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Using the mock eyewitness scenarios conducted during the on-campus sessions, critically evaluate with evidence from theory and research, cognitive factors that can influence eyewitness memory.

	The aim of this essay is to use the mock eyewitness testimonies and the mock line-up and then use different theories and factors to help explain what could have happened during the in class mock testimonies and line up. Reviewing the testimonies from different students within the class it’s clear that the testimonies differ slightly when going through them. On examination there are multiple factors and theories that shine through which shall be covered in great length through this essay and then critically examined. One factor that came through as the strongest is attention and encoding during the event where the testimonies varied different on clothing or the different opinions when it comes to the lighting on the room. This factor is backed up by Easterbrook’s cue utilisation theory which mentions as the levels of arousal (alert fullness within the brain) within the eyewitness rises their attention narrows on specific things and it could lead to non-specific actions or items not being picked up by the eyewitness which could be missed or could be important Hanoch & Vitouch (2004). Another Factor that can also be mentioned is that of schema- driven reconstruction which links into Bartlett’s theory of memory schema (categories of information within the mind) and reconstruction. This was seen during the mock where within the testimonies some mixed when it came to the posters on the wall or how the bedroom looked or certain objects appeared differently which fits into the schema – driven reconstruction of the theory De Groot (1998). 
One final factor and theory that should be mentioned is post-event information and memory contamination commonly known as the misinformation (fake or false information) effect, this can also be used within a theory called source monitoring theory, this is where an eyewitness accidently alter their own memories of the event they had witnessed by questioning whether they had read it in a book or saw a movie where an event similar to what happened had played out Dobson & Markham, R. (1993).
The first factor to be brought up is that of attention and encoding during the event. This can be seen from Easterbrooks theory when it comes cue utilisation and stress levels felt by the eyewitness during the actual event. The theory states that when the brain is encoding information and stress levels are high information deemed “irrelevant” is overlooked and arousal narrowing attending ensuing. Leading to some information not corrected encoded into the memory itself. This could be problematic as it’s hard to say what information is important to the case and what information is irrelevant. That being said there is actual empirical evidence of Easterbrooks theory where some studies have used a Stroop task Booth, & Sharma (2009).  A Stroop task is a neuropsychological test that shows two different stimuli at the same time to gauge the abilities to inhibit interference when processing stimuli Scarpina & Tagini (2017). There is another empirical study that back this Easterbrooks theory such as the weapon focus originally brought to light by Loftus. This phenomenon points to if there is a weapon present during a crime narrows the eyewitness’s attention to mostly the weapon and affecting memory accuracy affecting other missed information and even how the person holding the weapons appearance Erickson., et al (2013). What Loftus found during the study and the weapon focus effect could solidly back up Easterbrooks theory but however there are limitations to the Easterbrook’s theory that should be mentioned. 
One such limitation which was written about in an article by Hanoch and Vitouch argues that one such limitation to the theory is that the inverted U -shape model mentioned within the theory is far too simple and doesn’t fully capture the sense of how arousal of emotions and memory processing actually work as that in itself is of a complex nature Hanoch & Vitouch (2004). another challenge for Easterbrooks theory is from a study that was conducted by Booth and Sharma. The study looked at how a Stroop test conducted with participants with low levels of working memory spans and the results did not show the expected decline in stroop interference under stress as is normally expected. This could signal that although the although Easterbrook’s theory may be valid, it does not account for individual differences across cognitive profiles Booth & Sharma (2009). Furthermore, the theory also doesn’t fully explain the differences between emotional arousal and physiological arousal on memory and judgements. 
An example of this is during medium levels of emotional arousal improved memory recall while high levels of emotional arousal impaired memory recall. However, any physiological levels of arousal didn’t have an impact at all on memory recall which could suggest the theory doesn’t fully distinguish between the two types of arousal nor does it distinguish between the cognitive outcomes Dutton & Carroll. (2001). 



	With that being said, the main factor that was seen during the mock testimonies and line up showed that was the differences between the testimonies and what was seen during the mock crime (which was an image). When questioned about what was seen different students said that the shirt of the of the person committing the crime was “blue, grey, light blue” or conflicting descriptions of the lighting where some said it was “dark, dim, daylight”. But there were also missing objects from the testimonies such as shoes and other objects as well. Another part of this factor which was most interesting is that of emotions that came up in the mock testimonies. Some testimonies said that the person looked “menacing” or “Afraid”. With the difference in the interpretations between each of the testimonies it’s starting to seem that Easterbrook’s theory of Cue utilisation seems like a good starting point that could help explain this phenomenon and how the testimonies differ in some areas. However, that being said since this mock was conducted within a classroom and in a somewhat calming environment perhaps its not fully in line with the theory itself and might not fully explain the differences in memory and testimonies and perhaps not the fully picture.





Another theory this essay would cover is the Schema theory first found by Bartlett in 1932. His theory represented the shift when it came to traditional memories and storage models. Bartlett proposed that memory isn’t a static representation of what happened but that of a reconstruction process, where a person activity engages and changes their schema to control cognition and behaviour Wagoner (2013). There have been many studies over the years the years that empirically support Bartlett’s schema theory one such study is the office study that was conducted in in 1981 by brewer and Treyens. The office study looked at how people organise information within memory using schema. This gives the person the ability to understand what is typical and what is atypical within a set context. During the study participants were shown a picture of a typical office and then later asked to recall objects within the picture. The findings from this study revealed that participants struggled to recall schema- consistent objects (items that align with pre-existing schema’s) such as books on an office bookshelf when there wasn’t any suggesting that memory recall can be influenced by schema Brewer & Treyens (1981).
 Although a single empirical study cannot fully back a whole theory, there is another study that comes to the forefront of supporting evidence for the schema theory. A study conducted by Rae Tuckey and Brewer in 2003 looked at how schema theory could interlink with eyewitnesses. Within this study looked how schemas affect the types of information the participants could recall and or forget over multiple retrieval attempts and over a certain amount of time by interviewing the participants after the crime was witnessed and a few days or a few weeks later. They found that schema- irrelevant details were more likely to be forgotten, schema consistent information related to the crime was preserved Rae Tuckey & Brewer (2003).
As there are some empirical studies that do support Bartletts schema theory, there are also some limitations to this theory as well. An article written by Beals in 1998 spoke about Bartlett’s schema theory where Bartlett was right in thinking that culture helps shapes memory, but Bartlett doesn’t fully capture how complex and diverse cultures are. The article also brings up that the schemas that bartlett originally devised were too “static” as well as being “too uniformed” considering how messy a person’s social life can or could be and can be reflected in the persons memory Beals (1998). 
A paper written by Ost and Costall looked at Bartletts schema theory and found that there were several limitations to the original study. The first limitation that the paper wrote about is that Bartlett’s theory was vulnerable to misinterpretation because Bartlett did not clearly write the conditions under which memory is accurate. The second limitation to the theory the paper mentioned is that the theory is quite descriptive but it’s not predictive in a sense as it explains memory after the face but can not predict the outcomes of schema related memory. Finally, the paper also talks about how the schemas are a strong concept but empirically vague and difficult to replicate Ost & Costall (2002).
During the mock testimonies given by the students there were some invented details when it came to some of the objects within the image they were presented with. The image was that of a male standing in the middle of a bedroom surrounded by mess. Some testimonies said that the bedroom looked like it was “ransacked” while some pointed out to other things like the prospect of “money” on the floor within the image that they were initially presented with. Some testimonies given by students claimed that there was a “spooky posters” on the wall in the bedroom. The words chosen by the students and the testimonies provided during the mock line up and interviews shows that Bartletts theory could be applied here to help understand the memory retrieval processes of the students giving the testimonies.
	The final theory that this essay will also talk about is source monitoring theory, first brought to light by Johnson and their team in 1993. Source monitoring theory proposes that memories do not come with labels of where they were sourced but instead, we base the origin of the memory based on contextual information, emotions, and sensory details. The theory infers that there are three different sources. First being an external source (things that were heard and seen), internal source (thoughts, feelings, dreams) and finally social sources (information from other people, media or suggestions that had been made Bröder, A., & Meiser, T. (2007). 


This theory just like the others within this essay also has empirical evidence to support it one which is a study conducted by Jaeger and their team in 2012. The study looked at external interference on a memory the participants had based on an event that they saw. The study found that participants relied heavily on external cues when their internal confidence was low even when the external source was unreliable. This then led the participants to internally compare the external evidence against the memory that they had of the event and then weigh the options carefully Jaeger,. Et al (2012).

	Another study conducted by Gingerich & Dodson in 2013 looked at how mood affects source memory. Within the first group of participants they induced sad feelings within the participants and got them to solve a word puzzle, they found that with the sad induced participants source memory was the strongest compared to the second group who where happy in which their source memory has worsened showing that with a negative emotion memories were much more easily sourced compared to a happy state Gingerich & Dodson (2013). However, there are limitations to this theory. One such limitations is that those who suffer with neurodegenerative diseases, when a negative emotion was induced could be felt a phenomenological effect occurred where false memories were created instead. This type of reaction cannot be explained by the theory itself which leaves a gap within the theory Gallouj,. Et al (2020). Another study points out that source monitoring deficits seem to be more specific in nature rather than liked to trauma. An example that this study uses is that of patients who are alcohol dependant and who experience hallucinations believed and remembered the actions that occurred during the hallucinations create what could be seen as a fake memory, however, the theory itself although encompasses a few memory errors, it doesn’t encompasses them all and cannot explain some memory errors Gawęda,. Et al (2014).
	



The reason why this theory was brought in was to emphasize that its strong connection with the misinformation effect that could have occurred during the mock testimonies before interviewing had occurred. A study conducted by Skagerberg and Wright in 2008 used a total of 92 two participants where some of the participants were show a sequence of 6 videos and other participants with the same videos with little differences. When asked to discuss with their partners in pairs the study found that the participants memories of the videos had either merged or altered or “blended” Skagerberg, E. M., & Wright, D. B. (2008). In regards of the mock testimonies the misinformation effect and source memory theory could help explain how some of the testimonies showed “microwave” or “computer” or the colour of the shirt the person was wearing in the picture “blue” or “grey” as it could have been briefly discussed beforehand.
	In conclusion this essay covered different theories which helped explain different factors and differences that occurred during the mock testimonies at the time. Factors such as attention and encoding during the event which was covered or backed by Easterbrooks cue utilisation theory where some of the information could have been missed due to stress levels of the students who viewed the picture. Then it was schema reconstruction which was backed by Barletts Schema theory in which helped explain some of the inventive words used during the testimonies such as “spooky posters” or “money” or even “ransacked”. Finally this essay also looked at the misinformation effect and source memory theory by Johnson et at. The theory helped explain the factors of memories without labels while the misinformation effect showcased the memory blending and sharing information between co-witnesses.
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