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Rule 602. Need for Personal Knowledge 

A witness may testify to a matter only if evi-
dence is introduced sufficient to support a find-
ing that the witness has personal knowledge of 
the matter. Evidence to prove personal knowl-
edge may consist of the witness’s own testi-
mony. This rule does not apply to a witness’s ex-
pert testimony under Rule 703. 

(Pub. L. 93–595, § 1, Jan. 2, 1975, 88 Stat. 1934; 
Mar. 2, 1987, eff. Oct. 1, 1987; Apr. 25, 1988, eff. 
Nov. 1, 1988; Apr. 26, 2011, eff. Dec. 1, 2011.) 

NOTES OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON PROPOSED RULES 

‘‘* * * [T]he rule requiring that a witness who testi-
fies to a fact which can be perceived by the senses must 
have had an opportunity to observe, and must have ac-
tually observed the fact’’ is a ‘‘most pervasive mani-
festation’’ of the common law insistence upon ‘‘the 
most reliable sources of information.’’ McCormick § 10, 
p. 19. These foundation requirements may, of course, be 
furnished by the testimony of the witness himself; 
hence personal knowledge is not an absolute but may 
consist of what the witness thinks he knows from per-
sonal perception. 2 Wigmore § 650. It will be observed 
that the rule is in fact a specialized application of the 
provisions of Rule 104(b) on conditional relevancy. 

This rule does not govern the situation of a witness 
who testifies to a hearsay statement as such, if he has 
personal knowledge of the making of the statement. 
Rules 801 and 805 would be applicable. This rule would, 
however, prevent him from testifying to the subject 
matter of the hearsay statement, as he has no personal 
knowledge of it. 

The reference to Rule 703 is designed to avoid any 
question of conflict between the present rule and the 
provisions of that rule allowing an expert to express 
opinions based on facts of which he does not have per-
sonal knowledge. 

NOTES OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON RULES—1987 
AMENDMENT 

The amendments are technical. No substantive 
change is intended. 

NOTES OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON RULES—1988 
AMENDMENT 

The amendment is technical. No substantive change 
is intended. 

COMMITTEE NOTES ON RULES—2011 AMENDMENT 

The language of Rule 602 has been amended as part of 
the restyling of the Evidence Rules to make them more 
easily understood and to make style and terminology 
consistent throughout the rules. These changes are in-
tended to be stylistic only. There is no intent to change 
any result in any ruling on evidence admissibility. 

Rule 603. Oath or Affirmation to Testify Truth-
fully 

Before testifying, a witness must give an oath 
or affirmation to testify truthfully. It must be 
in a form designed to impress that duty on the 
witness’s conscience. 

(Pub. L. 93–595, § 1, Jan. 2, 1975, 88 Stat. 1934; 
Mar. 2, 1987, eff. Oct. 1, 1987; Apr. 26, 2011, eff. 
Dec. 1, 2011.) 

NOTES OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON PROPOSED RULES 

The rule is designed to afford the flexibility required 
in dealing with religious adults, atheists, conscientious 
objectors, mental defectives, and children. Affirmation 
is simply a solemn undertaking to tell the truth; no 
special verbal formula is required. As is true generally, 
affirmation is recognized by federal law. ‘‘Oath’’ in-

cludes affirmation, 1 U.S.C. § 1; judges and clerks may 
administer oaths and affirmations, 28 U.S.C. §§ 459, 953; 
and affirmations are acceptable in lieu of oaths under 
Rule 43(d) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Per-
jury by a witness is a crime, 18 U.S.C. § 1621. 

NOTES OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON RULES—1987 
AMENDMENT 

The amendments are technical. No substantive 
change is intended. 

COMMITTEE NOTES ON RULES—2011 AMENDMENT 

The language of Rule 603 has been amended as part of 
the restyling of the Evidence Rules to make them more 
easily understood and to make style and terminology 
consistent throughout the rules. These changes are in-
tended to be stylistic only. There is no intent to change 
any result in any ruling on evidence admissibility. 

Rule 604. Interpreter 

An interpreter must be qualified and must 
give an oath or affirmation to make a true 
translation. 

(Pub. L. 93–595, § 1, Jan. 2, 1975, 88 Stat. 1934; 
Mar. 2, 1987, eff. Oct. 1, 1987; Apr. 26, 2011, eff. 
Dec. 1, 2011.) 

NOTES OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON PROPOSED RULES 

The rule implements Rule 43(f) of the Federal Rules 
of Civil Procedure and Rule 28(b) of the Federal Rules 
of Criminal Procedure, both of which contain provi-
sions for the appointment and compensation of inter-
preters. 

NOTES OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON RULES—1987 
AMENDMENT 

The amendment is technical. No substantive change 
is intended. 

COMMITTEE NOTES ON RULES—2011 AMENDMENT 

The language of Rule 604 has been amended as part of 
the restyling of the Evidence Rules to make them more 
easily understood and to make style and terminology 
consistent throughout the rules. These changes are in-
tended to be stylistic only. There is no intent to change 
any result in any ruling on evidence admissibility. 

Rule 605. Judge’s Competency as a Witness 

The presiding judge may not testify as a wit-
ness at the trial. A party need not object to pre-
serve the issue. 

(Pub. L. 93–595, § 1, Jan. 2, 1975, 88 Stat. 1934; Apr. 
26, 2011, eff. Dec. 1, 2011.) 

NOTES OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON PROPOSED RULES 

In view of the mandate of 28 U.S.C. § 455 that a judge 
disqualify himself in ‘‘any case in which he * * * is or 
has been a material witness,’’ the likelihood that the 
presiding judge in a federal court might be called to 
testify in the trial over which he is presiding is slight. 
Nevertheless the possibility is not totally eliminated. 

The solution here presented is a broad rule of incom-
petency, rather than such alternatives as incompetency 
only as to material matters, leaving the matter to the 
discretion of the judge, or recognizing no incom-
petency. The choice is the result of inability to evolve 
satisfactory answers to questions which arise when the 
judge abandons the bench for the witness stand. Who 
rules on objections? Who compels him to answer? Can 
he rule impartially on the weight and admissibility of 
his own testimony? Can he be impeached or cross-ex-
amined effectively? Can he, in a jury trial, avoid con-
ferring his seal of approval on one side in the eyes of 
the jury? Can he, in a bench trial, avoid an involvement 
destructive of impartiality? The rule of general incom-
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