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Анотація. Отримання достовірних свідчень свідків про спостереження UAP має 
центральне значення для його первинного дослідження. Оскільки об'єктивних інструмента-
льних доказів поки все ще недостатньо або вони часто неоднозначні, свідчення очевидців є 
основним джерелом інформації про події UAP. Проведення методологічно правильних ін-
терв'ю із очевидцями є важливим для забезпечення їх наукової обґрунтованості. У цій статті 
описується методичний та науково обґрунтований підхід, заснований на методах інтерв'ю-
вання з криміналістики, які успішно використовуються для інтерв'ювання свідків. Спочатку 
досвід UAP характеризується в контексті загального опису явища в ракурсі аномалістики. 
Потім представлені вимоги до дослідників, включаючи методичні, комунікативні та особис-
тісні аспекти. Це означає знання принципів наукових польових досліджень, як проводити 
інтерв'ю та, зокрема, комунікативні аспекти взаємодії зі свідками. Описано типи контакту 
та відповідні типи інтерв'ю. Вони базуються на якісних соціальних дослідженнях та кримі-
налістиці, а також підходять для інтерв'ювання свідків UAP. Зокрема, більш детально пред-
ставлені дослідницькі та когнітивні інтерв'ю. Основна увага приділяється опису процесу 
опитування свідків UAP, заснованого на когнітивному інтерв'юванні, представлено його ок-
ремі фази. Виділено спеціальні питання, зокрема для груп свідків, дітей та людей похилого 
віку, для повторних інтерв'ю та оцінювання достовірності. Показані подальші дії після ін-
терв'ювання свідка, завершення інтерв'ю у вигляді звіту. Нарешті, також згадується можли-
вість проведення самоінтерв'ювання самостійно самим свідком для своєчасного отримання 
високоякісних свідчень, і запропоновані пропозиції щодо онлайн-форм звітності.  
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“Despite the obvious appeal of television police shows, where attractive investigators and 

their white-smocked laboratory colleagues solve crimes by conducting high-tech computer-

assisted analyses ..., in fact most crimes are solved by ordinary-looking police who ask victims and 

witnesses: ‘What happened?‘” Ronald P. Fisher & Nadja Schreiber1 

1. Introduction 

 
1 Fisher R. P., Schreiber N. Interview protocols to improve eyewitness memory. In  M. P. Toglia, J. D. Read, D. 

F. Ross, & R. C. L. Lindsay (Eds.), The handbook of eyewitness psychology: Volume I, memory of events (p. 53) / 

Lawrence Erlbaum. 2017. Cited as an analogy to UAP case investigations. 

mailto:ickinger-uap@gmx.net
https://orcid.org/0009-0003-8895-4078


 26 

1.1. Characterization of UAP experiences. UAP events constitute the basis for any exami-

nation of the UAP phenomenon1. This includes the investigation of individual cases and possible 

 

Fig. 1. Differentiation of the UAP phenomenon into  

a primary and secondary phenomenon. The primary 

phenomenon includes both identified (IFO/IAP) and 

unidentified (UFO/UAP) events. Topics related to the 

secondary phenomenon are not exhaustive (by author). 

 

origins, as well as natural and social science consider-

ations, data analysis, technical studies, and the devel-

opment and discussion of hypotheses regarding unex-

plained sightings. This is independent of how the 

events occur or the environment in which they happen, 

whether they are visual observations recorded in pho-

tos or videos or detected by radar or other instrumental 

systems. These events can manifest in various ways. 

They may appear as objects, luminous phenomena, or other occurrences in the air or water. Bor-

derline experiences, such as encounters with non-human entities associated with the UAP phe-

nomenon, can also be included. UAP events are significant because without them, none of these 

activities, especially the more recent scientific research approaches, would exist. 

Based on this premise, the UAP phenomenon can be differentiated into a primary and sec-

ondary phenomenon: sighting events and encounters (both identified and unidentified) represent 

the primary phenomenon, while all other research and activities represent the secondary phenome-

non. Case studies, predominantly conducted by privately organized UAP research, can be de-

scribed as primary UAP research, while other activities can be described as secondary UAP re-

search. Figure 1 illustrates this differentiation. 

Reporting on UAP events largely relies on individuals' personal experiences. Although many 

sighting reports now include photos or videos2, witness reports often contain supplementary details 

about the phenomena's appearance and dynamics that cannot be inferred from the visual material 

alone. Furthermore, as discussions of cases with fellow researchers have shown, and as was 

recently expressed at the MUFON Symposium 2025, witnesses often describe something different 

from what can be seen in the footage [1]. These subjective experiences allow UAP to be classified 

as exceptional experiences (EE) in anomalistics. EE encompass experiences that individuals 

perceive as unusual and that are commonly referred to as “paranormal” or “supernatural” [2]. 
Typical EE are parapsychological phenomena, hauntings, premonitions, prophetic dreams, and 

UAP events. However, UAP events play a subordinate role in EE investigations, which are 

dominated by paranormal phenomena [3,4,5].  

A typical feature of EE and, in particular, UAP events is that they occur spontaneously—that 

is, suddenly and unpredictably—and predominantly as short-lived, transient phenomena that are 

difficult to grasp [6,2]. Such experiences occur under uncontrolled conditions and cannot be repli-

cated; therefore, they currently elude a concrete, positive definition and tend to be ambiguous. Be-

cause UAP events are transient, they happen usually in the past by the time a sighting report is 

made, so investigators must indirectly reconstruct them based on witness testimony. 

1.2. Witness testimonies as a main source of information on UAP events. Previous and 

current efforts to obtain technically based, objective evidence of UAP have not yielded clear re-

sults. Numerous photos and videos exist, including those of unexplained cases. However, when 

verified, they appear rather vague and ambiguous, making it impossible to draw clear conclusions 

 
1 Here, the term "phenomenon" is used in the singular as a collective term for all aspects and individual phe-

nomena that may be associated with UAP. 
2 According to the two major UAP reporting centers in Germany — the Society for the Research into the UFO Phenomenon (GEP) 

and the Central Research Network for Exceptional Sky Phenomena (CENAP) — around 60% of sightings are accompanied by visual 

material, such as photos or videos. (personal communication, Sep. 1, 2025). 
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from them. Consequently, witness testimonies are given high priority. This has led some UAP re-

searchers to identify characteristics in UAP flight behavior that allegedly indicate extraordinary 

capabilities that seem to defy known physics. One example are the “Five Observables” [7]. These 
characteristics are attributed to UAP and are based significantly on the interpretation of witness 

testimonies. A similar situation exists in the analysis of the famous 2004 U.S. Navy UAP video 

associated with the Tic Tac incident. According to the authors of the study, although no objective 

data, such as size or distance, could be derived from the footage, assumptions and estimates from 

available eyewitness testimonies can be used to calculate the object's behavior [8].  

Regardless of the debate about the suitability of witness testimonies for deriving objective 

data on object behavior, these examples demonstrate the importance of witness testimonies and 

their status as an important source of information about the event in question. This, in turn, raises 

questions about the methods used and the conditions under which the information was gathered. 

Reliable witness accounts are essential for accurately evaluating sighting experiences and distin-

guishing between identified and unidentified cases. Unexplained cases, collected in the residual 

category of unidentified sightings, serve as a basis for developing hypotheses. Since these account 

for only a small percentage of reported sightings, reliable data collection based on witness inter-

views according to scientific criteria is necessary to generate usable data [9]. 

The importance of witness interviews stems from the fact that it is the only system variable 

that can be controlled by the investigator. All other variables related to the event are estimator var-

iables that are uncontrollable [10]. 

2. Necessary skills for case investigators and interviewers. The skills for case investiga-

tors and interviewers cover three main areas, which are described below. These areas include me-

thodical skills for a scientific approach; personal characteristics and behavior during interviews; 

and communication skills for interacting with witnesses to obtain the best possible testimonies. 

2.1. Methodical skills. To obtain reliable and scientifically useful information from witness 

testimonies, a targeted approach is necessary because an interview is not a casual conversation 

about any topic. This requires methodical competence on the part of the interviewer. This compe-

tence encompasses a general scientific approach, particularly in practical field research. This ap-

proach must be transparent, comprehensible, and intersubjectively verifiable. It also involves doc-

umenting all steps of the work and securing and storing all obtained results [e.g.,11,12]. These 

principles are also established in anomalistics and UAP research [e.g.,13,14,15,16]. For witness 

interviews, this means that the procedure and all witness statements must be documented. The un-

derlying process should be clearly described and remain consistent so that the implementation and 

results can be compared. To be generally applicable, the process should cover different variants of 

a possible interview. Ideally, the process would be part of a methodical framework for case inves-

tigations as a whole [e.g.,17,18,19,20].  

Additionally, interviewers should be familiar with the various types of contact and inter-

views used in qualitative social research and anomalistic research. These methods are described in 

Section 3 below, along with their respective advantages and disadvantages. In addition to the in-

vestigative interview, the cognitive interview plays a special role. It was developed specifically for 

obtaining reliable witness testimonies. 

2.2. Personal skills of the interviewer. Our expertise focuses on the human factor, in both 

the interviewer and the witness. Interviews and eyewitness statements remain central components 

of data collection. In this regard, we have a decisive advantage over interviews in other contexts 

when it comes to UAP events. Witnesses contact a reporting center on their own initiative because 

they want to share their information. This means that we usually do not have to seek out witnesses, 

persuade them to be interviewed, or overcome any resistance they may have. Although witnesses 

contact reporting centers on their own initiative, we, the UAP researchers, now want to obtain as 

much reliable information as possible from them.   

The quality of the information obtained from the witness depends largely on the interview-

er's behavior and interaction with the witness, which requires a basic understanding of the inter-

view situation and the influence of behavior, body language, and the type of questioning. Basic 

principles for conducting witness interviews have also been formulated in anomalistics and UAP 
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research [e.g.,14,16,21,22,23,24]. These principles include treating the witness with respect and 

courtesy, creating a friendly and trustworthy atmosphere, and conducting the interview in an ethi-

cal manner. The goal is to encourage the witness to speak freely without fear of being dismissed, 

regardless of what they say, how they interpret it, or one's own thoughts on the matter. During the 

interview, the interviewer must behave in an objective, neutral, and communicative attitude, pref-

erably using open questions. The confidentiality of the entire process must also be ensured. 

Knowledge of fundamental communication aspects is an important component because it 

significantly influences the course of the interview, how a witness communicates with the inter-

viewer, and the outcome of the entire interview. Good communication between the interviewer and 

witness is essential for a positive outcome. The following section is devoted specifically to these 

aspects. 

2.3. Communicative issues between interviewer and witness. Communication is im-

portant because witness interviewing is an interaction between the interviewer and the witness. 

Therefore, an interview is an interactive, reciprocal conversation that develops over time. All 

statements in a conversation relate to each other, creating interrelationships. Consequently, the 

course of the interview depends on the behavior of both participants. In this context, every behav-

ior is simultaneously a stimulus, a reaction, and a reinforcement. Each statement serves as a stimu-

lus for a counterstatement, a reaction to a previous statement, and a reinforcement of previous 

statements. Consequently, both conversation partners are responsible for the direction of the con-

versation, and each partner influences its course [25]. The interviewer’s role is to manage the in-

terview process effectively through communication. 

In addition, every interview situation is unique. This is due not only to the environment in 

which the interview takes place, but also to the witness's personality and communication skills. 

These factors are reflected in the specific dynamics of an interview situation [26]. This requires the 

interviewer to adapt to each situation and witness. This includes taking the witness's linguistic ex-

pressiveness into account, especially when asking questions in a comprehensible manner in a 

structured interview. During this course, questions should not be simply read from a UAP ques-

tionnaire; rather, they should be formulated in a way that is appropriate to the witness's level of 

understanding. Active listening is also important, requiring the interviewer to listen attentively 

without interrupting or adding comments and to carefully interpret what is said [25]. Therefore, an 

interviewer needs self-discipline and self-control to know what to ask, when to ask it, and how to 

phrase the question. 

In the context of EE, a special form of communication is the “protected communication,” as 
described in anomalistic research [27]. It refers to a specific communication pattern among wit-

nesses. It is based on social discourse and the limited acceptance of exceptional phenomena, which 

can make witnesses uncertain about how seriously their accounts will be taken. Protected commu-

nication is characterized by three features: 

• Emphasizing one's own normality: The witness assures that he is not “crazy,” was sober, 
and does not normally believe in such things. This is done to distance himself from naive individu-

als and prevent possible pathologization. 

• Intersubjective validation of the experience: The witness references third parties who 

have had similar experiences, people who confirm that he is “normal,” and experts who support his 
interpretation or confirm the experience through comparable experiences of other people. 

• Plausibility through negation: The witness mentions various conventional explanations 

but rejects them based on details and doubts their plausibility. This conveys that the witness has 

considered conventional explanations but found them lacking. A typical formulation for this is: “It 
looked like ..., but it can't be because …” 

The first and third characteristics, in particular, are quite common, as also the author discov-

ered through his case studies. As an interviewer, if you encounter these characteristics, you should 

take note of them in a largely neutral manner and avoid commenting or reflecting critically. How-

ever, you can reassure witnesses regarding the first characteristic by letting them know that you 

take them seriously and want to know everything about their experience. Ultimately, most UAP 

witnesses are normal people without pathological traits [28], though UAP experiences can certain-



 29 

ly affect witnesses psychologically [29]. The third characteristic, however, is often problematic 

because a witness usually lacks the experiential knowledge and research findings necessary to in-

vestigate the case and ultimately classify and identify the event. At this stage, the interviewer may 

not have all the findings either, so they should record the witness's statements for later case discus-

sion. 

Additionally, it is worth mentioning that interviewees tend to adapt to interviewers in order 

to establish mutual understanding. For example, if the interviewer is critical, the witness may hold 

back in their statements, whereas if the interviewer is enthusiastic, the witness may embellish their 

statements. This can lead to distortions in the details, so it is important for the interviewer to re-

main neutral. 

This demonstrates that a methodological framework encompasses not only the witness inter-

view process but also the interviewer. 

3. Interview designs. The various types of interviews that can be used are particularly im-

portant for a interview design, in addition to the types of contact with witnesses. In addition to 

qualitative research interviews, these include those geared toward witness interviews in forensics. 

3.1. Types of contact in interviews. Depending on the nature of the contact between the 

case investigator and the witness, various types can be identified. Within the framework of field 

research, market research offers a classification system for this purpose, according to which basic 

types can be distinguished [30]. 

• Personal interview: The interviewee is interviewed by an interviewer in direct contact 

(face-to-face). The interview often takes place in the respondent's home, but sometimes at the loca-

tion of the event or observation. A structured interview is usually conducted, sometimes with the 

help of a questionnaire. It is easy to make audio recordings here using a smartphone. This method 

requires the most effort from the investigator but offers the greatest potential for information gath-

ering. 

• Telephone interview: In this classic variant, the interviewer contacts and interviews the 

interviewee by telephone. Here, too, a structured interview and the use of a questionnaire as a 

guide are possible. This interview method requires relatively little effort from the investigator 

while still allowing direct contact with the witness. Audio recording is possible to a limited extent, 

depending on the available technology. 

• Written interview: There is only indirect contact with the interviewee here, preferably via 

email or social media. This includes exchanges via online reporting forums, for example. Addi-

tionally, a questionnaire can be sent to the witness, who then completes it independently. The in-

vestigator does not provide personal support, so any problems the witness has understanding the 

questions are not always addressed with follow-up questions. Follow-up questions from the inves-

tigator are also made in writing. 

• Online interview: This is an increasingly popular form of interview in which the inter-

viewee can report a sighting via an online form on a website or a mobile reporting app. The con-

tent of these forms is based on questionnaires, and the data is often entered directly into a database. 

Here, too, the report is submitted without personal support from the investigator. Questions depend 

on the transmission of contact details. This survey method requires the least effort, especially since 

investigators already receive structured case data in digital form. 

Table 1 summarizes the different types of contact and their respective advantages and disad-

vantages. The disadvantages should be viewed primarily as risks. These risks are primarily case-

related and depend on the witnesses and the course of the interview, so they do not necessarily 

have to occur in this form. Therefore, they can be minimized or even avoided altogether. 

A request sent to the two major German UAP reporting centers—the Society for the Re-

search into the UFO Phenomenon (GEP) and the Central Research Network for Exceptional Sky 

Phenomena (CENAP)—regarding the type of contact revealed that this information is not current-

ly recorded (personal communication, Jul. 29, 2025). Only the reporting channels used for initial 

UAP sighting reports have been recorded for some time now. For a certain percentage of written or 

online sighting reports, additional inquiries or questions are also made by telephone or, less fre-

quently, in person, but only estimates are available for this. In unidentified cases, the proportion of 



 30 

personal or telephone interviews is higher because witnesses are directly interviewed more fre-

quently. If necessary, case investigators in the vicinity of the witness carry out additional research 

and direct interviews.  

Table 1. Overview of contact types 

Type Feature Advantage Disadvantage/Risks 

In person direct contact 

(face-to-face) 

Highly informative, follow-up ques-

tions, process control, structured 

questioning, assistance, behavioral 

observation, audio recording 

High effort, interviewer influence, communica-

tive understanding, requirements for interview-

ers 

By phone Telephone, verbal Highly informative, follow-up ques-

tions, process control, structured 

questioning, reduced interviewer 

influence, low effort 

Willingness to provide information, limited 

range of questions, premature termination, no 

nonverbal observation, audio recording depend-

ent on the technology 

In writing Email/letter, 

questionnaire, 

forums 

No interviewer influence, low ef-

fort, time-independent, easy acces-

sibility of witnesses 

Low response rate, considered answers, third-

party influences, text-oriented, lack of control, 

limited follow-up questions 

Online Reporting 

form/app 

No interviewer influence, low ef-

fort, digital data, time-independent 

Anonymous reporting, considered responses, 

third-party influences, text-oriented, lack of 

control, limited follow-up questions 

 

Although personal interviews are considered ideal, they are neither mandatory nor effective 

for all sighting reports. This is particularly true for sightings where the initial descriptions provide 

reasonable evidence for a conventional explanation and for expected frequent sightings due to 

known stimuli, such as unusual astronomical constellations or Starlink satellite launches, beside 

others. These events regularly lead to sighting reports being made to reporting centers. Detailed 

interviews are not the focus here, and open questions can usually be clarified by telephone or in 

writing. However, the low proportion of direct personal interviews in relation to the total number 

of reports is often due to a lack of personnel and time resources at reporting centers and among 

case investigators. Personal interviews often fail due to the physical distance from the witnesses. A 

larger proportion of interviews are conducted by telephone, which still allows for some direct con-

tact with the witness. One problem with purely online reports is anonymous reporting, which 

makes it impossible to ask follow-up questions and hinders the evaluation process. Table 2 shows 

the proportions of reporting channels and contact types for UAP reports as recorded or estimated 

for sightings. 

 

Table 2. Percentage of reporting channels (contact types) used by German UAP 

 reporting centers. Values in brackets indicate contacts involving a possible second contact 

 after the initial report and are based on estimates. For instance, an initial written report 

 followed by a telephone interview is classified as a telephone contact 

Contact type GEP (N = 5028) CENAP (N = 1053) 

In person <1% <1% 

By phone 10.9% (~20%) 31.9% (~48%) 

In writing 41.6% (~37%) 45.9% (~35%) 

Online 46.7% (~42%) 22.2% (~17%) 

In person/by phone when unidentified 70-80% (n = 357) --- 

 

Investigators do not always have the authority to decide which form of contact to use. This 

depends not only on local and temporal circumstances, but also on the form used by the witness to 

report the sighting, as well as the extent to which they provide contact details and express willing-

ness to be interviewed further. 

3.2. Types of interviews in qualitative social research. Depending on the type of research 

question and the subject of the research, qualitative (social) research offers a wide variety of inter-

view types [e.g.,31,32,33,34]. Some essential types can also be used for interviews in connection 

with EE and UAP experiences, which are also mentioned in anomalistics [27]: 



 31 

• Guided interview: A semi-structured interview on a specific topic conducted in an open 

manner. Systematic survey with open questions, preferably. 

• Expert interview: This is fact-oriented questioning of an expert on a specific topic and 

can be conducted semi-structured or structured. Targeted questioning. 

• Narrative interview: Open, largely unstructured questioning aimed at collecting and re-

constructing biographical events or individual experiences. It involves free narration with little in-

tervention from the interviewer. 

A key feature that distinguishes the different types of interviews is the structure of the ques-

tions used. Unstructured interviews are largely guided by the interviewee's narrative and do not 

use closed questions, which are usually open. Structured interviews, on the other hand, use a pre-

determined set of questions, usually closed, with little free narration. Semi-structured interviews 

are a hybrid of the two. 

Social scientists, in particular, have proposed using qualitative interview methods, such as 

guided or narrative interviews, when conducting interviews with witnesses of UAP [27]. Both 

forms are good approaches for witness interviews, but they also have weaknesses in their pure 

form. For instance, guided interviews focus on positive, open questioning but omit the important 

component of free narration. Narrative interviews focus on free narration but lack the targeted 

questioning necessary for specific, comparable sighting data. One option is to use a type of inter-

view from the field of forensics. These interviews use proven techniques specifically designed for 

witness interviews.  

3.3. The investigative interview and the PEACE model. In the early 1990s, the PEACE 

model was developed in the UK. It serves as the basis for a series of evidence-based interview 

techniques used in criminal investigations. One such technique is the investigative interview, 

which was also developed in the 1990s [35]. The PEACE model is a five-step process that guides 

the interview. It enables respondents to testify freely and without coercion in an atmosphere of 

mutual respect. Furthermore, the model defines respectful, open-minded, and neutral behavior on 

the part of the interviewer. The model describes five stages: Planning and Preparation, Engage 

and Explain (introduction), Account (reporting and questioning), Closure (conclusion), and 

Evaluate (assessment) [36]. 

These stages can be divided into three main phases, which are illustrated in Figure 2. The 

first phase is the planning and preparation phase before the interview begins. The second phase is 

the actual interview, including the introduction, explanation, reporting, questioning, and conclu-

sion. The third phase is the final evaluation. 

 

 

Fig. 2. Illustration of the PEACE model (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime) 

 

The PEACE model is often described in connection with the investigative interview, which 

is widely accepted in forensic literature as a suitable questioning method. Often, the description 

includes more stages than the PEACE model to further differentiate the account phase [e.g., 

36,37,38,39,40,41]. In the context of criminal investigations, the UN also recommends it as an ev-

idence-based, ethical, and human rights-compliant interrogation method [42].  
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Consequently, the requirements for conducting investigative interviews emphasize compli-

ance with ethical guidelines, which generally define how interviewees should be treated and how 

interviewers should behave [43]. Additionally, emphasis is placed on an interviewer's individual 

characteristics, such as their interaction with the interviewee and their approach during the inter-

view [38,43,39]. These are essentially communication skills in the context of interaction, such as 

active listening (see Section 2.3). This includes open-minded, respectful, and empathetic behavior. 

Neutrality toward the interviewee's statements, taking in all details, and considering different 

points of view are also part of this. Adequate preparation is emphasized as well, including getting 

ready for the interview and reviewing available information about the case and interviewee. These 

basic requirements for interviewer behavior align with the recommended principles of UAP case 

investigations (see Section 2). 

 

 

Fig. 3. The six stages of the investigative interview, according to the UN  

(United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime) 

 

The following is an example of the six-stage implementation described in the United Nations 

Office on Drugs and Crime's Manual on Investigative Interviewing for Criminal Investigation 

[42]: 

1. Plan and prepare: Prepare for the case based on the available information about the 

event. Identify what information is missing and what details need clarification. Prepare mentally 

for the interview and the witness. Organize the location of the interview. 

2. Introduce and build rapport. The opening phase of the interview includes an introduc-

tion to the witness and an explanation of the process and procedure. Create a pleasant and positive 

atmosphere to ensure the best possible quality of testimony. Start audio recording if admitted. 

3. Free account: The witness is given time to report everything freely. Here, the interviewer 

is predominantly passive, listening attentively and encouraging the witness to continue talking if 

necessary. At the end of this stage, ask comprehension questions as open questions. 
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4. Clarify and disclose: The statement is thematically structured with questioning of specif-

ic details and clarification of any outstanding issues. 

5. Close the interview: Conclude the interview with a summary, and if necessary, include 

written statements and notes. Allow for additions or corrections. Explain the next steps. Stop the 

audio recordings. 

6. Evaluate: Assess the information obtained, the investigation, and your observations and 

notes on the interview and the witness.  

Figure 3 shows an overview of the six stages of the investigative interview. 

Together with the underlying PEACE model, the investigative interview is a good starting 

point for interviewing UAP witnesses. It is basically suitable for all types of UAP sightings, 

whether they are the many less complex, short-duration, low-detail sightings that often have no 

anomalous characteristics, or the fewer, more complex sightings. Cognitive interviews are an al-

ternative to investigative interviews for more complex sightings with greater detail and possible 

anomalies. Designed to enhance memory performance and obtain the most reliable statements pos-

sible, these interviews can produce higher-quality details in such cases. It is ideally used in face-to-

face interviews but requires certain skills to use effectively.  

3.4. The (enhanced) cognitive interview. 

3.4.1. The basic approach of the cognitive interview. To obtain reliable statements about 

complex sightings involving possible anomalies that are difficult to explain and may be classified 

as unidentified, it is advisable to use an interview method that generates more reliable, detailed 

statements. A scientifically based interview method, developed in forensics and now used in crim-

inal investigations in many countries, is ideal for this purpose. It is based on findings from 

memory research. This method is the cognitive interview (CI), which was developed in the 1980s 

[44]. The CI includes a free narrative component, several recall phases, and structured questioning 

consisting primarily of open questions. It is considered an effective method for improving memory 

performance and the quality of statements [45]. The goal of the CI is to elicit as many accurate de-

tails as possible from the memory of the interviewee. It considers the fact that free reports are con-

sistently more accurate, yet less complete, than reports based solely on targeted questioning. 

Therefore, it deems a combination of a free report followed by targeted questions to be optimal 

[46]. A typical feature of CI is its separation into distinct phases that focus on the eyewitness. CI 

bears similarities to the investigative interview and is also mentioned as an interview method with-

in the PEACE model. CI focuses on using various retrieval techniques to improve memory per-

formance. Accordingly, CI can be divided into the following phases [44,47,48]: 

• Introduction: In order to achieve optimal results, create a pleasant and trusting atmos-

phere between the interviewer and the witness in the form of a cooperative relationship (rapport). 

The introduction is followed by four recall phases. 

• Context reinstatement: The witness should mentally reinstate themselves back to the 

original situation and recall the location, surroundings, and their own feelings. 

• Free report: The witness should recount everything that comes to mind about the event. 

This includes all details, even those that seem unimportant or trivial. The interviewer should adopt 

a passive attitude, merely encouraging the witness to continue without interrupting, commenting, 

or asking questions to avoid suggesting or influencing the statement. 

• Structured questioning: After the reporting phase, there is a structured set of questions to 

clarify any outstanding details or ambiguities, usually before the further recall phases. Open ques-

tions should be asked first and closed or multiple-choice questions should be asked last, even if a 

questionnaire with predefined answer options is used as a guide.  

• Change of perspective: The witness is asked to describe the event from the perspective of 

the other people involved. This can activate new details that would not be remembered from their 

own point of view. This requires the involvement of other people. 

• Change of Order: The witness should recount the event in a different order, or even 

backwards. This makes it more difficult to construct stories and easier to recall further details. This 

method is less effective for short-term events. 
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• Summary and conclusion: At the end of the interview, summarize the content with the 

witness. You can also ask the witness to recount everything again to obtain additional details. 

The different aspects of the retrieval techniques adhere to the theory of the multicomponent 

view of memory traces [49], which posits that mnemonic techniques support memory. According 

to this theory, memory is a network of associations, and the amount of information stored exceeds 

what can normally be retrieved. Therefore, memory can be accessed in different ways. The retriev-

al techniques use different paths and are intended to reduce the gap in retrieved information.  

In all phases, witnesses should be given time to remember, setting their own pace. The inter-

viewer should remain unobtrusive and only provide assistance when necessary. Communicative 

aspects, such as active listening and open questions, are central to this process. Figure 4 shows the 

key features of the CI.  

3.4.2. Enhancing the cognitive interview. As part of the evaluation, the CI was developed 

into the Enhanced Cognitive Interview (ECI) over time in three areas. First, the interviewer takes 

on a more passive but supportive role towards the witness, who becomes the focus of attention, 

and actively involves them in the conversation. Second, the communicative aspect was improved 

by encouraging the witness to report everything. Nonverbal communication methods should also 

be employed, such as sketches made by the witness. Third, in terms of cognitive aspects, the ques-

tioning should be witness-compatible, addressing the nature of the witness and their understand-

ing, and consistent with the information provided. This includes asking the witness to focus on 

specific details in their free report. The emphasis is also on minimizing constructive recall by en-

suring the interviewer's behavior and questions are not suggestive and do not influence the witness 

[48,50,51,52].  

In the context of UAP, an notable addition to the ECI is the use of witness drawings for the 

mentally reinstatement of context, which serves as the basis for subsequent free reports [51,53,54]. 

With this technique, witnesses draw the observed event in as much detail as possible and begin 

verbally describing the event and their drawings while still drawing. As with the previous method, 

only remembered content should be reproduced, not assumptions. Context reconstruction takes 

place through self-generated retrieval cues while creating the sketches, enabling more efficient re-

call and simplifying the process for both the interviewer and the witness. This sketching technique 

is also less time-consuming and free from interviewer influence, as the witness guides the recon-

struction of context, not the interviewer. A meta-study on cognitive interviewing by Memon et al. 

[55] shows that using the sketch method significantly reduces confabulations compared to a purely 

guided interview. Since sketches are often requested for UAP sighting reports, they should be pre-

pared as soon as possible, either before further questioning or at the start of a personal interview. 

Studies also show that drawing has a positive effect on memory [56]. Drawing circumvents 

limitations in verbal reconstruction because memory contents are stored visually by nature and 

must be reconstructed and described verbally when questioned. The quality and accuracy of these 

descriptions depend on one's linguistic and communicative abilities [57]. Making sketches can 

overcome any limitations that may exist [35]. This supplementary method is particularly 

recommended for older adults and for describing inherently spatial events [52,58]. Since sketches 

are often requested for UAP sighting reports, they should be created as soon as possible, either 

before additional questioning or during an in-person interview.  

The CI is a proven and effective method for obtaining reliable witness statements. In recent 

years, it has also been used in UAP case investigations and is recommended by various researchers 

and organizations, including the French GEIPAN [20,59,60,61,62,63]. This demonstrates the 

importance of CI in the field of UAP, and it should also be given greater consideration beyond 

UAP experiences in EE. In particular, witnesses should be asked to produce drawings according to 

ECI principles more often. 

Considering all aspects of the ECI, its implementation appears extensive. However, it should 

be emphasized that the ECI is a toolbox from which elements and retrieval techniques can be ap-

plied depending on the needs of each case, since applying all elements and techniques is not al-

ways appropriate or possible [48,50,51]. Each interview has its own particularities depending on 

the respective context. Furthermore, a cooperative witness willing to engage in the process is a 
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prerequisite. Therefore, CIs are described in terms of scope and content depending on circum-

stances and witnesses [64]. This means that there is no rigidly prescribed, all-or-nothing proce-

dure, but rather, individual elements can be applied depending on the context and requirements. CI 

is considered less suitable for short, low-detailed events. This is of interest to UAP because not all 

sightings are complex, detailed, or prolonged. Similarly, the recall technique of changing perspec-

tive is only applicable when there are several participants. In cases of frequent single-witness 

sightings, this is not possible. Even for sighting reports based on known stimuli, for which reason-

able indications of typical stimuli exist after the witness's initial report, a less extensive interview 

may be appropriate if necessary. In contrast, when it comes to more complex and detailed UAP 

sightings that appear to defy explanation, an ECI can leverage its strengths to obtain relevant de-

tails. Table 2 provides an overview of relevant interview types for UAP witnesses. 

 

 

Fig. 4. Key features of the cognitive interview (by author) 

 

Table 2. Overview of relevant interview types for UAP sightings 

Type Feature Advantage Disadvantage/Risks 

Guided-

interview 

Semi-structured Largely open questions, systematic data 

collection, comparability 

No narrative component, influence 

from the interviewer 

Narrative 

interview 

Unstructured Focus on narrative component, enables 

free reporting, minimal interviewer 

influence 

No prepared, targeted standard ques-

tions, hardly comparable with each 

other 

Investigative 

interview 

Semi-structured, 

witness-focused 

Largely open questions, semi-structured 

interview, flexible application 

Low narrative component, requires 

professional expertise, interviewer 

influence 

(Enhanced) 

cognitive 

interview 

Semi-structured, 

witness-focused 

Combination of free reporting, recall 

techniques, and semi-structured ques-

tioning, good memory reconstruction, 

inclusion of the sketch method in ex-

tended CI 

Time-consuming, demanding, re-

quires a high level of professional 

expertise from the interviewer, inter-

viewer influence 

 

4. Conducting witness interviews in the context of UAP. The following description of 

how to conduct a witness interview regarding unidentified aerial phenomena (UAP) sightings is 
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based on the PEACE model described above and the approach used in investigative and cognitive 

interviews. 

4.1. Preparation and preliminary talk. Preparing for witness interviews is generally difficult 

in cases involving UAP sightings because witnesses usually contact a reporting center or case inves-

tigator directly to report their observations. Direct contact, typically by telephone, immediately puts 

the witness in an interview situation. Even with a written or online report, investigators receive in-

formation about the observation, which can be relatively comprehensive if the report is structured 

and based on a form. If the initial information provides clues for a prosaic explanation and no anom-

alous features are apparent, necessary clarifications can be made with the witness through simple 

questions. However, if the initial report contains anomalous features that the investigator believes 

cannot easily be resolved, and if there is little evidence to support a conventional explanation, then a 

separate, targeted interview based on investigative or cognitive interviewing principles is recom-

mended to obtain the best possible results for a potentially unidentified sighting.  

If a separate interview is desired after the initial report is issued, it should be scheduled as 

soon as possible. It should be prepared based on the initial information provided. What infor-

mation is available? Which details are still unclear? Are there any contradictions? The investiga-

tor's initial research can also be incorporated. Where is the location of the observation? What does 

the surrounding area look like? What evidence of conventional causes is available? Research on 

air traffic, etc., can be conducted in advance. If there are press reports on the incident in question, 

they should be analyzed based on their contents and compared with the information given by the 

witness. During a telephone interview, the witness can be asked to provide their own sketch. If the 

interview is face-to-face, this should be done during the interview. 

During the preliminary talk about the planned interview, whether based on the witness's ini-

tial phone call or written or online report, do not discuss or debate the sighting itself. Similarly, 

general discussions about the topic or shared opinions should be avoided to prevent unintentionally 

influencing the witness, such as aligning them with the investigator's perspective. Even a brief pre-

liminary discussion before a personal interview carries the risk of influencing the witness, albeit 

unconsciously [65]. In this situation, the investigator should not send a questionnaire to the witness 

in advance so they are not influenced by the questions and possible answers. Regardless of any in-

dividual clues pointing to an explanation, investigators should approach interviews with an open 

mind, remain neutral, and avoid committing to a specific hypothesis in advance to prevent confir-

mation bias and avoid ignoring other clues that may arise. 

The process described below is based on face-to-face interviews because they are the most 

effective type of interview. However, due to the aforementioned resource constraints, face-to-face 

interviews are rarely used in UAP field investigations. Depending on the context of the sighting, 

interviews or parts thereof can be conducted by telephone. 

4.2 Interview process. The process described below is based on face-to-face interviews be-

cause they are the most effective type of interview. However, due to the aforementioned resource 

constraints, face-to-face interviews are rarely used in UAP field investigations. Depending on the 

context of the sighting, interviews or parts thereof can be conducted by telephone. 

4.2.1. Introduction (establish personal contact). Initially, the interviewer should establish 

a relaxed and trustworthy atmosphere with the witness to build rapport. Small talk about topics un-

related to UAP is an effective way to establish this rapport. Most interviews take place in the wit-

ness's home. In familiar settings, witnesses find it easier to settle into the interview situation. It is 

also possible to draw on visible aspects of their private lives, such as clubs, hobbies, travel souve-

nirs, or special books. Discussions about UAP in general or respective views on the subject should 

be avoided beforehand. Furthermore, inform the witness about the purpose and importance of the 

interview. At this point, consent for audio recording should also be obtained and confidentiality 

assured. This phase can be used to calm agitated, nervous, or uncertain witnesses and provide reas-

surance so they can recount their experience in a calm state. Unless the interview is outdoors, such 

as at the location of the sighting, a relaxed sitting position that allows for easy eye contact is rec-

ommended. 
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When creating a relaxed and trusting atmosphere, it should be noted that such an atmosphere 

increases suggestibility. Therefore, the interviewer must pay greater attention to behaving neutrally 

and to how questions are asked to avoid suggestive effects. 

4.2.2. Mental context reinstatement. Mental context reinstatement, or mental returning to 

the situation of the sighting, is a crucial step and prerequisite for further action and the recall phas-

es. To accomplish this, the witness should mentally return to the place and time of the event. This 

includes their emotional state at the time. If the event took place near the interview location, Ideal-

ly, the interviewer should accompany the witness to the sighting location to improve context rein-

statement (see Section 4.3.1). Give the witness the time he needs to do this until they are ready to 

report. 

4.2.3. Free report. If the witness has not already made a sketch, they should now be given 

the opportunity to do so at their own to help them visualize the situation from memory. This fol-

lows the sketch method for the ECI (sketch mental reinstatement, see Section 3.4.2). The witness 

should be given sufficient time to do so. While making the sketch, the witness should start to de-

scribe what they see in detail, even if it seems trivial or unimportant. They should use their sketch 

as a reference. However, they should not guess or make assumptions; they should limit themselves 

to the details they have perceived. The interviewer should remain in the background without com-

menting or asking questions. They should simply encourage the witness to continue talking while 

taking notes on their description. If the witness consents, an audio recording is advantageous here, 

as you do not have to write everything down and can limit your notes to what is necessary. Taking 

constant notes during the free report can make the witness uncertain, especially since it interferes 

with positive eye contact. Attention should also be paid to the witness's choice of words and non-

verbal behavior. To what extent does it match the description? Where are there any contradictions? 

Where might further questions be necessary later? Ideally, there should be two case investigators 

present: one to focus on the witness and their statement, and the other to take notes and observe the 

witness's behavior. 

It is helpful if the witness begins their account shortly before the event so that the context of 

the experience can be better understood. Where did they come from, and what were they doing be-

forehand? 

Although the basic principle here is to give the witness the time they need to make their re-

port, as a case investigator, one is often faced with the situation of dealing with people who have 

already made strange observations in the past. In such cases, witnesses often include their previous 

observations in their report and digress from the topic at hand. As an interviewer, you can inter-

vene here by asking an open question about the current event or by pointing out that the witness 

should concentrate on the current observation in order to avoid mixing it up with previous events. 

In some cases, witnesses report specific subjective experiences in connection with their UAP 

encounter. These experiences are often described as spiritual or consciousness-altering, and may 

be attributed to the so-called ‘Oz factor’ [116]. These accompanying descriptions should not be 
discussed or commented on at this stage. Currently, a specific, structured interview of such experi-

ences does not take place, and they are usually collected in a purely narrative form. Questions 

about these experiences should therefore be asked at the end of the structured interview, to avoid 

mixing them with pure sighting details. 

4.2.4. Structured interview. An important element of any witness interview regarding UAP 

events is targeted questioning about sighting details. This involves follow-up questions based on 

preceding narratives in the initial report or subsequent recall phases, as well as details needed for 

further evaluating a UAP sighting. These details will later be archived in case files and databases. 

A UAP questionnaire, like those commonly used by reporting centers in primary UAP research, 

can serve as a guide for this purpose. A questionnaire-based interview ensures the comparability of 

UAP sightings. 

Open questions are preferable, and closed questions should only be asked when necessary. 

These are questions that can only be answered with “yes” or “no,” or multiple-choice questions 

that offer a limited, defined selection. In any case, the targeted survey should begin with open 

questions. Specific questions should be asked later. Current UAP questionnaires take this into ac-
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count, offering witnesses the option to provide free text and containing open questions. Follow-up 

questions should also be open and not influenced by predetermined answer options. For example, 

ask “Was a color discernible?” instead of “What color was the object?” or “Was it yellow or or-

ange?” Ask “Was a shape discernible?” instead of “Describe the shape again” or “Was it more tri-
angular or round?” Additionally, the tone of voice used when asking questions should be consid-

ered to ensure that they are not perceived as urgent or impatient. 

Sketches made during an interview must always be drawn by the witness. In some cases, in-

vestigators also create drawings. Even when done in close consultation with the witness, there is a 

risk of mutual influence due to communication, as the forensic psychologist Prof. Matthew J. 

Sharps from California State University, Fresno (USA), answered the author in a discussion: 

“The drawings, as in criminal eyewitness work, depend on the verbal retrieval powers of the 
given witness, and on the artistic abilities of the investigator. Police artists in my experience tend 

to be trained, experienced, and relatively talented, but I don’t know the standards employed when 
the investigator of a UFO incident is also the artist. The interaction between the investigator and 

witness would also, as you suggest, absolutely be expected to influence the ultimate account, and 

the subsequent drawing, very strongly.” (personal communication, May 11, 2022) 
A fundamental problem with current UAP questionnaires is that they continue to focus heav-

ily on objects (“number of objects,” “shape of the object,” “color of the object,” “flight maneuvers 
of the object,” etc.). This suggests a material object that usually moves in airspace, which counter-

acts the attempt to move away from the object reference contained in the term “UFO” when using 
the term “UAP”. If the interviewer is conducting the survey, they can address this issue by refer-

ring to the phenomenon or event itself and avoiding the term “object.” Questionnaire wording 
should be revised in this regard.  

Throughout the interview, the interviewer should remain neutral. This means not making as-

sessments or interpretations of the witness's statements or discussing the details. Doing so may in-

fluence the witness and cause them to adjust their statement. Suggestive questions containing as-

sumptions or put possible answers into the witness's mouth should be avoided, such as: “At what 
altitude was the unidentified flying object hovering?” “Did it look like a typical triangle?” “Was it 
disc-shaped?” “Could you see any propulsion system on the flying object?” “Did the object react 
to you?” “Did the object move like a classic UFO?” “Could it be that it came from another world 
or dimension?” or “Did it behave intelligently?” These questions imply a flying, material object 
and refer to a “typical” UFO/UAP. They also introduce the assumptions of intelligent behavior, 

conscious influence, and a non-terrestrial origin. Questions that introduce true or false information 

can mislead witnesses into adding this information to their memories, thus influencing their recon-

struction [66,67]. These types of questions can distort memories, activate the imagination, or rein-

force certain narratives, especially in cases of exceptional experiences, such as UAP sightings. 

Overall, questions should be largely neutral, open, and nonjudgmental so as not to provide wit-

nesses with false clues [68].  

It is important not to pressure witnesses into providing details they clearly don't remember or 

are unsure about. In such cases, it is best to leave it at that and take a note. It is also important to 

remain neutral about your own views on the account and avoid using leading questions to confirm 

your hypotheses. 

One form of communication is paraphrasing, which is closely related to and requires active 

listening. Paraphrasing involves summarizing and restating what has been said in your own words 

rather than repeating it verbatim [69]. Paraphrasing is particularly useful when the witness makes 

unclear or contradictory statements, when the interviewer is unsure about the meaning of some-

thing, or when there are doubts about the credibility of the statement. Paraphrasing as a summary 

of the questioning allows the witness's statements to be reflected upon in a targeted manner in the 

form of a follow-up question. There are two types of paraphrasing: correct and incorrect.  

Correct paraphrasing is useful for determining understanding and clarifying unclear details 

of a statement. To accomplish this, what has been said is rephrased as a question. These questions 

can be closed-ended but must not be suggestive. Incorrect paraphrasing deliberately misrepresents 
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what has been said to elicit a correction from the witness. This can also indicate the reliability of 

the statement. If the witness confirms the incorrect summary, it suggests uncertainty.  

When it comes to witness statements, it is important to distinguish between perception and 

interpretation. It is normal for observers of an unknown phenomenon to reflect on it and try to cat-

egorize it as something familiar. For example, if a witness sees several lights in a triangular for-

mation moving silently and evenly across the night sky, without noticing any other specific details, 

that would be perception. However, if the lights partially obscure the stars or make them appear 

blurry and the witness speculates that they might have been a large flying object with a cloaking 

device, that would be an interpretation. There was, in fact, a light veil of clouds in the sky at the 

time, which could have created this impression. Apart from that, the sighting itself is still consid-

ered unidentified.  

4.2.5. Further retrieval techniques. After the structured interview, further retrieval tech-

niques from the cognitive interview can be applied if appropriate and feasible in the context of the 

review. Describing the event from a different perspective requires additional witnesses who were 

in a group with the interviewee so he or she can understand their perspective. Additionally, a 

change of perspective is recommended for more complex events. 

Regardless of additional witnesses, changing the sequence is advisable, but it requires more 

time to view. If the viewing time is short, describing the events in a different or reverse order 

makes little sense. There are no specific recommendations for a minimum duration. As a case in-

vestigator, ask yourself if a change in sequence provides additional insight for shorter, manageable 

events. Both retrieval phases appear ineffective when few details are available and no additional 

details are expected. They should be regarded as optional tools. 

4.2.6. Supplementary questions and closure. After collecting all information about the 

sighting event, the witness's specific subjective experiences during or after the observation de-

scribed in the free report may be the subject of further questioning, as discussed, for example, in 

connection with the mentioned Oz factor [116] or other psychological or physiological effects the 

witness associates with the event. If the witness refers to previous UAP sightings of their own in 

their free report, these can be discussed at this point and collected in separate interviews. 

After completing the interview, conclude the situation with a casual conversation. This pro-

vides an opportunity to summarize everything and ask the witness if they can think of anything 

else or if they would like to add anything. Here, you can also ask the witness for their interpreta-

tion of the event, as well as their knowledge or prior experiences related to UAP. This can also 

provide insight into the extent to which thematic influences or personal convictions may have af-

fected perception or interpretation. If the events occurred a long time ago, ask about the reasons 

for the late report and if the sighting was reported to other organizations.  

The investigator should refrain from discussing the event itself, especially if all the research 

has not been completed. If there is evidence supporting a prosaic explanation, you may mention it, 

but avoid drawing a final conclusion at this point. Finally, the investigator should explain the next 

steps of the investigation to make the procedure transparent to the witness and generate ac-

ceptance. This also includes informing the witness later about the investigation's results. 

4.2.7. Interviews in an anomalistic context. The following principles were formulated for 

conducting interviews in anomalistic research [27 pp. 435-436]. These principles largely reflect 

what has been said here: 

• Motivate the interviewee to participate, explain the background, and obtain consent. 

• Guarantee protection against the misuse of information provided (data protection and con-

fidentiality). 

• Ensure a pleasant and stimulating conversation, and create a trusting and objective atmos-

phere. 

• Have a good overview of the guidelines and be flexible in their application. 

• Adopt a non-directive approach to the conversation. 

• Be willing to engage with the interviewee's “inner world.” 

• Clarify any possible misunderstandings. Deal with communication barriers and conversa-

tion crises professionally. 
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• Accurately record and log the conversation and research-relevant contextual information. 

• Avoid the following as much as possible: yes/no questions, leading questions, technical 

jargon, “guide bureaucracy,” interrupting, and personal evaluations. 
4.3. Special issues in the interview context. Witness interviews rarely follow the same pat-

tern or take place under the same conditions. A variety of factors may come into play, such as mul-

tiple witnesses, the age of the witnesses (e.g. children or older adults), whether interviews are re-

peated, and questions regarding on-site interviews or witness credibility. Such issues are discussed 

below. 

4.3.1. On-site interviews and context congruence. As shown in Section 3.1, fewer than 1% 

of reported sightings are followed up with a personal interview. This is also reflected in on-site in-

terviews with witnesses at the sighting location. In many cases, especially those that have been 

clarified, an on-site interview with the witness is not essential, particularly if the sighting shows no 

anomalous characteristics. However, in the case of more complex and unidentified sightings, the 

impact of an on-site interview should not be underestimated. As with mental context reinstatement 

in the CI, an on-site interview significantly improves context reconstruction when the witness is in 

the sighting environment.  

This is due to the context congruence between the encoding and retrieval conditions, which 

reveals significantly more and better memory content. The encoding specificity principle, the core 

principle of memory reconstruction, states that memory is optimal when the retrieval context re-

sembles the encoding context, i.e., the original conditions of perception [70]. Studies on memory 

reconstruction and context effects demonstrate a notably higher reproduction rate when contexts 

align [71,72]. This suggests that contextual features are always stored in addition to information 

about the event itself, and that the activation of these features during an on-site interview signifi-

cantly improves memory reconstruction [73]. 

This demonstrates the added value of an on-site interview, which is why it should be priori-

tized, especially in cases involving more complex and unidentified sightings, to obtain as many 

reliable details as possible. 

4.3.2. Repeated interviews and reminiscence. Even after an interview has been completed, 

new questions may arise that require clarification from the witness. The witness may also wish to 

add further details. It is also normal for a witness to remember new details after the initial inter-

view (reminiscence), as not all information in the brain is equally accessible and retrievable at all 

times. Therefore, a witness is unlikely to remember all the details of an event during an interview, 

even if the conditions are optimal. In this respect, there is generally no reason not to reinterview 

the witness.  

However, details reported later based on reminiscence are often met with mistrust regarding 

their reliability. Consequently, memory performance is consistently underestimated in repeated 

interviews, and the decline in accuracy is overestimated. However, studies show that newly re-

membered details are reported with nearly the same degree of accuracy as earlier reported details. 

The memory performance remained stable, resulting in consistently high and comparable accuracy 

of subsequent memory details to immediately reported memories [74,75]. 

It was also shown that longer retention intervals before the first interview resulted in lower 

accuracy. However, repeated interviews thereafter had only a minor influence on accuracy and did 

not cause it to decline. Discrepancies that arise are mainly due to forgetting and reminiscence 

[76,77]. Studies with varying intervals revealed that the longest delay resulted in the least recall of 

new information but had only a minimal effect on overall accuracy. Over the course of repeated 

interviews, the number of errors increased; however, this did not affect relative accuracy. A calcu-

lation of accuracy based on all individual details revealed slightly lower accuracy compared to the 

initial interview [78]. The following was noted in this regard:   

“There was an increase in recall of new details with little cost to the overall accuracy of in-

formation gathered. Importantly, these results suggest that witnesses are unlikely to report every-

thing they remember during a single Cognitive Interview, however exhaustive, and a second op-

portunity to recall information about the events in question may provide investigators with addi-

tional information.” [78 p. 1] 
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In this respect, it can be concluded that it is entirely possible to question the witness again 

about the event and any further details they may recall after a certain period of time (approximate-

ly one week) following an initial interview. As a general rule, interviews should be conducted in a 

structured manner, with appropriate questions being asked (preferably open, with few closed ques-

tions and no leading questions). Leading or closed questions, on the other hand, can lead to false 

memories that are repeated and reinforced in subsequent interviews [66]. It should be noted that 

initial details are of uncertain reliability, so it is necessary to check for any signs of prior influence. 

Over time, there is an increased risk of subsequent information being mixed with or overlapping 

genuine memories, meaning that witnesses will no longer be able to distinguish between infor-

mation they experienced first-hand and information conveyed to them afterwards [79,80,81]. 

4.3.3. Testimonies from children and older adults. The age of witnesses plays a minor 

role in case discussions. While aspects of reliability are sometimes discussed in the context of case 

assessment when children or adolescents are witnesses to UAP, this is practically never the case 

with older adults or seniors, according to the author's experience participating in case discussions. 

However, age-related developments impact cognitive abilities, perception, and memory, and limi-

tations become apparent with increasing age in older adults [82,83]. 

Although interviewing children and assessing the reliability of their statements is a difficult 

and much-discussed topic, it is not as critical in the context of UAP as it is in forensics due to the 

small proportion of children involved (see table 3 below). Nevertheless, numerous studies demon-

strate that skepticism toward children as witnesses is largely unfounded. They are perfectly capa-

ble of providing useful information. But this requires prompt questioning to avoid suggestive in-

fluences from the environment, as well as a neutral and open questioning process. Compared to 

adults, children can sometimes provide better memory performance because adults tend to fill in 

memory gaps with experiential knowledge that children do not yet possess to the same extent 

[84,85]. Nevertheless, skepticism toward children's testimony is warranted when a child witness 

may have been exposed to suggestive influences because children are more susceptible to influ-

ence. This is particularly risky in cases involving events that occurred a long time ago. Suggestive 

questioning can render witness statements, especially those of children, completely unusable as 

evidence. 

 Cognitive aging directly impacts perception and memory. Consequently, it is a central topic 

in studies of older adults assessing the reliability of witness statements [e.g.,86,87,88,89,90,91]. 

However, there is no clear age distinction because this is a gradual process throughout adulthood. 

The age group of 60 or 65 and above is usually referenced. Therefore, the following specific 

sources of error in older adults are taken into account: 

• Memory Accuracy Decline: Older adults tend to provide less reliable reports than young-

er adults. 

• Susceptibility to suggestion and misinformation: Older adults are more susceptible to 

misleading information during questioning. This can lead to the creation of so-called “false memo-

ries” — memories of things that did not happen. 

• Overconfidence effect: The subjective certainty of older witnesses does not always corre-

spond to the objective accuracy of their statements. They may exhibit a high degree of conviction 

regarding false memories or underestimate correctly remembered content. 

• Influence of external information and the media: Older witnesses are prone to blending 

their memories with later-acquired information (e.g., media reports or stories from others) without 

realizing it. Such external influences can distort the original memory (“false information effect”). 
• Cognitive processing: As people age, their attention, attention to detail, and the speed at 

which they retrieve memories can decline. 

• Limitations in sensory perception: As we age, our perception through our sensory or-

gans, such as sight, hearing, smell, and taste, deteriorates. Examples include the decreasing depth 

of field of the eye, limitations in peripheral perception, changes in color perception, and problems 

with night vision. Perception of time also changes with age. 

In practice, this means that statements from older eyewitnesses must be evaluated carefully 

for potential distortions, errors, and suggestive influences. However, individuality is an important 
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aspect. This means that these aspects do not affect everyone in the same way. This is particularly 

true of cognitive aging, which can be mitigated by leading a suitable lifestyle. While these aspects 

of reliability pose a risk in both children and older adults, they should always be assessed individ-

ually as far as possible in the context of the interview. 

Studies show that restoring context through a sketch, as mentioned in Section 3.4.2, has a 

positive effect on both children and older adults [52,58]. In this respect, this method should be 

considered, especially in such cases. 

Table 3 shows the proportion of children, adolescents, and seniors according to information 

from the two reporting centers in Germany (personal communication, August 8, 2025). The com-

paratively high proportion of older adults highlights the importance of addressing this age group in 

case assessments, which has often been neglected to date.  

 

Table 3. Percentage of children, adolescents, and seniors among UAP witnesses. 

 Age at sighting is requested and evaluated by the GEP, if specified;  

in the case of CENAP, the values are based on an estimate 

Witness age GEP (N = 1764) CENAP (N = 13068) 

Children (<= 13 J.) 3.9% ~2% 

Adolescents (14 J. - 17 J.)  6.6% ~10% 

Seniors (>= 60 J.) 24.3% ~30% 

 

4.3.4. Groups of witnesses and memory conformity. Most UAP sighting reports received 

by reporting centers are based on single-witness sightings1. Multiple witnesses to the same event 

are particularly valuable because they can provide information from different perspectives with 

independent observational details. However, this positive aspect generally only applies to witness-

es who are independent of each other and have no contact with one another. When a group of wit-

nesses observe an event together and interact socially during and after the event—particularly 

when they discuss what they have seen—several risks arise that can lead to less reliable statements 

than those of individual witnesses. The focus here is on group effects and memory conformity, 

both of which have been the subject of numerous studies.. 

• Discussions among witness groups: A study showed that there was no difference in 

memory accuracy between groups that had discussions and those that did not. In groups that dis-

cussed the information, it was reproduced, regardless of whether it was correct. Provided that no 

misinformation is introduced, discussions are neither harmful nor beneficial. However, after a 

longer delay, discussions strongly influenced accuracy [92]. 

• Group size and misinformation: Larger groups were found to be more susceptible to the 

influence and misinformation of fellow witnesses, provided that a majority shared the misinfor-

mation. In the experimental setting, group sizes ranged from two to six people. When misinfor-

mation was shared only by individual co-witnesses, it had no significant influence on the state-

ments [93]. The Asch experiment is a famous example of this phenomenon, in which individual 

witnesses are influenced by several co-witnesses [94,95]. 

• Perceived credibility and familiarity: The characteristics and perception of fellow wit-

nesses can influence the likelihood that statements will be falsified. For instance, a study showed 

that statements made by a witness perceived as credible, intelligent, and authoritative were more 

likely to be adopted by other witnesses than statements made by others [96]. Fellow witnesses with 

whom you are familiar have a similar influence. Discussions among witnesses who already knew 

each other revealed significantly greater similarity in statements, indicating mutual influence [97]. 

• Post-event information (PEI): Information received by witnesses after an event (PEI) can 

significantly impact memory, especially when they have had the same experience and discuss it 

together. PEI that emerges during such discussions may correspond to or deviate from one's 

 
1 According to information from the German UAP reporting centers, the proportion of single witnesses is 

66.2% for GEP and 71.9% for CENAP (personal communication, Sep. 2, 2025).  
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memory of the event. The latter can impair one's ability to report stored details of the earlier event 

later on [98]. 

Studies show that interacting witness groups can pose risks regarding suggestibility and 

memory conformity. However, memory accuracy does not necessarily decline in all cases. In real-

life questioning situations, investigators must first determine the social structure of the witness 

group to assess possible influences resulting from interaction. It is also evident here that the longer 

the delay before questioning, the greater the decline in accuracy and susceptibility to error. 

Memory conformity can also cause individual memory differences to disappear.  

The topic of multiple witnesses has also been addressed in UAP research. Hendry states that 

multiple witnesses reduce the likelihood of deception, fantasy, or misperceptions [99]. However, 

when comparing unidentified and identified sightings, Hendry found that multiple witnesses did 

not contribute to better clarification, higher identification rates, or reduction in misjudgments. 

Hendry also cites cases in which a majority of witnesses stared at flashing lights and ignored sin-

gle references to a star. Hynek kept records of Project Blue Book and found a higher identification 

rate among multiple witnesses [100]. The results are inconclusive in this respect, although there is 

a lack of current, controlled experiments on this subject.  

To minimize group effects, interviews with groups of witnesses should be conducted as soon 

as possible, with each witness interviewed separately. 

4.3.5. Feature-intensive processing for error reduction. A new approach to challenge 

eyewitness testimonies emphasizes feature-intensive processing to minimize potential errors [101]. 

This approach is based on the idea that gestalt-processing is faster and easier than remembering 

specific features because feature-intensive processing is slower and more difficult [102]. However, 

asking specific questions about the observed phenomenon activates detail-oriented thinking. Look-

ing at specific elements can cause a witness to question their beliefs or perceptions. For instance, if 

an object reflects light in a cloudy sky, one might ask, where was the sun? Was it visible? Could it 

have illuminated the object? Similarly, in the case of a photo of an object near the ground with a 

shadow, one might ask, where did the light come from? Does the shadow match the object and its 

supposed position? Questions requiring feature-intensive analysis could be an effective way to en-

courage people to question unfounded perceptions or interpretations as opposed to the simpler Ge-

stalt responses we tend to make. However, more research is needed on this topic. This type of 

questioning technique should only be used towards the end of the interview, since such specific 

questions can easily make someone more suggestible. 

In the case of the UAP sighting mentioned above involving several lights in a triangular 

formation, where the witness speculated about an object with a cloaking device, feature-intensive 

processing could be activated by asking questions such as: Was there cloud cover in the sky that 

night? Were the stars clearly visible everywhere in the sky? Or Why would a flying object with a 

cloaking device activate lights? 

4.3.6. Assessment of credibility. In case assessments, a recurring theme is the question of 

credibility. A fundamental distinction must be made between the credibility of a testimony and the 

credibility of the witness [103,104,105]. In case discussions, however, this distinction is rarely 

made. The statement “Witness X appears credible” is generally used, which essentially refers to 
the respective account. Without specialist psychological expertise and knowledge of the person's 

personality, a layperson cannot reliably assess the credibility of a person, and this assessment 

should be avoided. More often, case assessments refer to the credibility of a specific testimony 

based on the behavior of the witness, individual statements, or verbal, nonverbal, or other cues. 

This approach seems more sensible. 

However, assessing the credibility of a testimony based on behavior or various clues is a 

complex matter that requires professional expertise. Lie detection is also accompanied by uncer-

tainties, myths, and strong methodological criticism [e.g.,106,107,108,109,110]. Additionally, 

knowledge about the baseline of a witness's “normal” behavior is lacking. Although verbal lie de-

tection is considered increasingly effective because it can be applied using several tools, including 

the cognitive credibility assessment, which can always be used, this method requires training and a 
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specific questioning technique [114,115]. In addition, their application in the context of witness 

interviews on UAP would still need to be evaluated. 

At least, an experienced case investigator who has investigated various cases can make an 

intuitive, experience-based assessment and limited evaluation. However, this should always be ap-

plied with caution. Additionally, actual observations may be accompanied by imaginative embel-

lishments. Hoax cases often include fake photos or videos that follow familiar patterns, such as the 

use of well-known trickery, various apps, or photographic effects. These are easier to identify than 

supposed signs of lying on the part of the witness. In most cases, however, witnesses report actual 

events to the best of their knowledge, so cases of deception account for a very small percentage of 

reported sightings1. 

Anomalistic research highlights the high standards required for assessing witness credibility 

in the context of forensic psychology [27]. It is argued that it is wrong to apply these standards to 

researchers in the field of anomalistics, who generally lack the necessary expertise. It is therefore 

not recommended to ask questions about credibility during interviews. Furthermore, the limited 

relevance of such questions is also pointed out, as such cases rarely occur in anomalistics. 

5. Follow-up. The follow-up to the witness interview is directly linked to the scientific 

working mentioned in Section 2.1, particularly with regard to documentation and transparency. 

This means that after the interview has been completed, all activities and information obtained are 

documented and included in the case file. The follow-up therefore includes the following steps: 

• Documentation of work steps: What was done, when, and where (e.g., preliminary dis-

cussion, interview); type of interview; and location of personal interview. 

• Documentation of the information: The witness's own notes and sketches; notes and 

transcripts by the interviewer; an audio recording; a transcript of the audio recording; and a ques-

tionnaire from the structured interview. 

• Report of interview (ROI): Work steps and information obtained can be conveniently 

documented in a ROI. Individual steps can also be documented in a standardized checklist. The 

report describes the entire interview and the witness's key statements in logical order. Question-

naires, notes, and witness sketches should be attached as appendices. Grimes III [39] describes the 

essential aspects of such a ROI in the context of investigative interviews. Here are a few points 

from it: 

 Timely preparation after the interview is complete. 

 Summarize the essential content and statements in narrative form. Do not provide a de-

tailed reproduction of the structured interview (question and answer). 

 The summary should be easy to read with short paragraphs and few direct quotations. 

 Use the active voice (“I personally interviewed Mr. X on …”) and the past tense (“Mr. X 
stated that …”). 
 Use the correct verbs. The witness claimed, confirmed, assumed, interpreted, admitted, or 

added. 

 Include preliminary and accompanying information in a separate section of the minutes. 

• Nonverbal behavior: Include your impressions and observations of the witness's nonver-

bal behavior, as well as your interpretations of what you saw. 

The ROI describes the formal framework, the obtained information, and the witness's state-

ments. It also includes the interviewer's observations of the witness's behavior. As explained in 

Section 4.3.6, one should exercise caution when assessing the credibility of a statement beyond a 

well-founded intuitive assessment or a technical examination of the presented evidence, such as 

visual material. However, the interviewer may describe any unusual behavior on the part of the 

witness and their personal impressions. If statements are made about the credibility of the state-

ment, the criteria used to make such an assessment must be explained, and the result must be justi-

fied. A general discussion or evaluation of the witness statement is not part of such a report but is 

 
1 The percentage of hoax cases reported to the two German reporting centers is less than 1% (GEP 0.5%, 

CENAP 0.2%; personal communication, Sep. 2, 2025). 
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the subject of the final case assessment, which considers the results of supplementary research and 

further findings. Figure 5 shows the possible phases of such an interview. 

 

 

Fig. 5. Phases of a witness interview (by author) 

 

6. The independently conducted interview. Although the focus here is on direct inter-

views, which are desirable, the growing number of online reports should not be overlooked. These 

reports contain the most important details of the sighting and can be used to make an initial as-

sessment. There is a similar model in criminalistics: the self-administered interview (SAI) con-

ducted by the witness [111,112]. The SAI is particularly useful when a prompt direct interview is 

not possible. To prevent loss of detail over time, witnesses can provide comprehensive reports and 

describe all relevant details. The questionnaire contains detailed instructions and open questions, if 

possible. These instructions are based on the principles of cognitive interviewing. They begin with 

mental reeinstatement and visualization of the event. Then, the witness provides a free description 

of the event, including all perceptions, supported by a sketch. Questions are preferably be phrased 

in an open manner. 

The evaluation has been positive so far because it allows for the immediate provision of 

high-quality descriptions after an incident. Additionally, witnesses tend to recall more details when 

questioned directly at a later stage if they have already completed an EVA promptly [113]. Infor-

mation on the self-administered interview developed in the UK is available on its website: 

https://www.selfadministeredinterview.com. This could provide inspiration for online reporting 

forms for unidentified aerial phenomenon (UAP) sightings to obtain qualitative statements, espe-

cially since these forms have hardly been evaluated to date. This includes submitting a sighting 

report via a reporting app, which usually takes the form of simple questions. 

7. Conclusions. Reliable information obtained from witness statements is crucial for evalu-

ating and classifying UAP events. Documented, unidentified sightings are the basis for further re-

search and the development of hypothesis. This requires a comprehensible, scientifically sound, 

and methodical approach, which necessitates that the case investigator have various scientific 

working methods and know how to conduct effective interviews.  

Direct witness interviews, both by telephone and in person, are central to this process. The 

PEACE model for conducting interviews provides a basis for this process and guides both investi-

gative and cognitive interviews. The cognitive interview, even in its extended form, offers decisive 

advantages, especially in complex sightings, as its components can be flexibly adapted as needed. 

When implemented properly, high-quality statements can be obtained. It is important to recognize 

the issues that may arise in the context of interviews, such as multiple witnesses, child witnesses, 

elderly witnesses, and the assessment of credibility. These issues have critical aspects that must be 

considered during interviews. The proven effectiveness of investigative and cognitive interviews 

justifies their use in the field of UAP sightings. Furthermore, as a system variable, witness inter-

views are the only variable that can be controlled within the scope of the case investigation. All 

other variables relating to the sighting cannot be controlled [10]. 

“However, it should be noted that when implemented correctly, the extended cognitive inter-

view can optimize information retrieval and communication. However, it cannot influence sources 
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of error caused by estimator variables, such as poor perception conditions at the time of the event, 

misinformation, or previous conversations. Therefore, estimator variables should always be con-

sidered as possible sources of error.” [52]. 
The methodological approach described here is intended to facilitate the collection of relia-

ble witness statements about UAP. It can also serve as a basis for further discussion of an inter-

view model adapted to UAP sighting experiences. This model integrates proven interview tech-

niques and takes into account the special features of the UAP context. It also incorporates current 

research in the field of interview techniques. Additionally, findings from self-administered inter-

views can be used for online sighting reports to obtain timely qualitative statements. 

Acknowledgements. I would like to thank Hans-Werner Peiniger and Dr. Danny Ammon 

from the GEP for their helpful comments and suggestions for improvement. 

References 

1. Bishop G. Witness Effects - An Ignored Database? In MUFON (Ed.), MUFON Symposium Proceedings, July 

17-20, 2025, Northern Kentucky Convention Center (pp. 74-80). 2025. 

2. Schmied-Knittel I. Verbreitung außergewöhnlicher Erfahrungen [Dissemination of exceptional experiences]. In 
G. Mayer, M. Schetsche, I. Schmied-Knittel, D. Vaitl (Eds.), An den Grenzen der Erkenntnis: Handbuch der 

wissenschaftlichen Anomalistik [At the limits of knowledge: Handbook of scientific anomalistics ] (pp. 40-50) / 

Schattauer. 2015 |https://www.anomalistik.de/images/pdf/handbuch/Anomalistik-Handbuch_03_Schmied-Knit- 

tel_AgE-Verbreitung.pdf 

3. Cardeña E., Lynn S., Krippner S. (Hrsg). Varieties of Anomalous Experience: Examining the Scientific Evidence 
(2nd Ed.) / American Psychological Association. 2013) | https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/10371-000 

4. Schmied-Knittel I. Außergewöhnliche Erfahrungen: Repräsentative Studien und aktuelle Befunde [Exceptional 
experiences: Representative studies and current findings] // Zeitschrift für Anomalistik, 8, 98-117. 2008 | 

https://www.anomalistik.de/images/pdf/zfa/zfa2008_123_098_schmied-knittel.pdf 

5. Truzzi M. The Perspective of Anomalistics. In W. F. William (Eds.), Encyclopedia of Pseudoscience (S. XXIII -

XXVI) / Facts on File. 2000.  

6. Anton A., Ammon D. UFO-Sichtungen [UFO sightings]. In G. Mayer, M. Schetsche, I. Schmied-Knittel, D. 

Vaitl (Eds.), An den Grenzen der Erkenntnis: Handbuch der wissenschaftlichen Anomalistik [At the limits of 

knowledge: Handbook of scientific anomalistics] (pp. 332-345) / Schattauer. 2015 | https://www.anomalistik.de/ 

images/pdf/handbuch/Anomalistik-Handbuch_25_Anton-Ammon_UFO-Sichtungen.pdf 

7. The Other Topic. You Should Know: Luis Elizondo's Five Observables. 2023 |  

https://theothertopic.substack.com/p/luis-elizondos-five-observables 

8. Scientific Coalition of UAP Studies. A Forensic Analysis of Navy Carrier Strike Group Eleven's Encounter with 

a an Anomalous Aerial Vehicle. SCU. 2024 |https://www.explorescu.org/post/2004-uss-nimitz-strike-navy-gro-

up-incident-report 

9. GEIPAN. Distribution of Observation Cases by Type, Dynamic Statistics. CNES-GEIPAN, July 2, 2025 | 

https://www.cnes-geipan.fr/en/stats 

10. Wells G. L. Applied eyewitness-testimony research: System variables and estimator variables // Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 36(12), 1546-1557. 1978 | https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.36.12.1546 

11. Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft. Kodex - Leitlinien zur Sicherung guter wissenschaftlicher Praxis [Code of 

Conduct - Guidelines for Ensuring Good Scientific Practice]. n.d. | https://wissenschaftliche-integritaet.de/ 

12. Max-Planck-Gesellschaft. Verantwortliches Handeln in der Wissenschaft: Verhaltensregeln für gute wissens-

chaftliche Praxis – Umgang mit wissenschaftlichem Fehlverhalten [Responsible behavior in science: Rules of 

conduct for good scientific practice – Dealing with scientific misconduct].  2021 | https://www.mpg.de/199493/ 

regelnWissPraxis.pdf 

13. Association for the Scientific Study of Anomalous Phenomena (n.d.). Research Investigations | https://www. 

assap.ac.uk/about/investigations 

14. Society for the Research into the UFO Phenomenon. Principles of good scientific practice for research on 

UAP/UFOs. 2023 | https://www.ufo-forschung.de/wp-content/uploads/UAP-Research-Principles_2023-05-05.pdf 

15. O'Keeffe C. Ethical Guidelines for the Investigation of Haunting Experiences. Journal of the Society for 

Psychical Research, 71(889), 216-229. 2007 | https://www.academia.edu/3479138/Ethical_Guidelines_for_the_ 

Investigation_of_Haunting_Experiences_2007_Journal_of_the_Society_for_Psychical_Research_ 

16. Parapsychological Association. Ethical and Professional Standards for Parapsychologists: Aspiration Guidelines. 

2005 | https://www.parapsych.org/section/42/ethical_and_professional_standards.aspx 

17. API Case Files. API Investigative Process Overview [Video]. YouTube. October 31, 2018 | https://www.you-

tube.com/watch?v=I3pCeiCEDK0 

18. Ickinger J. Methodisches Vorgehen bei UFO-Falluntersuchungen [Methodical approach to UFO case 

investigations] // Zeitschrift für Anomalistik, 6(1+2+3), 116-162. 2006 | https://www.anomalistik.de/images/ 

pdf/zfa/zfa2006_123_116_ickinger.pdf 

https://www.anomalistik.de/images/pdf/handbuch/Anomalistik-Handbuch_03_Schmied-Knittel_AgE-Verbreitung.pdf
https://www.anomalistik.de/images/pdf/handbuch/Anomalistik-Handbuch_03_Schmied-Knittel_AgE-Verbreitung.pdf
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/10371-000
https://www.anomalistik.de/images/pdf/zfa/zfa2008_123_098_schmied-knittel.pdf
https://www.anomalistik.de/%20images/pdf/handbuch/Anomalistik-Handbuch_25_Anton-Ammon_UFO-Sichtungen.pdf
https://www.anomalistik.de/%20images/pdf/handbuch/Anomalistik-Handbuch_25_Anton-Ammon_UFO-Sichtungen.pdf
https://theothertopic.substack.com/p/luis-elizondos-five-observables
https://www.explorescu.org/post/2004-uss-nimitz-strike-navy-gro%1fup-incident-report
https://www.explorescu.org/post/2004-uss-nimitz-strike-navy-gro%1fup-incident-report
https://www.cnes-geipan.fr/en/stats
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.36.12.1546
https://wissenschaftliche-integritaet.de/
https://www.mpg.de/199493/%20regelnWissPraxis.pdf
https://www.mpg.de/199493/%20regelnWissPraxis.pdf
https://www.ufo-forschung.de/wp-content/uploads/UAP-Research-Principles_2023-05-05.pdf
https://www.academia.edu/3479138/Ethical_Gui%1fdeli%1fnes_for_the_%20In%1fvestigation_of_Haunting_Experiences_2007_Journal_of_the_Society_for_Psychical_Research
https://www.academia.edu/3479138/Ethical_Gui%1fdeli%1fnes_for_the_%20In%1fvestigation_of_Haunting_Experiences_2007_Journal_of_the_Society_for_Psychical_Research
https://www.parapsych.org/section/42/ethical_and_professional_standards.aspx
https://www.anomalistik.de/images/%20pdf/zfa/zfa2006_123_116_ickinger.pdf
https://www.anomalistik.de/images/%20pdf/zfa/zfa2006_123_116_ickinger.pdf


 47 

19. Kalytyuk I., Mykolyshyn A. How to identify Unidentified Flying Objects (UFOs)? How to investigate Anoma-

lous Aerospace Phenomena (AAP)? (Pre-print version). Lira-K. 2026. 

20. Vaillant M. Methodology of Analysis of Unexplained Phenomena // U-Sphere. 2022 | http://www.u-sphe-

re.com/index.php?title=Methodology_of_Analysis_of_Unexplained_Phenomena 

21. API Case Files. API Ethics Training - Principles and Procedures [Video]. YouTube. January 9, 2019 | 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TZnQe_FLDxs 

22. Baker I. S., O’Keeffe C. Ethical guidelines for the investigation of haunting experiences // Journal of the Society 
for Psychical Research, 71(889), 216-229. 2007 |  

https://www.academia.edu/3479138/Ethical_Guidelines_for_the_Investigation_of_Haunting_Experiences_2007_

Journal_of_the_Society_for_Psychical_Research_ 

23. Randles J., Moore R. UFO Study. A Handbook for Enthusiasts. Part 1: UFO Investigation (2nd Ed.) / Self Pub-

lishing. 2007 | https://ufo.it/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/UFO_Study_P1_V161.pdf 

24. Rowell K. Oregon MUFON Investigator’s Guide (Version 1.7). / Oregon MUFON. 2014 | https://www.oregon-

mufon.com/PDFs/OMInvestigatorsGuide.pdf 

25. Röhner J., Schütz A. Psychology of Communication / Springer. 2023 | https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-60170-

6 

26. Walz L. Filmische Interviews - führen und unterrichten [Film interviews - conducting and teaching] // BIOS - 

Zeitschrift für Biographieforschung, Oral History und Lebensverlaufsanalysen, 31(1), 120-134. 2018 | https: 

//doi.org/10.3224/bios.v31i1.11 

27. Schmied-Knittel I., Schetsche M. Das Interview in der an anomalistischen Forschung [The interview in anoma-

listic research]. In G. Mayer, M. Schetsche, I. Schmied-Knittel, D. Vaitl (Eds.), An den Grenzen der Erkenntnis: 

Handbuch der wissenschaftlichen Anomalistik [At the limits of knowledge: Handbook of scientific anomalistics ] 

(pp. 427-438) / Schattauer. 2015 | https://www.anomalistik.de/images/pdf/handbuch/Anomalistik-Handbuch_32_ 

Schmied-Knittel-Schetsche_Interview.pdf 

28. Stubbings D., Ali S., Wong A. Who Sees UFOs? The Relationship Between Unidentified Anomalous Phenome-

na Sightings and Personality Factors // Journal of Scientific Exploration, 38(1), 11-27. 2024 | https://doi.org/ 

10.31275/20243153 

29. De la Torre G. G. Psychological aspects in unidentified anomalous phenomena (UAP) witnesses // International 

Journal of Astrobiology, 23, e4. 2024 |  https://doi.org/10.1017/S1473550423000289 

30. Altobelli C. F. Marktforschung: Methoden-Anwendungen-Praxisbeispiele [Market research: Methods, applica-

tions, practical examples] / Utb. 2023 | https://doi.org/10.36198/9783838588162 

31. Harvard Library. Library Support for Qualitative Research. September 3, 2025 | https://guides.library.harvard. 

edu/qualitative 

32. Mey G., Mruck K. Qualitative Interviews. In G. Mey, K. Mruck (Eds.), Handbuch Qualitative Forschung in der 

Psychologie. Band 2: Designs und Verfahren [Handbook of Qualitative Research in Psychology. Volume 2: 

Designs and Methods] (2nd  Ed., pp. 315-336) / Springer. 2020 | https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-26887-9 

33. Misoch S. Qualitative Interviews (2nd Ed.) / De Gruyter. 2019 | https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110545982-201 

34. Murray C. Qualitative Interview: Types, Techniques, and Expert Tips. Marvin. November 21, 2024 | https://hey-

marvin.com/resources/qualitative-interview/ 

35. Shepherd E., Milne R. Full and faithful: ensuring quality practice and integrity of outcome in witness interviews. 

In A. Heaton-Armstrong, E. Shepherd, D. Wolchover (Eds.), Analysing witness testimony: A guide for legal 

practitioners and other professionals (pp. 124-145) / Blackstone. 1999. 

36. Gudjonsson G. H. Investigative interviewing. In T. Newburn, T. Williamson, A. Wright (Eds.), Handbook of 

Criminal Investigation / Willan. 2007 | https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203118177 

37. Bull R., Valentine T., Williamson T. (Eds.). Handbook of psychology of investigative interviewing: Current 

developments and future directions / John Wiley & Sons. 2009. 

38. Ferraro E. F. Investigative Interviewing: Psychology, Method and Practice / CRC Press. 2014. 

39. Grimes III J. E. Investigative Interviewing: Adopting a Forensic Mindset / CRC Press. 2021 | https://doi.org/ 

10.4324/9781003170150 

40. Milne B., Shaw G., Bull R. Investigative interviewing: The role of research. In D. Carson, R. Milne, F. Pakes, K. 

Shalev, A. Shawyer, (Eds.), Applying Psychology to Criminal Justice (pp. 65-80) / John Wiley & Sons. 2007 | 

https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470713068.ch4 

41. Powell M. B., Fisher R. P., Wright R. Investigative interviewing. In N. Brewer, K. D. Williams (Eds.), Psy-

chology and law: An empirical perspective (pp. 11-42) / Guilford. 2005. 

42. United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime. Manual on Investigative Interviewing for Criminal Investigation. 

2024 | https://www.unodc.org/unodc/justice-and-prison-reform/investigative-interviewing.html 

43. Black I. S., Yeschke C. L. The Art of Investigative Interviewing / Butterworth-Heinemann. 2014. 

44. Geiselman R. E., Fisher R. P., Firstenberg I., Hutton L., Sullivan S. J., Avetissian I. V., Prosk A. L. Enhancement 

of eyewitness memory: an empirical Evaluation of the cognitive interview // Journal of Police and Science 

Administration, 12(1), 74-80. 1984. 

45. Erdfelder E. Das Gedächtnis des Augenzeugen: Aktuelle Hypothesen und Befunde zur Genese fehlerhafter 
Aussagen [The memory of the eyewitness: Current hypotheses and findings on the genesis of erroneous 

testimonies] // Report Psychologie, 28(7/8), 434-445. 2003 | https://doi.org/10.23668/psycharchives.11369 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TZnQe_FLDxs
https://www.academia.edu/3479138/Ethical_Guidelines_for_the_Investigation_of_Haunting_Experiences_2007_Journal_of_the_Society_for_Psychical_Research
https://www.academia.edu/3479138/Ethical_Guidelines_for_the_Investigation_of_Haunting_Experiences_2007_Journal_of_the_Society_for_Psychical_Research
https://ufo.it/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/UFO_Study_P1_V161.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-60170-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-60170-6
https://doi.org/10.3224/bios.v31i1.11
https://doi.org/10.3224/bios.v31i1.11
https://www.anomalistik.de/images/pdf/handbuch/Anomalistik-Handbuch_32_%20Schmi%1fed-Knittel-Schetsche_Interview.pdf
https://www.anomalistik.de/images/pdf/handbuch/Anomalistik-Handbuch_32_%20Schmi%1fed-Knittel-Schetsche_Interview.pdf
https://doi.org/%2010.31275/20243153
https://doi.org/%2010.31275/20243153
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1473550423000289
https://doi.org/10.36198/9783838588162
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-26887-9
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110545982-201
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203118177
https://doi.org/%2010.4324/9781003170150
https://doi.org/%2010.4324/9781003170150
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470713068.ch4
https://www.unodc.org/unodc/justice-and-prison-reform/investigative-interviewing.html
https://doi.org/10.23668/psycharchives.11369


 48 

46. Hilgard E. R., Loftus E. F. Effective interrogation of the eyewitness // The International Journal of Clinical and 

Experimental Hypnosis, 27(4), 342-357. 1979 | https://doi.org/10.1080/00207147908407572 

47. Geiselman R. E., Fisher R. P., Mac Kinnon D. P., Holland H. L. Enhancement of eyewitness testimony with the 

cognitive interview // American Journal of Psychology, 99, 385-401. 1986. 

48. Fisher R. P., Geiselman R. E. The Cognitive Interview method of conducting police interviews: eliciting exten-

sive information and promoting therapeutic jurisprudence // International Journal of Law and Psychiatry, 33(5-6), 

321-328. 2010 | https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlp.2010.09.004 

49. Tulving E. Concepts of human memory. In L. R. Squire, N. M. Weinberger, G. Lynch, J. L. McGaugh (Eds.), 

Memory: Organization and locus of change (pp. 3-32) / Oxford University Press. 1991. 

50. Fisher R. P., Geiselman R. E. Memory enhancing techniques for investigative interviewing: The cognitive inter-

view // Charles C Thomas. 1992. 

51. Paulo R. M., Albuquerque P. B., Bull R. The enhanced cognitive interview: Towards a better use and under-

standing of this procedure // International Journal of Police Science & Management, 15(3), 190-199. 2013 | 

https://doi.org/10.1350/ijps.2013.15.3.311 

52. Wyler H. Befragungsmethoden zur Vernehmung von kooperativen erwachsenen Zeug*innen aus psychologis-

cher Perspektive: Möglichkeiten und Fallstricke [Interview methods for interrogating cooperative adult witnesses 
from a psychological perspective: possibilities and pitfalls]. In R. Deckers, G. Köhnken (Eds.), Die Erhebung 
und Bewertung von Zeugenaussagen im Strafprozess [The ascertainment and evaluation of witness statements in 

criminal proceedings] (Vol. 5, pp. 79-106) / Berliner Wissenschafts-Verlag. 2022. 

53. Dando C. J., Wilcock R., Milne, R. The cognitive interview: the efficacy of a modified mental reinstatement of 

context procedure for frontline police investigators // Applied Cognitive Psychology, 23(1), 138-147. 2009 | 

https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1451 

54. Dando C. J, Wilcock R., Behnkle C., Milne R. Modifying the cognitive interview: countenancing forensic 

application by enhancing practicability // Psychology, Crime & Law, 17(6), 491–511. 2011 | https:// 

doi.org/10.1080/10683160903334212 

55. Memon A., Meissner C. A., Fraser J. The Cognitive Interview: A meta-analytic review and study space analysis 

of the past 25 years // Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 16(4), 340-372. 2010 | https://psycnet.apa.org/ 

doi/10.1037/a0020518 

56. Wammes J. D., Meade M. E., Fernandes M. A. The drawing effect: Evidence for reliable and robust memory 

benefits in free recall // Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 69(9), 1752-1776. 2016 | https:// 

doi.org/10.1080/17470218.2015.1094494 

57. Sharps M. J. Eyewitness Memory and Language: The Case of JFK // The Forensic View. July 1, 2024 | 

https://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/the-forensic-view/202406/eyewitness-memory-and-language-the-

case-of-jfk 

58. Dando C. J., Gabbert F., Hope, L. Supporting older eyewitnesses’ episodic memory: The self-administered 

interview and sketch reinstatement of context // Memory, 28(6), 712-723. 2020 | https://doi.org/10.1080/ 

09658211.2020.1757718 

59. Culver C. L. The Cognitive Interview: A Non-hypnosis Memory Retrieval Technique for the UFO Researcher // 

UFO Encounters, 2(1), 15-17. 1994. 

60. Ickinger J. X-Faktor UFO-Zeuge: Methodik der Zeugenbefragung [X -Factor UFO witness: methodology of 

witness interviewing; presentation]. UFO-Forum, Cröffelbach. October, 4 & 5, 2003. 
61. Mourato A., Py J., Launay C. How to get & Assess Useful Data from UAP Witnesses [Presentation]. Atelier 

CAIPAN-2, CNES-GEIPAN, Toulouse. October, 13-15, 2022 | https://www.cnes-geipan.fr/en/node/59754 

62. Py J. Optimiser le recueil des témoignages de PAN grâce à un entretien cognitif modifié pour une utilisation sur 
Internet [Optimizing the collection of UAP testimonials through a cognitive interview modified for use on the 

internet; presentation]. Atelier CAIPAN-1, CNES-GEIPAN, Paris. July, 8 & 9, 2014 | https://www.cnes-

geipan.fr/sites/default/files/06_PY_sli.pdf 

63. Russo P. Testimonianza ed inchiesta. Osservazione e spunti per l'applicazione in ufologia dell'intervista cognitiva 

[Testimony and Inquiry. Observation and Insights into the Application in Ufology of Cognitive Interviewing] // 

UFO Rivista Di Informazione Ufologica, (41), 10-14. 2016 | https://archive.org/details/UFO_Rivista_di_Infor-

mazione_Ufologica_No_41 

64. Holliday R. E., Brainerd C. J., Reyna V. F., Humphries, J. E. The Cognitive Interview: Research and Practice 

across the Lifespan. In R. Bull, T. Valentine, T. Williamson (Eds.), Handbook of Psychology of Investigative 

Interviewing: Current Developments and Future Directions (pp. 137-160) / Wiley-Blackwell. 2009 | 

https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470747599.ch9 

65. Dalton G., Milne R. Investigative interviewing: Exploring the contamination timeline of witness memory. In P. 

B. Marques, M. Paulino (Eds.), Police Psychology (pp. 337-356) / Academic Press. 2022 | https://doi.org/ 

10.1016/B978-0-12-816544-7.00016-4 

66. Loftus E. F. Leading questions and the eyewitness report // Cognitive Psychology, 7(4), 560-572. 1975 | 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0285(75)90023-7 

67. Yarbrough J., Hervé H. F., Harms R. The sins of interviewing: Errors made by investigative interviewers and 
suggestions for redress. In B. S. Cooper, D. Griesel, M. Ternes (Eds.), Applied issues in investigative intervie-

wing, eyewitness memory, and credibility assessment (pp. 59-95) / Springer. 2012 | https://doi.org/10.1007/978-

1-4614-5547-9_4 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00207147908407572
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlp.2010.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1350/ijps.2013.15.3.311
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1451
https://psycnet.apa.org/%20doi/10.1037/a0020518
https://psycnet.apa.org/%20doi/10.1037/a0020518
https://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/the-forensic-view/202406/eyewitness-memory-and-language-the-case-of-jfk
https://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/the-forensic-view/202406/eyewitness-memory-and-language-the-case-of-jfk
https://doi.org/10.1080/%2009658211.2020.1757718
https://doi.org/10.1080/%2009658211.2020.1757718
https://www.cnes-geipan.fr/en/node/59754
https://www.cnes-geipan.fr/sites/default/files/06_PY_sli.pdf
https://www.cnes-geipan.fr/sites/default/files/06_PY_sli.pdf
https://archive.org/details/UFO_Ri%1fvista_di_In%1ffor%1fmazione_Ufologica_No_41
https://archive.org/details/UFO_Ri%1fvista_di_In%1ffor%1fmazione_Ufologica_No_41
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470747599.ch9
https://doi.org/%2010.1016/B978-0-12-816544-7.00016-4
https://doi.org/%2010.1016/B978-0-12-816544-7.00016-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0285(75)90023-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-5547-9_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-5547-9_4


 49 

68. Loftus E. F., Palmer J. C. Reconstruction of automobile destruction: An example of the interaction between 

language and memory // Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 13(5), 585-589. 1974 | https://doi.org/ 

10.1016/S0022-5371(74)80011-3 

69. Glenn P. ”SO YOU’RE TELLING ME . . . ”: PARAPHRASING (FORMULATING), AFFECTIVE STANCE, 
AND ACTIVE LISTENING // International Journal of Listening, 38(1), 28-40. 2022 | https://doi.org/10.1080/ 

10904018.2022.2136674 

70. Tulving E., Thomson D. M. Encoding specificity and retrieval processes in episodic memory // Psychological 

Review, 80(5), 352-373. 1973 | https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/h0020071 

71. Smith S. M., Glenberg A., Bjork R. A. Environmental context and human memory. Memory & Cognition, 6(4), 

342-353. 1978 | https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03197465 

72. Smith S. M., Manzano I. Video context-dependent recall // Behavior Research Methods, 42(1), 292-301. 2010 | 

https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.42.1.292 

73. Tulving E. Cue-dependent forgetting: When we forget something we once knew, it does not necessarily mean 

that the memory trace has been lost; it may only be inaccessible // American Scientist, 62(1), 74-82. 1974 | 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/27844717 

74. Krix A. C., Sauerland M., Lorei C., Rispens I. Consistency across Repeated Eyewitness Interviews: Contrasting 

Police Detectives’ Beliefs with Actual Eyewitness Performance // PLoS ONE, 10(2), e0118641. 2015 | https:// 

doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0118641 

75. Oeberst A. If anything else comes to mind . . . better keep it to yourself? Delayed recall is discrediting: 

Unjustifiably // Law and Human Behavior, 36(4), 266-274. 2012 | https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093966 

76. Odinot G., Wolters G. Repeated recall, retention interval and the accuracy–confidence relation in eyewitness 

memory // Applied Cognitive Psychology, 20(7), 973-985. 2006 | https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1263 

77. Odinot G., Wolters G., van Giezen A. (2012). Accuracy, confidence and consistency in repeated recall of events. 

Psychology, Crime & Law, 19(7), 629–642. https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2012.660152 

78. Odinot G., Memon A., La Rooy D., Millen A. Are Two Interviews Better Than One? Eyewitness Memory across 

Repeated Cognitive Interviews // PLoS ONE, 8(10), e76305. 2013 | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone. 

0076305 

79. Loftus E. F. Planting misinformation in the human mind: A 30-year investigation of the malleability of memory 

// Learning & Memory, 12(4), 361-366. 2005 | http://www.learnmem.org/cgi/doi/10.1101/lm.94705 

80. Loftus E. F., Pickrell J. E. The formation of false memories // Psychiatric Annals, 25(12), 720-725. 1995 | 

https://doi.org/10.3928/0048-5713-19951201-07 

81. Shaw J. The Memory Illusion: Remembering, Forgetting, and the Science of False Memory/ Random House. 

2017 

82. Lehmann W., Jüling I. Auch alte Bäume wachsen noch. Zur Psychologie des höheren Lebensalters [Even old 
trees still grow. On the psychology of old age] / Springer. 2020 | https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-61715-1 

83. Meyer-Lindenberg A. Das alternde Gehirn [The aging brain]. In A. D. Ho, T. W. Holstein, H. Häfner (Eds.), Al-
tern: Biologie und Chancen [Aging: Biology and opportunities] (pp. 155-161) / Springer. 2022 | https://doi. 

org/10.1007/978-3-658-34859-5 

84. Brackmann N., Otgaar H., Sauerland M., Merckelbach H. Children are poor witnesses. Or are they? // In Mind, 

(24), 1-6. 2015| https://www.in-mind.org/article/children-are-poor-witnesses-or-are-they 

85. Brainerd C. J., Reyna V. F., Ceci S. J. Developmental reversals in false memory: A review of data and theory // 

Psychological Bulletin, 134(3), 343-382. 2008 | https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.3.343 

86. Baddeley A. Memory and aging. In A. Baddeley, M. W. Eysenck, M. C. Anderson (Eds.), Memory (3 rd Ed., pp. 

473-501) / Psychology Press. 2020. 

87. Chaloupka C., Fous R., Risser R., Lehner U. Erhöhung der Sicherheit der Seniorinnen und Senioren im 
Straßenverkehr [Increasing road safety for senior citizens]. Study by order of the Austrian BMVIT. 1993.  

88. Dodson C. S., Krueger L. E. I misremember it well: Why older adults are unreliable eyewitnesses // Psychonomic 

Bulletin & Review, 13(5), 770-775. 2006 |  https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193995 

89. Eysenck M. W. Eyewitness memory. In A. Baddeley, M. W. Eysenck, M. C. Anderson (Eds.), Memory (3 rd Ed., 

pp. 393-423) / Psychology Press. 2020.  

90. Martschuk N., & Sporer S. L. Tatsächliche und wahrgenommene Richtigkeit von Personenidentifizierungen älte-

rer Augenzeugen [Objective and perceived reliability of person identifications of older eyewitnesses] // Foren-

sische Psychiatrie, Psychologie, Kriminologie, 15, 188-197. 2021 | https://doi.org/10.1007/s11757-020-00636-7 

91. Toglia M. P., Read J. D., Ross D. F., Lindsay R. C. L. (Eds.). The handbook of eyewitness psychology: Volume 

I: Memory for events / Psychology Press. 2017. 

92. Paterson H. M., Kemp R. I., Forgas J. P. Co-witnesses, confederates, and conformity: Effects of discussion and 

delay on eyewitness memory // Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 16(sup1), S112-S124. 2009 | https://doi. 

org/10.1080/13218710802620380 

93. Mojtahedi D., Ioannou M., Hammond L. Group size, misinformation and unanimity influences on co-witness 

judgements // The Journal of Forensic Psychiatry & Psychology, 29(5), 844-865. 2018| https://doi.org/10.1080/ 

14789949.2018.1439990 

94. Asch S. E. (1956). Studies of independence and conformity: I. A minority of one against a unanimous majority // 

Psychological monographs: General and applied, 70(9), 1-70. 1956 | https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/ 

h0093718 

https://doi.org/%2010.1016/S0022-5371(74)80011-3
https://doi.org/%2010.1016/S0022-5371(74)80011-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/%2010904018.2022.2136674
https://doi.org/10.1080/%2010904018.2022.2136674
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/h0020071
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03197465
https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.42.1.292
https://www.jstor.org/stable/27844717
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0093966
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.1263
https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2012.660152
https://doi.org/10.1371/jour%1fnal.po%1fne.%200076305
https://doi.org/10.1371/jour%1fnal.po%1fne.%200076305
http://www.learnmem.org/cgi/doi/10.1101/lm.94705
https://doi.org/10.3928/0048-5713-19951201-07
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-61715-1
https://www.in-mind.org/article/children-are-poor-witnesses-or-are-they
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.134.3.343
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193995
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11757-020-00636-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/%2014789949.2018.1439990
https://doi.org/10.1080/%2014789949.2018.1439990
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/%20h0093718
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/%20h0093718


 50 

95. Buckhout R. Eyewitness Testimony. Scientific American, 231(6), 23-31. 1975 | http://www.jstor.org/stable/ 

24950236 

96. Mojtahedi D., Ioannou M., Hammond L. Intelligence, Authority and Blame Conformity: Co-witness Influence Is 

Moderated by the Perceived Competence of the Information Source // Journal of Police and Criminal 

Psychology, 35, 422–431. 2020 | https://doi.org/10.1007/s11896-019-09361-2 

97. Mojtahedi D., Ioannou M., Hammond L. The Effects of Memory Conformity as a Function of Co-Witness Fami-

liarity. Crime, Culture and Social Harm. York St. John University (Unpublished). 2017 | https://eprints.hud. 

ac.uk/id/eprint/32424/ 

98. Gabbert F., Wright D. B., Memon A., Skagerberg E. M., Jamieson K. Memory conformity between eyewitnesses 

// Court Review: The Journal of the American Judges Association, 48(1-2), 36-43. 2012 | https://digitalcommons. 

unl.edu/ajacourtreview/382/ 

99. Hendry A. The UFO Handbook / Doubleday. 1979. 

100. Hynek J. A. The UFO Report / Barnes & Noble. 1977. 

101. Sharps M. J. How We Might Best Challenge an Eyewitness Account of a UFO // The Forensic View. August 27, 

2021 |  https://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/the-forensic-view/202108/how-we-might-best-challenge-eye-

witness-account-ufo 

102. Sharps M. J., Nunes M. A. Gestalt and feature-intensive processing: Toward a unified model of human infor-

mation processing // Current Psychology, 21, 68–84. 2002 | https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02903160 

103. Arntzen F. Psychologie der Zeugenaussage [Psychology of witness testimony] (5th Ed.) / Beck. 2011.  

104. Litzcke S., Hermanutz M. Vernehmung und Glaubhaftigkeit – Grundbegriffe [Interrogation and credibility – 

basic concepts] // Vernehmung in Theorie und Praxis: Wahrheit–Irrtum–Lüge, 3, 17-31.2012. 

105. Schneider F., Frister H., Olzen D. Glaubhaftigkeit und Glaubwürdigkeit [trustworthiness and Credibility]. In 
Begutachtung psychischer Störungen [Assessment of mental disorders] (pp. 417-431) / Springer. 2024 | 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-69628-6 

106. Bogaard G., van de Bovekamp A. M. Colwell K. Assessing the efficacy of baselining in deception detection: A 

comparative analysis of the reality interview and structured interview // Acta psychologica, 242, 104112. 2024 | 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2023.104112 

107. Griesel D., Yuille J. C. Credibility assessment in eyewitness memory. In M. P. Toglia, J. D. et al. (Eds.), The 

handbook of eyewitness psychology, Vol. 1. Memory for events (pp. 339-370) / Lawrence Erlbaum. 2007. 

108. May L., Schneider T., Okulicz-Kozaryn M. Notwendigkeit einer kritischen Prüfung von Methoden zur 
Lügenerkennung und Vernehmungstaktiken zur Informationsgewinnung von Beschuldigten: ein Positionspapier 
aus Psychologie und Polizei [The need for critical examination of lie detection methods and interrogation tactics 

for obtaining information from suspects: a position paper from psychology and law enforcement] // Forensische 

Psychiatrie, Psychologie, Kriminologie, 16, 138-143. 2022 | https://doi.org/10.1007/s11757-021-00703-7 

109. Lukesch H. Erkennbarkeit der Lüge: Alltagstheorien und empirische Befunde [Recognizing lies: Everyday 
theories and empirical findings]. In M. Mayer (Eds.), Kulturen der Lüge [Cultures of deception] (pp. 121-149) / 

Böhlau. 2003 | https://epub.uni-regensburg.de/3244/1/Erkennbarkeit_Luege.pdf 

110. Vrij A., Hartwig M., Granhag P. A. Reading Lies: Nonverbal Communication and Deception // Annual Review 

of Psychology, 70, 295-317. 2019 | https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010418-103135 

111. Hope L., Gabbert F., Fisher R. P. From laboratory to the street: Capturing witness memory using the Self-

Administered Interview // Legal and Criminological Psychology, 16, 211-226. 2011 | https://doi.org/10.1111/ 

j.2044-8333.2011.02015.x 

112. Krix A. C., Sauerland M. Das Eigenständige Vernehmungsprotokoll für Augenzeugen: Ein neues Verfahren, mit 
dem Zeugen sich selbst vernehmen können [The independent interrogation protocol for eyewitnesses: a new 
procedure that allows witnesses to interrogate themselves] // Polizei und Wissenschaft, 4, 30-35. 2011. 

113. Krix A. C., Sauerland M. Zeuge/in geworden? Do it yourself: Wie Zeugen/innen sich selbst vernehmen können 
[Witnessed something? Do it yourself: How witnesses can interrogate themselves] // The Inquisitive Mind. July 

17, 2015 | https://de.in-mind.org/blog/post/zeuge-in-geworden-do-it-yourself-wie-zeugen-innen-sich-selbst-ver-

nehmen-koennen 

114. Vrij A. Verbal lie detection works so why are practitioners reluctant to use it? [Presentation]. Academic Institute 

for Higher Education/Afterwork Campus. January 16, 2025. 

115. Vrij A., Granhag P. A., Ashkenazi T., Ganis G., Leal S., Fisher R. P. Verbal Lie Detection: Its Past, Present and 

Future // Brain Sciences, 12(12), 1644. 2022 | https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci12121644 

116. Randles J. UFO Reality: A critical look at the physical evidence / Robert Hale. 1983 | https://files.afu.se/Down-

loads/Books/Other/Randles%2C%20Jenny%20-%20UFO%20Reality.pdf 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/%2024950236
http://www.jstor.org/stable/%2024950236
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11896-019-09361-2
https://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/the-forensic-view/202108/how-we-might-best-challenge-eye%1fwit%1fness-account-ufo
https://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/the-forensic-view/202108/how-we-might-best-challenge-eye%1fwit%1fness-account-ufo
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02903160
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-69628-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2023.104112
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11757-021-00703-7
https://epub.uni-regensburg.de/3244/1/Erkennbarkeit_Luege.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010418-103135
https://doi.org/10.1111/%20j.2044-8333.2011.02015.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/%20j.2044-8333.2011.02015.x
https://de.in-mind.org/blog/post/zeuge-in-geworden-do-it-yourself-wie-zeugen-innen-sich-selbst-ver%1fneh%1fmen-koennen
https://de.in-mind.org/blog/post/zeuge-in-geworden-do-it-yourself-wie-zeugen-innen-sich-selbst-ver%1fneh%1fmen-koennen
https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci12121644
https://files.afu.se/Down%1floads/Books/Other/Randles%2C%20Jenny%20-%20UFO%20Reality.pdf
https://files.afu.se/Down%1floads/Books/Other/Randles%2C%20Jenny%20-%20UFO%20Reality.pdf

