, and evidence suggests that eyewitnesses often
are affected by an own-age bias, where identifying faces closer to one’s own age is more
accurate as opposed to those of other age groups (Wright & Stroud, 2002). This effect does
not seem to be present in children as young as 3 years old (Cassia, Pisacane & Gava, 2012)
but there is evidence for children over the age of 5–7 to exhibit own age bias (Anastasi &
Rhodes, 2005; Hills & Lewis, 2011). In a longitudinal study by Hills (2012), children were
better at recognizing 8-year-old children when they themselves were 8 years old, compared to
when they were 7 or 9, suggesting a very narrow one-year own-age bias for school aged
children. This could put child witnesses at an immediate disadvantage in legal investigations.
However, in an overview of previous meta-analyses, the effect of own-age bias was shown to
be small in children, possibly due to a lack of a sufficient number of studies (Rhodes &
Anastasi, 2012).
Face perception and recognition in eyewitness identifications
An important factor to consider when studying children’s performance in line-up tasks is face
processing (how faces are perceived) and face recognition (identifying a previously
encountered face). Face recognition is a specialized skill involving unique brain regions
(Richler & Gauthier, 2014), which develops through continuous exposure to faces during
early development (Nelson, 2001). Already in their first few hours, newborns can
differentiate between a moving schematic face and a scrambled face (Goren, Sarty, & Wu,
1975; Johnson, Dziurawiec, Ellis, & Morton, 1991), and infants can recognize their mother’s
face a few days after birth (Bushneil, Sai, & Mullin, 1989). As seen in laboratory settings,
children’s ability to recognize faces seems to improve continuously from the age of 5 years
and into adolescence, where it begins to approach adult levels (Blaney & Winograd, 1978;
Carey & Diamond, 1977; Carey, Diamond, & Woods, 1980, Mondloch, Le Grand, & Maurer,
2002).
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In their review, Crookes and McKone (2009) identified two theories explaining the
increase in performance on identification tasks with age. The first, and more widely studied
one, the so-called face perceptual theory of development, argues that it is the continuous
development of face processing skills that explains the improved performance. The second
theory is called the general cognitive development theory. This theory states that the
development of general cognitive skills altogether explains the improvement on face tasks
after the age of 4–5 years.
As mentioned, some researchers propose that children’s poor performance in
identification tasks is due to their use of less effective face processing strategies (Davies et
al., 1989). Early research suggested that children below the age of 10 use different face
processing strategies than do adults, encoding facial features piece by piece instead of
viewing the face in its entirety (Carey & Diamond, 1994; Diamond & Carey, 1977). If
children were to use only featural information to make identifications and the culprit had, for
instance, a large nose, the child witness may incorrectly identify anyone with a large nose.
Adults are known to perceive the face as a whole, taking into account the relation between
features, also called holistic processing (Tanaka & Farah, 1993). Importantly, holistic
processing is seemingly sensitive to stimulus inversion, meaning that stimuli that are upsidedown are more difficult to remember. This effect is much greater for faces than for other
stimuli. The decrease in performance with inversed faces is thought to be due to holistic
processing only working for upright faces, with other stimuli being processed differently
(Yin, 1969). Therefore, without holistic face processing, the inversion effect should not be as
prevalent. This theory of face-specific perceptual development argues that face perception
continues to develop into late adulthood (e.g., Scherf, Behrman, Hamphreys & Luna, 2007),
and that memory for faces develops faster than memory for objects, indicating that memory
for faces has a specific trajectory.
According to the general cognitive development theory presented by Crookes and
McKone (2009), children’s perceptual encoding of faces, or face processing, might fully
mature at the age of 4–5 years. After this age, they argue it is the development of general
cognitive capacities, such as memory, attention, and general neural processing speed that
explains the improvement in task performance. These cognitive skills are known to develop
throughout childhood (Betts, McKay, Maruff & Anderson, 2006; Bjorklund & Douglas,
1997; Kail, 1991). Crookes and McKone (2009) further suggest that there might in fact even
be no quantitative improvements after the age of 5–7 since they consider several of the
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studies that they reviewed showing improvements after this age to suffer from significant
methodological problems.
Studies that are more recent have, however, shown an improvement in the
performance in facial recognition tasks from early childhood up until adolescence. Croydon,
Pimperton, Ewing, Duchaine, and Pelicano (2014) found gradual age-related increases in face
recognition performance between the ages of 5 and 12. They also tested for the stimulus
inversion effect and found no age-related shifts in the size of the effect. Croydon et al. (2014)
state that this lends support to the general cognitive development theory since age did not
account for qualitative differences in face recognition. Kinnunen, Korkman, Laasonen and
Lahti-Nummela (2012) used the Finnish standardization data of the test battery NEPSY-II (A
Developmental Neuropsychological Assessment, second edition; Korkman, Kirk & Kemp,
2008) to investigate typically maturing children’s development of face recognition. Kinnunen
et al. (2012) used a sample consisting of 611 participants between the ages of 5 and 15 years.
In order to assess immediate and delayed recognition respectively, Kinnunen and colleagues
used The Memory for Faces subtest (MF) and Memory for Faces Delayed (MFD). The MF
measures encoding of facial features, face discrimination, and face recognition, while the
MFD assesses the long-term memory for faces. Their results for the MF suggest a
developmental curve where children’s face recognition develops rapidly until the age of 8–9
years but after this, more slowly up to the age of 11. They found only minor development
after the age of 11. This lends further support to the cognitive development theory of Crookes
and McKone (2009).
The NEPSY-II subtests used by Kinnunen et al. (2012) are usable only up to the age
of 16 years. Some studies have found face recognition to continue developing later than this;
well into adulthood. Germine, Duchaine and Nakayama (2011) investigated the ability to
learn and recognize new faces in a sample ranging from pre-adolescence to middle age and
found that face recognition improved until the age of 30. Susilo, Germine and Duchaine
(2013) also found a small, but significant, association between increasing age and
identification accuracy in their sample of 18–33-year-olds. Given the evidence that there
seems to be an improvement in face recognition performance at least up until adolescence,
and potentially adulthood, children are at an unfortunate disadvantage in terms of eyewitness
identification.
To conclude, there are numerous theories as to why children seem to make more
errors in line-up task than adults. One point of focus that has sparked some debate has been
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children’s face processing and recognition abilities. According to recent findings, the
improvements in identification performance seem to be mostly due to the development of
general cognitive skills, as opposed to the development of specialized face recognition skills.
As seen in the standardization data collected by Kinnunen et al. (2012), there seem to be
some strides that take place at certain points during childhood and adolescence. Face
recognition abilities seem to improve rapidly between the ages of 5 to 8-9, then more
gradually until the age of 11, after which increasing age no longer influences face recognition
performance. Regardless of what the reason behind younger children’s relatively poor
performance on identification tasks is, it seems clear that the skills needed to make accurate
identifications develop incrementally until a certain age. Following this, by assessing how
developed these skills are for individual children, it may be possible to predict their
performance on an actual line-up task.
The present study
To date, there is little to no research on predicting a child’s performance in a line-up
based on age and cognitive capabilities such as face recognition. To our knowledge, only a
few studies have attempted to find predictors for adults’ identification accuracy (Valentine,
Pickering, Darling, 2003; Tredoux, Parker, Nunez, 2007). Being able to predict children’s
performance would be important for at least two reasons: 1) The capability of individual child
witnesses could be assessed prior to performing line-ups and unreliable eyewitness
testimonies in criminal investigations could be carefully considered; and 2) by using
individual-level predictors such as age and facial recognition skills, a more precise estimate
of the veracity of a testimony can be derived.
The present study was done in collaboration with a larger data collection concerning
how lighting conditions, in combination with distance and facial masking, affect the accuracy
of eyewitness identifications in a line-up, and how these relate to confidence ratings.
To the best of our knowledge, no research has investigated if a child’s encoding of
facial features can predict their identification accuracy in a line-up task. To test the predictive
value of age and facial recognition skills on eyewitness testimonies, we investigated how
children’s performance on the subtest MF in the NEPSY-II is associated with the
performance in both TP and TA line-up task. In the subtest MF, children aged 5–16 years
observe a series of faces, which they later try to identify among other faces. This makes the
MF more similar to a TP line-up than a TA line-up. We divided the children in this study into
two age groups, 5–8 and 9–16. We did this in accordance with the standardization data
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Kinnunen et al. (2012) provided, showing that the most rapid development happens before
the age of 9.
We expected that
1. both age and test performance predict accuracy in both types of line-ups. In other
words, increased age, as well as higher scores on the Memory for Faces test,
predict higher accuracy in both TA and TP line-up tests.
2. Memory for Faces has added predictive value after controlling for the child’s age.
We will also explore how performance in line-ups with greater distances relates to the
performance on the MF.
Method
Participants
The sample consisted of 164 children (81 male, 72 female, and 11 who reported
‘other’), between the ages of 5 and 16 years (M = 10.70, SD = 2.88). The mean age of boys
was 10.28 (SD = 2.72), of girls 11.14 (SD = 2.79), and of other children 10.18 (SD = 2.68).
Most children were Finnish nationals (n = 153). Of the remaining children, six were from
Estonia, one from India, one from the Netherlands, one from Russia, and one from Spain.
One did not report their nationality. We tested most of the participants in Finnish (n = 139)
and Swedish (n = 16), and the rest in English (n = 9). Fifteen of the children used glasses
during their participation. Research assistants always made sure the children understood the
instructions.
Ethical considerations
Children over the age of 12 could participate at their own consent. The age cut-off is
in accordance with the Finnish Child Protection law, which states that children aged 12 and
older have the right to speak their mind in matters concerning them. A child’s right to make
decisions in matters concerning themselves and the right to participation are also a vital
component in the U.N Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) and emphasized by the
Finnish Advisory Board on Research Integrity (2009).
The participation was voluntary, and the participants did not receive credit or
monetary compensation for their participation. The study received an ethical approval from
the Board for Research Ethics at Åbo Akademi University.
Materials
Line-ups. The line-ups consisted of eight photographs of adults displayed on tablets
simultaneously, with eight photographs visible at once. The line-ups presented included both
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TA line-ups, with an added foil replacing the target, and TP line-ups. Participants received
oral instructions that the target may or may not be present in the line-up, and a test leader
individually ensured that all children understood the instructions. In all the line-ups,
participants were able to choose a “the person is not among the pictures” alternative at the
bottom of the screen.
Targets and foils. The targets were recruited for a larger research project involving
participants of all ages. The foils have been recruited by email or word of mouth from
universities in Finland in a previous study (Nyman, Antfolk, Lampinen,Tuomisto,
Kaakkinen, Korkman, & Santtila 2019).
Response tablets. The line-ups were administered on Lenovo Tab 2 tablets.
NEPSY-II, Memory for Faces (MF). NEPSY-II is a broad multidomain
neuropsychological battery intended for assessing the neurocognitive skills of children aged
3–17 years. NEPSY-II enables administration of either the complete battery or specific
subtests only. In the subtest Memory for Faces, participants, aged 5–16 years, are presented
with a series of 16 children’s faces one by one. The photographs are shown for 5 seconds,
accompanied by a request for the participant to identify the gender of the child in the
photograph, thus focusing the participant’s attention to the photograph. Immediately after
this, the child is again presented with a series of the 16 target photographs, each accompanied
by two previously unseen faces, and asked to choose the previously seen face from the three
pictures. The MF is designed to measure encoding of facial features, face discrimination, and
face recognition. NEPSY-II also contains a delayed version of MF; Memory for Faces
delayed (MFD), to be administered 15–25 minutes after the MF. We chose to not include the
MFD since there is not much added value in investigating the effects of such a short delay in
legal settings, and also due to the practical difficulties of managing the young science park
visitors to return at the exact right time. The score in the MF is the number of correct
answers, with the maximum score being 16. Scaled scores that denote the participant’s
performance in relation to their same-age peers are also available and comparable to other
types of normalized scores. A scaled score of 10 in the NEPSY-II represents any given age
group’s average performance.
Many standardized face recognition tests both for adults and children have several
limitations, where scores in the “normal range” do not automatically equate to typical face
recognition ability (Duchaine & Nakayama, 2006). The NEPSY-II test battery, however, is
standardized across a large sample of children and shows concurrent validity by correlational
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studies with other instruments developed to measure cognitive capabilities, academic
achievement, neuropsychological functioning, and behavior (Davis & Matthews, 2010).
Standardization data for the Finnish version of NEPSY-II was gathered from the Finnish
population register by random sampling of 923 children with Finnish-speaking parents. Every
child was tested during the 2-month period surrounding their birthday, with the age groups
being 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 13 and 15.
Procedure
The design was a repeated measures design. All participants first observed 2–4
targets, followed by 2–4 line-ups as well as one predicting MF task. Conditions varied
between-subjects in terms of distance (3x) and within-subjects in terms of line-ups (2x).
The participants were visitors at the Heureka Science Centre in the Helsinki
metropolitan area. We boosted the recruitment of participants via emails sent to Finnish
primary schools and through word of mouth. Children under the age of 12 visiting the science
park could participate in the experiment in the company of a close relative who gave written
consent for them to partake. Children aged 12 or older could give their own consent to
partake in the study. The teachers accompanying their classes to Heureka had asked parents
for written consent for the children under the age of 12 to participate.
After providing consent, each participant first answered a few short background
questions on a mobile application. After this, participants viewed 2–4 live adult target
individuals at one of three possible distances (5, 12.5 and 20 meters) in a well-lit (~ 300-lux)
corridor. The number of viewed targets varied due to some of our targets falling ill during the
testing. Following each observation, participants were presented with either a TA or a TP
line-up. The program on the tablet randomized the line-up type, which was manipulated as a
between-subjects factor. Before responding, participants received instructions and necessary
information about the line-ups, emphasizing that the target might not be present in the lineup. Participants then took part in an eight-person line-up and were asked to choose the person
they had previously seen, or not to choose anyone if the person they had seen was not present
among the photographs. After either making an identification or a rejection, participants were
asked how certain they were (0–100%), whether someone in the line-up was familiar to them
from before, at which distance from themselves they thought the target was presented, what
gender the target was, as well as an estimation of the target’s height and age. This was
repeated either two, three or four times (depending on how many of our targets were able to
participate each day) with a new target individual each time. All conditions were
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counterbalanced across or between participants, apart from line-up type which was
randomized with replacement across all participants.
For practical reasons, we administered the NEPSY-II subtest MF after the line-up
instead of before. Most of the participants took part in the MF subtest immediately after
completing the line-up, while some took part in the MF subtest slightly later but nonetheless
within three hours from their participation in the line-up task. During the test situation, the
research assistant placed a stimulus book directly in front of the participant. Then, the
participants were told they were going to see 16 different photographs of children’s faces and
that they should try to remember them. The research assistants always made sure the children
understood the instructions before continuing. Each photograph was presented for five
seconds. After seeing the photographs, the research assistant asked the children to identify the
gender of the child in the photograph to ensure they looked at the photograph (according to
the NEPSY-II administration procedure). We gave no feedback at this point and the
participant did not need to answer the question about gender correctly, as these answers were
not recorded. After this encoding phase, the research assistant told the participants that they
were going to see pages with photographs of three children and that they had seen one of the
children before. They were asked to point to the face they had seen previously. The research
assistant then showed the participant 16 pages with three photographs each, one previously
seen and two new ones. The subtest was administered individually, and the answers were
recorded on paper (NEPSY-II; Korkman, Kirk, & Kemps, 2008).
The test administrators all wore white lab coats, like the science park’s employees, as
not to be confused with visitors of the park.
Data analysis
We used the package lme4 (Bates, Mächler, Bolker, & Walker, 2014) for the software
R to model binary logistic regressions of the data. In all cases, we created separate models for
TA and TP line-ups. To test our hypotheses, we created a model with the child’s age and MF
performance, as well as their interaction with distance, as predictors and decision accuracy as
a binary outcome.
Results
Descriptive results
Trial descriptives. First, we inspected the distribution of observations across
different distances. The distribution of observations was somewhat uneven (χ2 [2] = 1.28, p =
.53), though not significantly. Participants made observations 52 times at a 5-meter distance,

PREDICTING CHILDREN’S PERFORMANCE IN LINE-UP TASKS
13
65 times at 12.5 meters and 47 times at 20 meters. After this, we investigated the overall
probabilities that identifications and rejections were correct. Participants made correct
identifications in 34.83% of the trials and correct rejections in 54.67% of the trials. Younger
participants made correct identifications in 18.20% of the TP line-ups and correct rejections
in 47.62% of the TA line-ups. Older participants made correct identifications in 40.30% of
the TP line-ups and correct rejections in 57.41% of the TA line-ups.
Participant descriptives. Finally, we investigated the results for the MF test. The
mean for the whole sample for the scaled scores was 9.95 (SD = 3.2), ranging from 2 to 17.
We divided the participants into age groups in accordance with the findings of Kinnunen et
al. (2012); 5–8-year-olds and 9–16-year-olds. The mean for the scaled scores for the younger
age group was 10.16 (SD = 3.75) and for the older age group 9.88 (SD = 3). These
correspond with what is considered an average scaled score in the NEPSY-II Clinical and
Interpretive Manual. We reported MF scores for each age in Table A1 in Appendix A.
Response time and confidence. We looked at the response time for the TA line-ups,
with correct rejections taking an average of 4.97 minutes (SD = 8.26) and incorrect
identifications taking an average of 7.52 minutes (SD =18.94, t[43.35] = 0.73, p = .470). In
TP line-ups, the response time for correct identifications was on average 2.37 minutes (SD =
6.82) while incorrect identifications or rejections took an average of 5.95 minutes (SD =15.1,
t[85.24] = 1.54, p = .128). The participants’ reported average confidence in the TA line-ups
when making correct rejections was 49.90 (SD = 28.11) and 53.06 (SD = 26.76, t[71.58] =
0.5, p = .621) for incorrect identifications. In the TP line-ups, participants reported an average
confidence level of 73.23 (SD = 23.97) for correct identifications and for incorrect
identifications or rejections 50.40 (SD = 33.28, t[79.34] = -3.72, p < .001).
MF, age, and accuracy. To test our hypothesis, that both MF and age would be
positively associated with and could predict accuracy in TP line-ups, we conducted GLMMs
with identification as the outcome, and MF and age as continuous predictors. In this model,
we only included data from TP line-ups. Including condition in the model, the association
between MF and identification accuracy was positive and significant (see Table 1).
There was a positive but non-significant association between age and accuracy, meaning that
the younger age group made more errors in TP line-ups than did older children. Our data was
collected at three different distances, due to the collaborative eyewitness study’s research
questions. When examining the distance, we found that the association between distance and
accuracy was also positive yet non-significant, with lower accuracy at longer distances. These
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results suggest that the MF can significantly predict performance in TP line-ups. Age,
surprisingly, does not seem to significantly predict accuracy in TP line-ups. This rejects our
first hypothesis that both age and MF would predict performance. Distance did not have a
significant effect on identification, nor did it interact with age or MF scores. To further test
our hypothesis, that both MF and age would be positively associated and could predict
accuracy in TA line-ups, we conducted GLMMs with identification as the outcome, and MF
and age as continuous predictors. In these models, we only included data from TA line-ups.
There were no significant effect of MF, age, or distance on correct rejections in TA line-ups.
In sum, MF does seem to predict performance significantly on TP line-ups, but not TA lineups, partially rejecting our second hypothesis as well. In both line-up types, distance did not
interact with either age or MF scores.
Table 1
Correct Identification or Correct Rejection by MF, Age, and Distance
Identification

Rejection

B

SE

t

p

B

SE

t

p

MF

4.00

1.96

2.04

.05

3.77

2.03

1.86

.07

Age

0.08

0.04

1.76

.08

-0.03

0.05

-0.63

.53

Distance

0.06

0.04

1.35

.18

-0.02

0.05

-0.42

.67

Distance * MF

-0.22

0.13

-1.67

.10

-0.17

0.15

-1.14

.26

Distance * age

-0.00

0.00

-1.17

.25

0.00

0.00

0.89

.38

Note: MF = Scaled scores for subtest Memory for Faces.

Discussion
The aim of the current study was to investigate the possible predictive value of
measuring children’s face recognition abilities in connection to an identification line-up task.
We gathered data from 164 children between the ages of 5–16 years. The participants first
partook in a live line-up task with different distances to the target, TA or TP. Following the
line-up task, the children participated the Memory for Faces subtest from NEPSY-II. We
made multi-level regression models separately for TA and TP line-ups.
Response time and confidence
Concerning response time in our TA line-ups, making correct rejections took less time
than erroneously choosing a foil. This contradicts previous research (Beal, Schmitt and
Dekle, 1995). In TP line-ups, the response time for correct identifications was shorter than for
selecting a foil or rejecting the whole line-up, again going against the findings of Beal et al.
(1995). Importantly though, the sample Beal and colleagues used, consisted of only
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kindergarten-aged children whereas our sample had a broader age range. In sum, in the
present study, making a correct decision on both types of line-ups took less time than making
an erroneous one. Correct decisions on TP line-ups were faster than on TA line-ups. This
could indicate that rejecting a TA line-up is a cognitively more demanding task than making
a correct identification in a TP one. This is in line with recall being more effortful than
recognition, as suggested by Robinson and Johnson (1996). Thus, the longer time could be a
sign that the child is cognitively processing the rather demanding task of comparing pictures
with their memories of the person they just saw.
In the present study, higher confidence levels were associated with making correct
identifications in TP line-ups. This is consistent with what we know from previous research
(Hiller & Weber, 2013). The participants reported slightly higher levels of confidence when
making erroneous selections in TA line-ups than when making correct rejections, though not
significantly. In sum, the child’s reported confidence level can significantly predict their
performance, provided that the line-up is TP.
MF, age, and distance
We predicted that age would be associated with higher accuracy in the line-up task.
No significant association between age and identification accuracy in either TP or TA lineups was found. This finding goes against previous research about children’s identification
accuracy increasing with age (Blaney & Winograd, 1978; Chance, Turner, & Goldstein,
1982; Chung & Thomson, 1995; Ellis & Flin, 1990; Shapiro & Penrod, 1986). These results
also clash with the findings of Kinnunen et al. (2012), i.e., that there is rapid development in
face recognition abilities until the age of 8-9 years. When looking at the mean score from our
data, it corresponds with the average score for any given age according to the NEPSY-II
Clinical and Interpretive Manual, indicating that our sample was representative of the general
population. We also predicted that MF would have added value after controlling for the
child’s age. The results regarding MF and age in TP line-ups showed that there was indeed a
positive association between MF and identification accuracy. In other words, in the age
groups studied, the NEPSY-II subtest MF seems to reliably predict identification accuracy on
line-ups where the target is present and our hypothesis was therefore partly confirmed. There
was no significant association between distance and TP line-up performance. There was also
no interaction between distance and age or MF scores. Previous research (Nyman et al.,
2019) has shown that witnesses can make reliable identifications at distances of up to 20
meters, provided the target is observed under well-lit conditions. Since our participants
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observed the targets from a maximum of 20 meters, at 300 lux, a ceiling effect might have
occurred in our sample in TP line-ups.
To our surprise, in the TA line-ups there was no significant association between either
MF, age, or distance and correct rejections. One explanation for this might be the fact that
MF resembles a TP line-up far more than it does a TA line-up. In both the MF and in a TP
line-up, the previously seen face or target is available in the photo array, unlike in a TA lineup. However, these results could also indicate a floor effect, since previous research has
found that younger children’s performance on TA line-ups tends to be more error prone. Our
TA line-ups might have posed too difficult a task for the children. It is also important to note
that the subtest MF only includes children’s faces, whereas the line-ups used in the present
study consisted of only adult targets and foils. As the own-age bias for children has been
found to occur when there is only one year of difference between the target person and the
witness (Hills, 2012), it would imply that children of the same age as the ones depicted in the
NEPSY-II had an easier task in correctly identifying children’s faces in the MF than they did
adults’ faces in the line-up. This could possibly have affected our results in such a way that
children within that age gap performed better on the MF as compared to other children.
Participants also first observed the targets live and then identified them from a photograph,
whereas the children in the MF were first seen in a photograph and then identified from the
same photograph. Previous research suggests that viewing a live target, as opposed to in static
video images, does not improve identification accuracy in adults, at least when the
identification immediately follows encoding (Megreya & Burton, 2008). To the best of our
knowledge, no similar studies have been done with children as test subjects. Therefore, we
cannot with certainty say whether the differences in target viewing skewed our results in
some way.
General discussion
As children often are the only witnesses to a crime, their eyewitness identifications
may be of huge importance in legal procedures. Therefore, knowledge on how to assess a
child’s performance on a line-up is crucial. The benefit of using a test such as the MF would
be that administering the subtest is not time- nor resource consuming. Learning to administer
the MF correctly takes little time and administering the MF to a child takes approximately 10
minutes. Furthermore, the subtest MF is part of NEPSY-II, which is already standardized on
a sample of over 900 Finnish children and shows concurrent validity with other instruments
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that measure cognitive abilities. A standardized version of NEPSY-II is also available in
other countries, including the US.
A large concern in legal decisions is what Faigman, Monahan and Slobogin (2014)
refer to as the Group to Individual (G2i) issue. In legal proceedings, expert witnesses are
often only able to provide information about phenomena on a group level, as this is how
researchers conduct scientific studies. The courts, however, need to make decisions at the
individual level. The challenge, therefore, is using scientific evidence at the group level to
make rulings on the individual level. Finding a way to assess individual children’s face
perception and recognitions skills offers a small step in the right direction concerning the G2i
problem. Not only could we now state how accurate children’s identifications tend to be at
group level, but we could also assess the face discrimination and recognition of individual
children in relation to their peers.
Limitations
The present study had some limitations and as such, our results should be interpreted
with caution. As the present study was part of a larger data collection designed for a different
study, our design was not ideal for the research question at hand. Our participants viewed the
targets at different distances, which might have affected the number of correct identifications.
Additionally, the distribution of observations made across the different distances was uneven.
The children in this study always took part in the line-up task before the MF. Some
children told the test administrator in the MF that the line-up task had been quite difficult,
and some parents reported that their children had gotten tired during the line-up task. Some
children even opted out of participating in the MF testing, we suspect due to fatigue or
boredom from the line-up. The children getting tired and losing focus after the more
demanding line-up task may therefore have affected our results.
All test administrators wore white lab coats. Previous research has indicated that
administrators in uniform tend to increase the number of incorrect identifications in TA
lineups (Lowenstein et al., 2010). Our participants may therefore have perceived an implicit
pressure to make a selection even when the target was not present in the line-up, increasing
the number of errors made by our sample.
The relatively small sample size in the present study limited us to grouping the
children together in only two age groups as to still be able to make meaningful statistical
analyses. A larger sample and more narrow age groups would have allowed for a more
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detailed analysis of possible developmental trajectories and possible relationships between
face recognition skills and line-up performance, when controlling for the age of the child.
Another limitation of the present study is the fact that the MF only resembles a TP
line-up and not a TA line-up. The cognitive processes required to identify someone from a TP
line-up and to reject a TA line-up are quite different (Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Gross &
Hayne, 1996). In other words, the MF does not necessarily encompass all the skills required
for making correct rejections and trying to interpret any results regarding the MF and TA
line-ups is therefore problematic. The fact that the MF uses children’s faces, whereas line-ups
typically consist of adult faces, may make the MF less than ideal in trying to predict
identification accuracy, mainly due to possible own-age bias (Anastasi & Rhodes, 2005).
Conclusions
To our knowledge, there is little to no previous research regarding the possibility to
predict a child’s performance on a line-up. Therefore, the present study offers a valuable
addition in ways to explore the reliability of child eye testimony. We found a positive
association between the MF subtest and identification accuracy on TP line-ups. In line with
findings on adult eyewitnesses, we found that higher confidence levels were also associated
with higher accuracy in TP line-ups.
Future studies could explore designing a predicting task that more closely resembles a
TA line-up, since the MF we used mostly resembles TP line-up, to see whether they can find
a similar association to the one we found. In the future, studies could also conduct the line-up
and the predicting task on separate days, to ensure that fatigue caused by one task does not
negatively affect performance on the other. Furthermore, predictive tasks including adult
faces should be developed and tested, since the perpetrators are likely to be adults in real-life
eyewitness identifications in criminal cases involving child victims. Future research could
also examine if measures of children’s face recognition abilities with longer delays between
observation and identification can predict performance in both TP and TA line-ups. Further,
research could measure children’s face recognition abilities with repeating a delayed
condition in intervals of a few days. Such a design would better test the participants’ memory
as well as improve the ecological validity of the research.
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Swedish summary
Användning av mått på minne för ansikten för att utreda barns tillförlitlighet i
vittneskonfrontationer
Inledning
Barn kan ofta vara de enda vittnen till många brott (Davies, 1996; Memon, Havard, Clifford,
Gabbet & Watt, 2011). Att ha barn som ögonvittnen i brottsundersökningar är utmanande
eftersom de tenderar att göra flera misstag än vuxna i vittneskonfrontationer (Bruck & Ceci,
1999). Med andra ord kan barn vara mindre tillförlitliga vittnen än vuxna. Denna studie har
som målsättning att undersöka ifall det är möjligt att förutspå ett individuellt barns
tillförlitlighet i en vittneskonfrontation.
Ögonvittnesidentifikationer är en central del av brottsutredningar och domslut och kan
ges större bevisvärde än övrigt bevismaterial i domstol (Nash, Hanczakowski & Mazzoni,
2015). I USA har mer än 350 felaktigt dömda individer blivit frikända med hjälp av DNAbevis. I över 75 % av dessa fall var ögonvittnesmålet den kritiska faktor som legat till grund
för den ursprungliga domen (Innocence Project, 2019). En översikt över de beslut som gjorts
i Östra Finlands hovrätt visar att också i Finland saknar många domare tillräcklig kunskap om
hur de bör bedöma tillförlitligheten i ögonvittnesmål (Niskakangas, 2016). Det är därmed av
största betydelse att utveckla de processer som används av rättssystemet i samband med
ögonvittnesidentifikationer.
Vittneskonfrontationer kan delas in i två kategorier: konfrontationer där
gärningsmannen eller målpersonen är närvarande (target present, TP) och konfrontationer där
målpersonen är frånvarande (target absent, TA). I brottsundersökningar vet inte polisen
vilkendera konfrontationen de administrerar åt vittnet, eftersom den misstänka kan vara
oskyldig. Då finns en risk för att en oskyldigt misstänkt person blir felaktigt identifierad. I
experimentella studier vet man däremot vem den verkliga målpersonen är och man kan
således undersöka vittnens beteende i både TP och TA vittneskonfrontationer (Wells, Memon
& Penrod, 2006).
Uppfattningen på fältet var länge att barn kan vara lika tillförlitliga vittnen som
vuxna, såvida det handlar om en TP vittneskonfrontation (Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1998). En
färskare meta-analys visar dock att barn i åldern 4–17 år mer sannolikt gör felaktiga
utpekanden än vuxna, oberoende av om målpersonen är närvarande eller inte.
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Det finns ett flertal faktorer som kan tänkas bidra till att barn presterar sämre än
vuxna i vittneskonfrontationer. Bland dessa är tendensen att svara positivt på frågor (Hughes
& Grieve, 1980; Waterman, Blades & Spencer, 2000; Zajac & Karageorge, 2009), känslighet
för suggestion (Lamb, Brown, Hershkowitz, Orbach & Espin, 2018; Beal, Schmitt & Dekle,
1995; Lowenstein, Blank & Sauer, 2010), sämre inhibitionsförmåga (Williams, Ponesse,
Schachar, Logan & Tannock, 1999; Levin, Culhane, Hartmann, Evankovich & Mattson,
1991), mindre förståelse för hur vittneskonfrontationen fungerar (Dunlevy & Cherryman,
2013) och mindre utvecklad förmåga till återkallelse (Gross & Hayne, 1996; Robinson &
Johnson 1996; Kail, 1990). En annan viktig faktor att beakta är barns förmåga att processera
och känna igen ansikten. Studier har visat att barn blir bättre på igenkänning med åldern.
Croydon, Pimperton, Ewing, Duchaine och Pelicano (2014) observerade en gradvis förbättrad
prestation på identifieringsuppgifter mellan 5–12 års ålder. Kinnunen, Korkman, Laasonen
och Lahti-Nummela (2012) observerade en utvecklingskurva där barns igenkänning av
ansikten utvecklas snabbt fram till 8–9 års ålder och sedan långsammare upp till 11 års ålder.
Efter 11 års ålder förelåg endast väldigt liten utveckling. Den rådande teorin, utvecklad av
Crookes och McKone (2009), anför att det är de generella kognitiva processernas utveckling
som förklarar den förbättrade prestationen i igenkänning istället för en utveckling av
specifika igenkänningsförmågor. Enligt denna teori skulle igenkänningsförmågan vara fullt
utvecklad vid 4–5 års ålder.
Oberoende av vilka de bakomliggande processerna som tillåter en successivt
förbättrad prestation i ansiktsigenkänning är, är det viktigt att utreda ifall tillförlitligheten i
vittneskonfrontationer går att utreda. I denna studie undersöktes huruvida barns prestation i
vittneskonfrontationer kunde förutspås med hjälp av att mäta hur bra barn presterar i en
igenkänningsuppgift från det neuropsykologiska testbatteriet NEPSY-II.
Metod
I denna studie användes en design med upprepade mätningar. Datainsamlingen gjordes i
samarbete med en bredare ögonvittnesstudie som utredde hur belysning och maskering
påverkar ögonvittnesmål på olika avstånd. Samplet i denna studie bestod av 164 barn i
åldrarna 5–16 år.
Alla deltagare fick först observera 2–4 målpersoner i olika grader av maskering, följt
av 2–4 vittneskonfrontationer och en identifieringsuppgift för att utreda reliabiliteten av
prestationen i vittneskonfrontationen. Vittneskonfrontationerna bestod av 8 fotografier som
presenterades simultant på pekplatta. Identifieringsuppgiften MF är ett deltest ur det
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neuropsykologiska testbatteriet NEPSY-II som är avsett att utreda neurokognitiva förmågor
hos barn i 3–17 års åldern. Deltestet MF ämnar bedöma hur barn kodar in ansikten, skiljer
mellan ansikten och känner igen ansikten och kan administreras åt barn som är 5–16 år. I MF
presenteras barnet med en serie fotografier på barns ansikten som hen sedan ska känna igen
bland andra ansiktsbilder.
Data analyserades i statistikprogrammet R i en binär logistisk regression. Separata
modeller för TA och TP vittneskonfrontationer skapades.
Resultat
Distributionen av observationer var något ojämn (χ2 [2] = 1.28, p = 0.53), så att mest
observationer gjordes på 12,5 meters avstånd. Försöksdeltagarna gjorde korrekta
identifikationer i 34,83 % av konfrontationerna och korrekt förkastande i 54,67 % av
konfrontationerna. Samplet delades in i två åldersgrupper i enlighet med Kinnunens med flera
(2012) resultat; 5–8 år och 9–16 år. Äldre barn gjorde oftare korrekta val än yngre barn.
I TA vittneskonfrontationer tog korrekt förkastande i medeltal 4,97 minuter (SD =
8.26) och inkorrekt identifiering 7,52 minuter (SD =18.94, t [43.35] = 0.73, p = .470). I TP
vittneskonfrontationer gjordes korrekta identifikationer i medeltal på 2,37 minuter (SD =
6.82) medan inkorrekta identifikationer tog i medeltal 5,95 minuter (SD =15.1, t [85.24] =
1.54, p = .128). Deltagarnas rapporterade självförtroende i sitt svar i TA
vittneskonfrontationerna var i medeltal 49,90 (SD = 28.11) vid korrekt förkastande och 53,06
(SD = 26.76, t [71.58] = 0.5, p = .621) för inkorrekt identifiering. I TP vittneskonfrontationer
var deltagarnas självförtroende i medeltal 73,23 (SD = 23.97) för korrekt identifiering och
50,40 (SD = 33.28, t [79.34] = -3.72, p <.001) för inkorrekt identifiering eller förkastande.
I tabell 1 presenteras vår huvudanalys över MF, ålder, distans och prestation i
vittneskonfrontationerna. För TP vittneskonfrontationer hittade vi en positiv association
mellan MF och korrekt identifiering. En icke-signifikant positiv association hittades mellan
ålder och korrekt identifiering, alltså gjorde den yngre åldersgruppen mera missar än den
äldre gruppen. Avståndet hade inte en signifikant effekt på prestation i TP
vittneskonfrontationen. Avståndet interagerade heller inte med ålder eller MF poäng. I TA
vittneskonfrontationerna hittades ingen signifikant effekt av varken MF, ålder, eller distans
för korrekt förkastande.
Diskussion
I såväl TA och TP typs vittneskonfrontationer tog korrekta beslut kortare tid att fatta än
inkorrekta beslut. Att det tog längre tid att förkasta en TA konfrontation kunde tyda på att det
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är en kognitivt mer krävande uppgift att förkasta än att göra en korrekt identifiering. Den
längre responstiden kunde således vara ett tecken på att barnet processerar den kognitivt
krävande uppgiften av att jämföra en minnesbild mot fotografierna i vittneskonfrontationen.
Högre nivåer av säkerhet var i denna studie associerade med korrekt beslut på TP
vittneskonfrontationerna.
I motsats till vad vi förväntat oss, hittade vi ingen signifikant association mellan
korrekt svar i TA vittneskonfrontationerna och MF eller ålder. Detta kan tänkas bero på att
MF liknar TP vittneskonfrontationer mycket mer än TA konfrontationer. I en TA
vittneskonfrontation bör ju barnet märka att målpersonen inte är närvarande i fotografierna,
till skillnad från MF deltestet och TP konfrontationen där målpersonen alltid finns bland
alternativen. Våra resultat kunde även indikera en golveffekt då vi från tidigare forskning
(Fitzgerald & Price, 2015) vet att barn tenderar att göra flera missar i TA konfrontationer. En
annan förklaring kunde vara att TA vittneskonfrontationer helt enkelt är mer kognitivt
krävande för barn.
Eftersom denna studie gjordes i samarbete med en större datainsamling var inte vissa
delar av upplägget ideala för just vår forskningsfråga. Brister som liten sampelstorlek och
möjlig bias för ansikten i den egna åldersgruppen bör tas i beaktande vid tolkningen av denna
studies resultat. Framtida studier kunde utforska en predicerande uppgift som bättre liknar
TA vittneskonfrontationer, en igenkänningsuppgift med ansikten på vuxna istället för på barn
samt identifieringsuppgifter med längre tidsintervaller mellan testningarna, för att öka på den
ekologiska validiteten i forskningen.
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Appendix A
Table A1
Memory of Faces scaled scores by age
Age

Scaled Score

SD

5

11.00

4.76

6

9.12

4.12

7

9.92

3.37

8

10.58

3.82

9

8.75

3.21

10

11.00

2.74

11

10.00

2.25

12

8.89

3.31

13

10.74

3.53

14

9.69

2.47

15

7.83

0.75

16

11.80

2.17
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PRESSMEDDELANDE
Användning av mått på minne för ansikten för att utreda barns tillförlitlighet i
vittneskonfrontationer
Pro-gradu avhandling i psykologi
Fakulteten för humaniora, psykologi och teologi, Åbo Akademi
Resultaten från en pro-gradu avhandling i psykologi vid Åbo Akademi tyder på att mått på hur
barn kodar in ansikten, skiljer mellan ansikten och känner igen ansikten signifikant kan
förutsäga deras prestation i en vittneskonfrontation (eng. line-up). Studien hade som avsikt att
undersöka ifall barns prestation och tillförlitlighet som ögonvittnen går att bedömas genom
att utreda deras igenkänningsförmågor med ett test skilt från vittneskonfrontationen. Studien
är den första av sitt slag.
Datainsamlingen gjordes i samarbete med en större ögonvittnesstudie i vetenskapsparken
Heureka i Vanda. Data består av 164 barn som först deltog i en vittneskonfrontation och
sedan i en igenkänningsuppgift, deltestet Minne för Ansikten, ur det neuropsykologiska
testbatteriet NEPSY-II. Resultaten visar att man med hjälp av deltestet Minne för Ansikten
kan bedöma barns tillförlitlighet i vittneskonfrontationer där målpersonen är närvarande.
Även barns rapporterade nivå av självsäkerhet i sitt svar kan förutsäga deras prestation i
vittneskonfrontationer där målpersonen är närvarande.
Vid tolkning av dessa resultat bör man ta i beaktande att studiens design inte varit ideal för
dess forskningsfråga då datainsamlingen skett i samarbete med en annan studie.
Avhandlingen utfördes av Emily von Julin under handledning av Julia Korkman, PsD, Jan
Antfolk, PsD och Thomas Nyman, PsM.
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