Using the mock eyewitness interview scenarios conducted during the on-campus sessions, critically evaluate with evidence from theory and research, factors that can influence eyewitness decision-making during a police line-up.
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An eyewitness in a police lineup is someone who has observed a crime or a suspect involved in a crime and is asked to identify the potential suspect from a group of individuals (Ayala et al., 2022). A suspect is placed in a line of other people known as foils or fillers who resemble the suspect but are not involved in the crime (Colloff et al., 2021). The eyewitness is then asked to look at the lineup and identify the person they believe is the suspect involved in the crime (Wilson et al., 2019). The purpose of the lineup is to serve as a tool for law enforcement to determine whether the eyewitness can reliably identify the suspect (Wixted et al., 2016). Although the process of the lineup identification process is carefully structured to avoid influencing an eyewitness decision. There are still factors that can influence an eyewitness decision such as environmental pressure and wording of questions which may lead to a wrongful convictions (Eisen et al., 2018).  
As part of this assessment a mock eyewitness interview was conducted during an on-campus session. The class was split into half. Half of the class were either an investigator or an eyewitness. As part of the mock the investigators were sent out of the room while the eyewitnesses had a set amount of time to view the same image of a suspect and remember as much detail about the suspect as they could. Following this the investigators reentered the room and were asked what the eyewitness had witnessed within the image and to provide a verbal discretion. The investigator wrote down the details of the suspect that were given by the eyewitness, and then as a class the descriptions gathered by each of the investigators were read out and collected on the board. A week later, from the mock eyewitness interview a police lineup was presented to both the investigators and eyewitnesses who were then asked to identify the suspect. Both the investigators and eyewitnesses correctly identified the suspect.  
The remainder of this essay will be drawing upon the mock eyewitness interview scenario and critically evaluating factors that can influence eyewitness decision-making during a police lineup with evidence from theory and research.         
Signal detection theory (SDT) is a framework used to understand how people differentiate between signals and noise, especially when under conditions where you are unsure. It focuses on the decision-making process when individuals are asked to identify a signal among noise (Gongvatana, 2011). This theory can be applied to eyewitness testimony, in particular a police lineup, SDT can be useful for analysing how an eyewitness makes decisions about whether a suspect is in the lineup or not, but it can also be used to highlight potential biases and limitations in the decision-making process (Tuttle et al., 2025). 
There are many strengths and weaknesses to the SDT in relation to an eyewitness testimony. One strength is that SDT can aid in our understanding of the balance between hits which are when an eyewitness accurately identifies the suspect and false alarms which are when the eyewitness incorrectly identifies an innocent person as a suspect. This is also known as the SDT matrix. SDT helps explain the factors that contribute to false identifications, which are a known problem in eyewitness testimony (Meissner et al., 2005).  In relation to this it is also important to consider liberal and conservative strategies in SDT which refers to the approach to detecting signals against noise. (Lynn et al., 2015). A liberal response leads to eyewitness often saying yes, while conservative responses lead to eyewitness often saying no unless they are certain (Tuttle et al., 2025). However, liberal responses can lead to greater false alarms which would ultimately result in the wrongful convictions of innocent people for a crime they did not commit (Nevin, 1969; Stanislaw et al., 1999). While conservative responses make people less likely to detect a signal and more likely to miss, reducing false alarms but having many misses would ultimately lead to criminals going free (Nevin, 1969; Stanislaw et al., 1999). These strategies help to reflect on individual differences in how risk-taking or risk-averse a person might be in terms of decision-making (Lynn et al., 2015). 
However, a weakness of the SDT is that is does not capture the complexity of social context in the way police lineups occur. Eyewitnesses are often under pressure, anxiety, or can be influenced by previous interactions with law enforcement. Factors like suggestiveness in the lineup, which is not directly addressed by SDT, yet they are critical in understanding how eyewitness make decisions (Glomb et al., 2024; Wise et al., 2011).
There are many factors that can impact an eyewitness’s decision-making in a police lineup. One of them being how the suspects are presented, simultaneous or sequential methods can be used. A simultaneous lineup method in relation to a police identification process is when a witness is shown multiple suspects at once usually around 5-6 individuals and the eyewitness is asked to identify the potential perpetrator (McAdoo et al., 2016). This method of presentation was used as part of the mock eyewitness interview. On the other hand, sequential method in a police lineups is when the eyewitness views one suspect at a time (Kellen et al., 2022). There are many strengths and weakness to both methods.
The strength of a simultaneous method is that it allows for a natural comparison. This is beneficial as it can be considered as a reflection on how an eyewitness typically perceives faces in a real-life situation. People often make judgments about facial features by comparing them to others faces (McAdoo et al., 2016). Research by Shen et al., (2023) emphasized that eyewitness naturally relied on the faces of the lineup to come to a decision by comparing all of the faces to a particular face that stood out in the lineup. In relation to the mock eyewitness interview it was also noticed that some of the investigator used this methods to come to a conclusion on who the suspect was within the lineup. Shen et al., (2023) also noted that having foils that resemble the suspect in terms of facial features but otherwise different from the suspect is important as then there can be a blur between the suspect and foil which can ultimately lead to false identification. A similar situation was also noticed within the mock eyewitness interview although both the interview and eyewitness correctly identified the suspect. There was a debate on whether the suspect was B or C eventually other factors such as the wash of the jeans lead to the correct identification of the suspect. 
A weakness of simultaneous method is that there is a risk that eyewitnesses may use relative judgment rather than absolute judgment. This allows for the eyewitness to potentially not choose the right individuals but rather the suspect who “looks most like” the criminal compared to the other people in the lineup (McAdoo et al., 2016). Smith et al., (2024) conducted a study to test whether absolute or relative judgment better predicted eyewitness decision-making. Two experiments where conducted, the first was low and high similarity lineups. And the second was biased and fair lineups. The results found that overall absolute Judgment is better predict eyewitness decision-making than relative judgment as eyewitness with absolute judgment where more accurate in their decision-making. 
Another strength of simultaneous lineup method is that it has been found that eyewitness tend to feel more confident in there identification choice when a simultaneous lineup method is used. They may feel a sense of reassurance when they have the option to compare the suspects with one another. This increase in confidence can be seen as a potential advantage as long as the eyewitness is correct in there identification (Dobolyi et al., 2013). Although there is supporting evidence suggesting that this comparison aspect of a simultaneous lineup method can be considered as an advantage and lead to confident identification choices, there is also a wide body of research suggesting that sequential lineup methods tend to allow eyewitness to be more confident and accurate in their choices (Lindsay et al., 2013). An example of this can be seen though the mock eyewitness interview. A large number of the interviewers and eyewitness where able to identify the suspect as soon as they saw the lineup, which suggest that they would have also confidently been able to identify the suspect in a sequential lineup. Whereas a small number of investigators were hesitant to answer and only after the comparison between B and C did they choose. Although the simultaneous lineup did provide the investigators with more confidence in their choice it also opened up a possibility for making an inaccurate decision. 
Another aspect that can be considered both a strength and a weakness of the simultaneous lineup method is that it is less time consuming. Compared to sequential lineups, simultaneous lineups are typically quicker because all of the suspects are presented all at once (Tuttle et al., 2025). This can also be less stressful for the eyewitness as they do not have the pressure of having to make a decision about each individual (Sauerland et al., 2016). However, this can also be seen as a weakness as compared to sequential lineups although it is more time consuming, the accuracy of a sequential lineup has been reported to be more accurate which is ultimately more important than the time it takes to finish the police lineup process (Steblay et al., 2001).  
As for sequential lineup, a strength of this method is that it can reduce the risk of relative judgment (McAdoo et al., 2016). In a simultaneous lineup, eyewitnesses may be inclined to choose the individual who resembles the suspect the most, whereas this issue is reduced in the sequential method, as eyewitnesses must make a judgment about each individual independently (absolute judgment), rather than comparing them directly to one another (Kellen et al., 2022; McAdoo et al., 2016). Kneller et al., (2001) research involving cognitive processes and eyewitness decision-making approaches found that sequential lineup methods were associated with absolute judgment. Furthermore, the benefits of using absolute judgment was reported in Kneller et al., (2001) research which was that absolute judgment is associated with accurate identification and rejections regardless of suspect presence or the lineup presentation.    
Additionally, research has shown that sequential lineup methods can reduce the overall rate of false positives (Lindsay & Bellinger, 1999).  A study was conducted by Steblay et al., (2011) to test the effectives of simultaneous and sequential lineups. The finding from a meta-analysis that included 72 tests of both sequential and simultaneous lineups, conducted across 23 different labs and involving a total of 13,143 eyewitness participants were reported. It was found that sequential lineups had fewer false positives, and this remained consistent across the years with a 22% fewer false positive compared to simultaneous lineups. Although this can be seen as an advantage of the method, it still needs to be noted that these tests were conducted on eyewitness participants therefore there are factors that would not have been displayed in the tests such as the pressure of knowing someone could be imprisoned due to the eyewitnesses’ decisions on who the suspect is. Although this criticism may not be deemed relevant there is still a potential for differences in results due to these factors. The same can be said in regard to the mock eyewitness interview, if the mock was conducted under real life circumstances the results from the mock may have been more inline with research in regards to simultaneous lineups. 
However, while sequential lineups reduce the overall of false positives, this also results in fewer correct identifications (Finley et al., 2020). Studies suggest that eyewitness are less likely to identify a suspect in a sequential lineup, even when the suspect is present (Kellen et al., 2022). It has been argued that while sequential lineup methods might improve the accuracy of eyewitness identification, it may also lower the likelihood of catching the correct suspect, especially if the suspect is guilty but the eyewitness hesitates or is unsure to answer (Wells et al., 2012; Wells, 2014). Furthermore,  
Furthermore, sequential lineup methods demand a more deliberate process from the eyewitness. The cognitive burden involved in making individual decisions about each suspect may lead to slower response times and increase decision-making pressure especially in cases that involve traumatic or high-stress events (Wilson et al., 2019). Having the cognitive burden of making an isolated judgments for each suspect can lead to hesitation which will ultimately reduce the overall effectiveness of the lineup and identifying the suspect, particularly when the eyewitness is unsure who the true suspect is within the lineup (Allen et al., 2014). Which can nudge eyewitness to take on a conservative response leading to more misses. This can be seen in research conducted by Carlson et al., (2016) who found though a signal detection analysis that having a cognitive load can lead to eyewitnesses to take on a more conservative response. However, cognitive burdens on eyewitness are not solely produced by sequential lineups. Other factors can have a cognitive influence on eyewitness decision-making during a police lineup such as simultaneous lineup methods, biased line-up, stress, and the type of case e.g. murder. Although the aspect of having to make isolated judgment about each suspect can possibly further contribute to an already cognitive task heavy situation (Marr et al., 2021; Bjorndal et al., 2020).        
In conclusion, the use of simultaneous and sequential police lineups can significantly impact an eyewitness’s decision-making. Simultaneous lineups can lead to comparative judgment errors, as the lineup allows for eyewitness to compare between suspects, increasing the risk of misidentification. One the other hand, sequential lineups encourage absolute judgment, which may reduce the likelihood of miss identification, although it can also lead to eyewitness being less confident in their decisions making them less likely to identify a suspect. It is critical for police to use methods that minimise the risk of wrongful convictions and ensure that eyewitness are making decisions that are as accurate as possible. From a practical standpoint using sequential lineups could be a better way in presenting suspects as it’s been found to reduce misidentification, but there is also the possibility it may also create challenges it terms of eyewitness confidence and being less likely to identify suspects. Additionally, the use of the mock eyewitness interview or participant research regarding police lineups can be a valuable tool for assessing and enhancing the accuracy and reliability of eyewitness testimony. However, it can also be seen though the mock eyewitness interview that it does not fully replicate the stress, emotions, or high-stakes environmental aspects that can affect an eyewitness’s decision-making. As a result, participants might not react the same way they would in a real-life situation, potentially leading to a less accurate or less realistic decision-making process. Law enforcement and policymakers need to balance these procedural considerations to ensure that justice is served and reduce the likelihood of wrongful convictions.    
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