I have acknowledged the AI statement, and this essay has been written with no AI being used.


The criminal justice system is designed to be as fair as possible. Is it? This essay will look at one of the main procedures in a criminal case, eyewitness testimonies (EWT). EWT’s have had increased psychological study to highlight positives like their prosecution rate. Yet literature shows how estimator and systemic variables can alter the course of a criminal case leading to the prosecution of innocence. Furthermore, the essay will look at how the individual differences of people’s cognitive processes affect EWT and how the CJS interpret their testimonies.	
Estimator variables within laboratory settings reveal individual cognition is a determining factor of successful eyewitness testimonies. Laboratory studies revealed that exposure duration and frequency, speed of event (if situations occur quicker, information processing is more difficult.) then finally the longer the exposure accuracy is lost due to higher cognitive load. (Wells, 1978) 									Estimator variables can be distorted through poor witnessing conditions (e.g. weapon presence or extended period between event and witness identification.) (Behrman & Davey, 2001) Witness conditions prove vital during information extraction with some logically hypothesizing that eyewitnesses' confidence declines if viewing of the crime is substandard. (Carlson et al., 2016) Contrary to this finding, Lampinen et al. (2014) found that if the witness was confident in her sighting that even if they were far away, very short sighting of perpetrators face, there attention was split from task and crime or weapon presence was involved. (Lampinen et al., 2014; Wells et al., 2006) Other researchers have argued that even if eyewitness may be confident in accuracy, the assessor’s perception of eyewitness accounts is prominent. Certain studies have concluded that some evaluators base judgement off hubris alone resultant from inconsideration of witnessing conditions. (Cutler et al., 1990) The only other factor that largely affected jurors view on eyewitness conditions was if alcohol were present. (Desmarais & Read, 2011)									Furthermore, a study gave participants transcripts of eyewitness accounts with five variables being manipulated. Eyewitness confidence and length of time the witness paid attention to the suspect being two of them. Findings suggested that attention of time paid to the suspect was mediated by the confidence in accuracy of the witness. Secondly, evaluators perceive incorrect judgements from high confidence testimonies more harshly than lesser confident accounts.   											Why is confidence such a decisive factor within eyewitness testimonies? Previous research has suggested that confidence calibration is an attributing factor. (Davis, 2017) High confidence identifications with errors are determined to have a calibration issue. (Incongruence between confidence and accuracy.) Evaluators are more likely to believe an incorrect testimony with moderate confidence than an incorrect high confidence witness, Due to the confidence level being better aligned with the identification result. 		
To find out why some assessors do not consider witnessing conditions, Cutler et al. (1988) used ten independent variables to adversely affect eyewitness accuracy (e.g., weapon focus, disguise, violence) during a videotaped trial. Results yielded that confidence was still paramount in accuracy and finding the guilty suspect. Further studies expanded upon this using expert testimonies and jury instructions intentionally made for jurors to factor in eyewitness viewing conditions. Confidence remained the dominant factor from juror's responses. (Cutler et al., 1990)									Systamic variables however can create a bias within the criminal justice system (CJS) from lineup manipulation/errors to suggestive techniques. (Schot, 2024) Like estimator variables, knowledge of the effect of system variables are poorly known amongst workers in the CJS. Jiang and Luo (2016) found that CJS workers were ill-informed of post event information contamination. A positive remark from an officer to an eyewitness after a lineup can lead witnesses to be incorrectly overconfident during identification in a trial. (Steblay et al., 2014) Which can be detrimental to a trial as previously stated, confidence during witness identification is a large factor in evaluators belief. Some witnesses see mugshots before lineups which then creates mugshot bias. (Bjørndal et al., 2020) Studies have shown that different lineup types can alter (EWT). These studies carry merit as different countries utilize varying lineup types. Mickes in 2015 conducted a study in which they varied lineup procedure using receiver operating characteristic analysis (ROC). During experiment 1, simultaneous and sequential lineups were tested, results found using ROC analysis were that simultaneous lineups had greater discriminability than sequential. (Steblay et al., 2001) This goes against earlier studies in which simultaneous lineups outperform sequential lineups using ROC analysis. (Carlson & Carlson, 2014; Dobolyi & Dodson, 2013)				Solutions for improving lineup procedure have been postulated, for	example making all participants match the witness’ descriptions and appearance, (Luus & Wells, 1991) communicating to the witness that the main suspect may not be present (Steblay, 1997) and making sure the officer in charge of the procedure does not know which is the suspect. (Kovera & Evelo, 2017) Further studies look to solve identification issues using a third approach which will avoid problems caused by non-mnemonic factors within identification decision making. Secondly providing credible information other than high confidence decisions. (Sauer et al., 2008)										Another systemic factor that can alter case outcomes drastically is police interviews. Police interviews for laypeople are often nerving, unfamiliarity with the situation and social stereotypes feed into people’s preconceptions of police procedures. Feelings toward police questioning vary depending on country or culture, in the US for example police use more of an accusatory style than based off the Reid model of interrogation. (Grano et al., 1999) This accusatory method looks for a “confession” from the interviewee, almost implicitly making them feel targeted by the interviewer. The purpose of police interviews from research is to define a clear picture of the case with respect to evidence and suspects behaviour, establish a motive (MCCONVILLE & BALDWIN, 1982) or to serve justice. (HARVEY, 1990) 	 	To acquire information effectively, conversations need to be conducted meticulously and well managed. To achieve this, officers must be skilled in communicating from a position of authority in a way that does not portray an “us against you” mentality. This deliberate action method highlights the importance of an officer's ability to change the suspects willing or unwillingness to co-operate. (Seiter & Gass, 2013) Contrastingly, although research has shown how interviewing techniques effect information gathering. Very little studies have looked at interviewing from the influencing perspective. Meaning the effectiveness of influencing factors are not widely known. Furthermore, due to cultural differences this research is important as more countries becoming multicultural. (Mount, 2006)			A recent study looked at how police officers used influential behaviour when interacting with mock theft suspects who did not cooperate at the beginning of the interview. Findings resulted in two behavioural factors found, rational arguments and being kind were shown to be effective aspects during interviews. Arguably more important was that Dutch suspects responded differently compared to suspects of Turkish and Moroccan origin. The studies validity can be questioned as it is a simulation with each variable being under laboratory control. (Beune et al., 2009) Secondly, pressure, time, money and reputation are all underlying factors of real police investigations. Pressure has seen to negatively affect people in numerous roles as well as policing. Arguably the most punishing possible effect would be reputational damage, especially with social media’s viral contagion effect. (“From Media Hype to Twitter Storm,” 2018)  	 							 The aim of the study was to see if the results could be transferable to real life. The study implemented three different behavioural strategies, intimidation, rational arguments and being kind. Instead of judging results of outcome for this study, they instead looked at behavioral effects on information gathering. 27 interviews were conducted with 11 Dutch participants (1 female) and 15 Moroccan (all male). A thematic analysis was used to sort results. Speaking turns totalled 17,066 (8,536 police officer, 8,530 suspect). 21.7% of these turns were categorised in four behaviours, being kind (9.5%), rational arguments (7.6%), intimidating the suspect (4.3%) and intimidating the context (0.3%). Whilst for suspects, (18.7%) of speaking turns were categorised as case related information. 3.2% were derived to be refusal to give information.								                                                            	Individual differences can largely dictate the effectiveness of eyewitness testimony (EWT). Memory recall, stress tolerance, anxiety levels and perception all alter the utility of (EWT) positively and negatively. (Zohar et al., 2003), (Sheahan et al., 2017), (Marr et al., 2021). Violence has shown to negatively alter memory recall, especially if a weapon is involved. The arousal/threat hypothesis believes that intense physical/emotional stimulation heightens focus on one object or person whilst sacrificing peripheral vision. Subsequently diminishing successful identification during police lineups. (Fawcett et al., 2013) Support for the arousal/threat hypothesis difficult to study as previous studies show that eliciting an arousal response is difficult within artificial situations. Supposed arousal responses can also be misinterpreted due to raised fear or anxiety. First-hand accounts of violence have shown higher levels of alertness leading to increased situational awareness resulting in better descriptions of details in violent encounters. (Hope & Wright, 2007; VANGIEZEN et al., 2005)
To conclude, the psychological underpinnings of EWT cannot be understated. Estimator variables show how each individual mental and emotional processes in unfamiliar, stressful environments affect their memory and perception. Systematic variables highlighted the pitfalls and difficulties the CJS face yet also create through a lack of psychological knowledge of how their systems can be improved procedurally and humanistically. 
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