

Reisberg (2014) noted that researchers consider memory to be a wide network of linked nodes. When a eyewitness observes a collision between two different cars, their memory of the incident is not limited to the accident itself, but also includes memories of other experiences - for example, it may include many situations they have seen in the area, conversations they later had with others about the accident, or even images of similar accidents from films. The witness's recollection of the collision is also interlinked with concepts that may be only partially related to his or her understanding of the event or be related to the incident in some way. These links between memories, which connect one to many others, play a key role. One important advantage of this phenomenon is that these connections are essential in the process of recollection. A eyewitness who is trying to reconstruct specific details of events just after an accident can benefit from the connections between their memories. It is often the case that different memories link to each other; for example, a conversation with a friend on Tuesday may allude to the same conversation that took place on Sunday. However, it is important to remember that a person's memory of witnessing a car accident is also closely linked to information they have heard from other people and to data provided by the media, be it news, social media or press reports.


As Reisberg (2014) highlights, the interconnectedness of memories plays a key role in the reconstruction process of memory. The ability to recognise previously experienced informatios is one of the major attributes of the ability to remember, according to Kellen and Klauer (2015).
The witness's memory is influenced by many factors, one of which is signal detection theory (SDT). The condition in which an observer assesses the surrounding world and categorises it into between two states - in which a signal may or may not be present - is referred to as signal detection. The mechanisms of this process are explored within signal detection theory, which compares different states of the world with corresponding categorisations. This creates a set of four scenarios: hits, misses, false alarms and correct rejections. Under ideal conditions, neither misses nor false alarms occur. Discriminating between signal and fatigue can be challenging in different contexts, for example, especially when the signal consists of a mixture of cues. The result is that both misses and false alarms are quite commonly found, meaning that data would be found in any of these four categories. As an example, when twenty cues are entered and five hits and fifteen misses are obtained, the hit ratio (P(hit)) will be 5/20, which is 0.25. Similarly, the false alarm ratio (P(FA)) will be 0.50 if there were five affirmative responses in ten noise trials, all of which ended in misses.
In this kind of circumstance, it is helpful to first focus on cases where the observer gives an affirmative answer and then verifies that a signal has indeed been presented. In the context of signal detection, observers may represent a variety of attitudes and use different answer criteria.


As an example, an individual's attitudes can take a more negative form or pose a danger. In practical terms, this can mean that they are usually inclined to answer ‘yes’, which increases the number of signals detected, but also leads to the generation of more false alarms. An Illustration of this phenomenon can be seen when a radiologist analyses an X-ray of a patient who has been referred for examination due to other medical symptoms. In such a case, the more risk-averse doctor may rely on the idea that ‘yes, there is a tumour’, rather than having to assist in the examination of an X-ray of a healthy patient in which there is no cause for concern of cancerous malignancy. In these circumstances, the doctor chose a high-risk scenario. In contrast, those with a more conservative attitude may answer ‘no’, which may lead to false alarms and miss many important signals. Therefore, whether the responses made are conservative or risky is determined by the context of the situation, according to Swets and Pickett's (1982) research.

The use of signal detection theory (SDT) in practical tasks can be complex. The presence of errors multiplies the difficulty of analysis. In context of recognition memory, individuals simply do not assess the attendance of a physically based signal, but try to determine whether a stimulus, such as a person's name, their face or an item, has previously been remembered or listened to (Wixted, 2007). In using SDT to identify possible criminal suspects, the researchers examine various factors that influence eyewitness testimony. In this process, variables such as methods of presentation, briefing, subject matter and influence on behaviour are essential, but one possible risk is the use of a relative judgment strategy, whereby a witness may identify the person in the group who most resembles the remembered offender. While this approach can be effective when the offender is in the identified group, it also increases the risk of false alarms when the offender is not there. Simple instructions can have a significant impact on witnesses' opinions. For example, informing a witness of the possibility that a suspect is not in the group can help reduce false identifications and misidentifications. In fact, according to signal detection theory (SDT), vigilance may be a key aspect. Reduced arousal is traditionally considered the main trigger for vigilance. The theory of Constant Demand departs from this traditionally held perspective. It would suggest that vigilance assignments make significant demands on one's ability to process information. Rather than reducing arousal, these tasks tend to increase the arousal and stress Warm, Parasuraman and Matthews (2008).

In a study of this phenomenon by Loftus and Palmer (1974), participants were shown a film depicting a car accident and then asked a set of questions regarding what they had witnessed. This study showed that the formulation of the question had a significant effect on the response. On average, participants who were questioned about what speed the cars were travelling at when they ‘collided with each other’ gave a higher speed rating than participants who were asked what speed the cars were travelling at when they ‘hit each other’. Moreover, the former were significantly more likely to report seeing broken glass, even though it was not visible on the footage. 
Baker et al. (2004). In a related study by Loftus and Zanni (1975), participants, after viewing the recording, were much more likely to claim to have seen a broken headlight when asked if they had seen ‘broken glass’, in comparison to when they were asked about a ‘broken headlight’ ( whereas there was no presentation of a broken headlight in the recording). This illustrates how just one revised word in a question can affect the perception of their subjects by suggesting what they need to see. Hence, it can be interpreted in this way how questions formed following an incident influence the testimony of a witness to a real crime Baker et al. (2004).
Post-event disinformation may consist only of a ‘yes’ response to a follow-up question to confuse the questioner during the closing interviews. The suggestibility may result from the interviewer's agreement with the respondent's answer, and from the disinformation of Paz-Alonso, Goodman and Ibabe (2013). Baker et al., (2004) cited (Loftus, 1979) said that respondents misremembered events, which typically did not support their recovery of lost memory. Loftus (1975) suggests that contamination of eyewitness testimony has at least one potential explanation, that is, that parts of the original memory are being replaced by new data input and are thus removed permanently from memory.

Asking questions of witnesses plays a fundamental role in their memory. Significant details can come alive when an eyewitness is asked about what they noticed. For example, when witnesses answer questions about a suspect's features, they may recall details such as eye colour or hairstyle. Research on memory shows that the process of recalling information can support later recall of the same data. Nevertheless, it is important to note that the interrogation process itself may lead to the loss of some information related to the questions asked. For example, if a witness focuses on the colour of the criminal's eyes or hairstyle, they may forget other relevant facts, such as the colour of shoes, trousers or other clothing elements. As a result of retieval-induced forgetting (RIF), a counterintuitive event can occur when the activation of certain datas are results of forgetting of other information (Camp, Wesstein, & De Bruin (2012).


As far as the study of witness memory is concerned, an important study might be a study of 80 undergraduate students (33 men and 47 women) enrolled in an psychology course. They were asked to imagine they attended a party before they began a slide presentation that illustrated their search for a lost wallet in a bedroom. The task was divided into two phases: a crime-view phase and an interrogation phase. The slides showed target items, such as hoodies and college textbooks, placed in a bedroom. During the interrogation phase, control participants engaged in unrelated tasks, while the experimental subjects focused on retrieving specific target items. The difficulty level increased with each retrieval exercise. The hoodies and college textbooks were among the items participants remembered from a given category during the final deposition phase.

. In terms of non-exercised items from the same category as opposed to non-exercised items from different categories, subjects' recall of practised items was higher. Exercise recall has either beneficial or negative results; non-exercised items from the same category showed worse recall than non-exercised items from a different category Shaw, Bjork and Handal (1995).

In the Loftus and Palmer survey readers can observe how questioning can affect memory. In the study individuals  had watched a presentation of a car accident and then week later, they were asked if participants spotted broken glass in the presentation of the slides. Following the suggestion question, those who answered ‘shattered’ often remembered broken shards, but those who correctly answered ‘struck’ did not remember any glass at all. This shows how suggestive questions are subtle, but strong recall can be greatly altered by a single word. When they were asked questions ‘Did you see a gun?’ as opposed to ‘Did you see a gun?’, people are more likely to remember that they saw a gun, for example. The findings of the study demonstrate that the memory errors resulting from suggestive questions still occur even after several days and thoughtful follow-up questions. Loftus and Palmer (1974).

It is worth mentioning the results of some studies on language to better understand eyewitness memory. One experiment examined the effect of foreign accents on the perceived truthfulness of trivia questions, distinguishing between mild and strong accents. Thirty American native speakers of English took part in the study and were divided into three groups: native, mildly accented and strongly accented. Forty-five questions were recorded by the participants to pique the interest of the listeners. The diversity of accents of native users allowed for different views. Participants, convinced to base their knowledge on intuition, were informed that the speaker was reciting the statements presented. Although individuals realised that the person was not the author of the information, both soft and strong accents systematically reduced the perceived veracity compared to native speakers. The findings highlight the important role of accent in judging the truthfulness of information and provides valuable insights into the impact of accent on credibility in communication, as the research of Lev-Ari and Keysar (2010) suggests.

The study focused on exploring the misunderstandings that occurred when L2-speaking witnesses were questioned by L1-speaking questioners. Particular attention was paid to difficulties in understanding and possible solutions to these problems. Participants were asked to watch a recording of the robbery scene and then questioned by analysing the recording and the questioners' notes. The results showed that participants had more difficulty with direct questions (cued recall) than with open questions (free recall). Furthermore, it was the L2 interrogators who more often experienced communication problems. The key factors for these problems were lack of knowledge of appropriate vocabulary, syntactic differences, punctuation and choice of slang Allison et.al., (2022).
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