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A Critical evaluation as to whether post-event (mis)information can influence an eyewitness's account of an event.












An eyewitness’s testimony is a crucial form of evidence that could lead to the conviction of a criminal or even the conviction of an innocent person (Gross et al., 2014). The conviction of an innocent person would leave the actual criminal unpunished and left free in society, possibly to commit another crime. Therefore, an eyewitness’s memory or recollection of the exact events of a crime are crucial. However, studies have shown that an eyewitness’s memory of a crime may not always be truly accurate, and they could make errors (Loftus, 2005). This essay will look at some of the different possible ways in which an eyewitness memory could have been affected, such as inaccurate information from co-witnesses, leading questions, or suggestions from law enforcement. It will also look at the different theories as to why the eyewitness could be  officersjeifjiefiejifbebhvbehebhebhiegfe fter viewing a crime, eyewitnesses may encounter post-event information (PEI) in three basic forms (Wright & Davies, 1999). It may arise from biasing questions about the event. Loftus and Palmer (1974), and many subsequent studies, have demonstrated that the way in which a question is asked can alter a person's memory. This has become a great concern, particularly with children, as several convictions appear to have resulted due in part to children being questioned in a biasing manner about suspected sexual abuse (Ceci & Bruck, 1995). The second way that PEI may be encountered is through a re-description of the event. Much research (for example, Wright & Stroud, 1998) has used this approach and demonstrated that misinformation nested within the PEI is often incorporated into people's memory reports. The third situation in which PEI occurs is when presented by another person. This appears a particularly common way for PEI to occur, but the impact of PEI when encountered in this way has been studied less by psychologists.
Misinformation can contaminate our memories when we talk to other people, when we are interrogated in a suggestive fashion, or when we see biased media coverage about some event that we may have experienced ourselves. A





          The misinformation effect (Loftus, 2005) is where a person receives new information after the event (post-event information). However, the post-event information is different from their original memory. Therefore, it influences and alters the persons original memory of the original event that they had seen (Loftus, 2005). This inadvertently leads a person to believe or incorporate the post-event information as part of the original event that they had seen. Studies that investigate the misinformation effect normally entail showing participants and event The misinformation effect has been shown in studies conducted by Loftus and Palmer (1974)and many many others. …. Studies that investigate the misinformation effect normally entail, showing participants an event such as a car accident, some participants are then given the misinformation about the event, such as seeing a  The misinformation 
They used a deceptively simple procedure. Subjects first see a complex event, such as a simulated automobile accident. Next, half the subjects receive misleading information about the accident while the others get no misinformation. Finally, all subjects try to remember the original accident. In one actual study using this paradigm, subjects saw an accident and later some of them received misinformation about the traffic sign used to control traffic. The misled subjects got the false suggestion that the stop sign that they had actually seen was a yield sign. When asked later what kind of traffic sign they remembered seeing at the intersection, those who had been given the false suggestion tended to adopt it as their memory, and now claimed that they had seen a yield sign (see Fig. 1). Those who had not received the phony information had much more accurate memories (see Loftus 1979).

          Loftus and Palmers (1974) started to investigate how an eyewitness’s testimony might be inaccurate due to suggestions or leading questions. In one of their earliest studies on eyewitnesses’ memory errors, participants were shown a video of a car crash. Participants were then asked questions relating to the approximate speed the cars were travelling at when they crashed. The participants that were asked the question “how fast were the cars travelling when they smashed into each other?”, chose higher speed estimates than the participants that were asked “How fast were the cars travelling when they bumped into each other?”. Interestingly, even though the cars were not travelling at very high speeds when they crashed, their results suggest that by changing the wording within a sentence when a question is asked, such as the verb being used in the question being more extreme, then the participants memory recollection of the cars speed was more extreme, than it had been.
          According to Loftus and Palmer (1974) the explanation for these findings could be a response bias or substitution bias. A response bias suggests that participants memories are not affected by the wording of the question, however the wording of the question does influence how they decide to answer the question. For instance, if a participant’s actual memory of the crash was that the cars were going at a lower speed, when the verb smashed was used in the question it influences and encourages them to choose a higher speed estimate. A substitution bias proposes that the wording of the question alters or distorts the participants original memory of the crash, and that the participants remember the speed of the cars as being faster than they really had been. 
          To further test their findings and to identify if the participants memory of the original car crash might have been influenced or altered, Loftus and Palmer (1974) conducted a follow up study a week later. This time without showing the video of the car crash again. The participants were asked “Did you see any broken glass?”. However, there was no broken glass in the original video of the car crash, yet the participants from the first study that had the question “How fast were they going when they smashed into each other?” answered yes that they had seen broken glass. This study showed that the participants that had recollected the speed of the cars as being faster than they had been, after the leading question with the verb smashed, also inaccurately imagined seeing broken glass at the scene, due to the suggestion of being asked had they seen any broken glass? Therefore, these leading questions not only led participants to imagine the speed of the cars as being faster than they had originally been, but to also imagine that they had seen broken glass, even though there was no broken glass in the original video. Therefore, their original memory of the crash was altered. These studies demonstrate that memory can easily be influenced or even altered by a leading question or a suggestion. It also shows how information that is acquired after an event can influence and alter the original memory, causing an inaccurate recollection of the event. Loftus and palmer (1974) suggest that the reason for these findings could be that the external source of misleading information from the leading question, had integrated with the original information that participants had when they watched the video, and were unable to differentiate from which source the information came from, hence the integrating of both sources altered the original memory of the event and made the remembering of the event seem a lot more serious than it had been (Loftus & Palmer 1974). 
          The misinformation paradigm usually 
Information presented after an event can change a person's report of that event. When the new information is misleading it can produce errors in that report. Stop signs are recalled as yield signs, and hammers are recalled as screwdrivers. We refer to this as the misinformation effect. In numerous laboratories, this effect has been obtained, and there seems to be little doubt that erroneous reporting is easy to induce
          Another type of misleading information is post event discussion. Post event discussion is where there is more than one person that witnesses an event and there is a discussion between them about the event, which could influence the accuracy of each witness’s recollection of the event. In a study by Gabbert et al., (2003) participants were either partnered up or individually watched a video of a crime. However, the video was filmed from different angles, which meant that even though the participants were watching the same sequence of events, certain details of the film were different for each participant. For instance, one partner was able to see the title of a book that was being carried by a woman and throwing a note in a dustbin, whilst the other partner saw a woman checking the time on her watch and stealing a £10 note from a wallet and putting it her pocket.
What are the explanations for why post-event discussion affect EWT
Memory contamination and memory conformity
P1-title of book, P2-steal £10 from wallet
They then discussed what they saw, finally individually completed a recall test
What is memory contamination
- When co-witnesses to a crime discuss it with each other, their EWT may become altered or distorted
- Because they combine (mis)information from other witnessed to their memory
Serious errors in recollection can be caused by misinformation 
Misinformation can cause serious errors in recollection, information can be given deliberately or, more commonly, accidentally. This may happen through police interviews or general enquiries after the witnessed event has taken place. A prime example of this can be found in Gabbert et al., (2003) study. Gabbert investigated the effect of post event discussion on the accuracy of eye witness testimony;


This study demonstrates that leading questions can mislead eyewitnesses and affect the accuracy of memory recall. This manifestation furthermore proposes that an individual’s memory report was not naturally mental replays of the event experienced, but memory was a reconstruction that was staged using post-event information.

1. The misinformation effect: how multiple eye witnesses can ...
https://www.thejusticegap.com/misinformation-effect-multiple-eye...
To understand how the misinformation effect works we must first understand the problems with memory encoding. When exposed to new information, an individual will be able to remember when and where that information was learnt, this is known as source monitoring. However, as time elapses the individual will be less likely to accurately remember the source from which the information was first ...


Unfortunately, an eyewitness could make a mistake or get it wrong. 
eyewitnesses make errors. The potential for error has been well documented by memory researchers (Wells et al., 2020) and legal professionals (e.g., Doyle, 2005),


Although witness believe they may be telling the truth, they are telling their truth, not necessarily what actually took place (Suchow 2017). Looking inward and back: Real-time monitoring of visual working memories
Jordan W Suchow 1, Daryl Fougnie 1, George A Alvarez 1
intentional and unintentional (mis)information, the source (e.g., official investigators, co-witnesses, etc.), type/manner of (mis)information (e.g., post-event questioning, engaging with the media, etc.), timings from witnessing an event to providing an account of the event (e.g., retention intervals seem to play a role), and engaging with a line-up identification task. When discussing each of the elements you should include literature on the theoretical accounts that attempt to explain how/why these factors may influence an eyewitness (e.g., destructive updating hypothesis, non-retention account, source monitoring), and include examples from empirical research studies to support and contradict those arguments. You must evaluate the literature and research conducted (e.g., there are major issues with suggestibility research, and the transfer of lab findings into understanding memory in the real-world is contentiously debated). You should also provide a balanced argument as to whether post-event (mis)information does/does not influence eyewitnesses and the reasons for these difference
A way to reduce the effect of misinformation on memory, could be to warn individuals that post event information obtained after an event may not be true or accurate
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