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I acknowledge that within this case formulation, there is usage of A.I. Below is a log of the usage. 

Grammarly was intermittently used throughout the critical review for some word/sentence structure improvement between Friday, the 14th of March 2025 and Tuesday, the 18th of March 2025. No prompts were used, only some automatic suggestions. 

I confirm that I have not presented any AI-generated text as my own work. I confirm I have copies of my drafts, notes and other resources I used before, and after the use of the AI tools which I may be asked to provide in evidence.

I acknowledge the use of ScholarGPT (https://scholarai.us.auth0.com/) On the 18th of March 2025 to support my research using the prompts:
1. Reference relating to Ronald Cotton

































The purpose of this essay is to examine how misleading information influences eyewitness decision-making during a police lineup, with a focus on the Misinformation Effect (misleading and post-event information) and Source Monitoring. Eyewitness testimony is an essential component of criminal investigations. However, research has shown that memory is not precise and can be subjected to post-event information, such as co-witness discussions. The Misinformation Effect, demonstrated by Loftus (1974), suggests that memories can be distorted by new, misleading information. Source Monitoring (Johnson et al., 1993) explains how individuals may obscure the source of their memories, making it difficult to recall an event accurately. This essay will use these to help explain the potential impact of misleading information on decision-making during a police lineup. Examples from empirical research will be discussed to emphasise the role of misinformation in distorting memory and influencing identification accuracy, complemented by incorporating details from a class scenario and providing an overall conclusion.
For this module and essay, students were paired in the Cognition in Action class, with one acting as a witness and the other as an investigator. Witnesses studied an image for five minutes while investigators left the room. The investigators then recorded their verbatim accounts. The investigators shared the collected information with the class, which was written on the class whiteboard precisely as described (see Appendix A). The class then discussed the discrepancies. The following week, investigators reviewed a mock police lineup photo (see Appendix B) and identified the individual who matched the witness descriptions. The descriptions from the previous week were briefly discussed but not shown. However, this information was available to read online. All agreed on the individual in image C, who was later confirmed correct.
Eyewitness testimony insinuates an explanation from an individual who has observed or been a part of an event relating to a crime (Glomb, 2022; Groome & Eysenck, 2016). Police officials typically interview eyewitnesses shortly after a crime to gather initial information (Groome & Eysenck, 2016; Wise et al., 2014). Descriptions provided by eyewitnesses are used in criminal investigations to help identify a suspect through a police lineup or offer essential information that assists in reconstructing a crime (Wells & Olsen, 2003). These testimonies are then used in court to aid decisions regarding the conviction of a suspect under investigation (Albright, 2017). In the class scenario, the witness testimony was based on the description of the image studied, which was later used to identify an individual in a mock police lineup. However, several discrepancies in the description can lead to variations in recall and recognition. They could affect lineup accuracy, showing the potential unreliability of an eyewitness testimony process, especially in decision-making.  

Police lineups are a crucial part of the eyewitness testimony process (Brewer & Doyle, 2021). They are a standard method law officials use, where eyewitnesses are asked to identify a crime suspect from a group of individuals, including the suspect and foils (individuals included in police lineups which do not include suspect; Tunnicliff & Clark, 2000). The lineup is designed to facilitate a fair process by presenting multiple individuals for comparison and can be given as simultaneous (presentation of all suspects at once) or sequential (suspects one at a time; Kellen & McAdoo, 2022; Menne et al., 2023). However, research by Menne et al. (2023) shows how the fairness of a lineup may be based on how it is tested. While mock witnesses are often used to evaluate fairness, they may not reflect the decision-making process of actual eyewitnesses (Menne et al., 2023). 

Police lineup is usually constructed from the initial account provided by the eyewitness and are a critical method used in law enforcement (Fitzgerald et al., 2018). Fitzgerald et al. (2018) report that 94% of photo lineups are used in the United States federal practices, with video line-ups preferably in England and Wales. Concerning the scenario, a simultaneous lineup was used where individuals were shown simultaneously in a photo, and it was asked to identify the suspect who most clearly matched the description. However, various factors can influence an eyewitness during the decision-making process, including the time elapsed from the event and lineup, the influence of the police interview or the presentation of the lineup itself (Groome & Eysenck, 2016; Wells & Olsen, 2003). 

This essay will focus on how misleading information influences eyewitness decision-making during a police lineup. In the class scenario, post-event information, such as the class discussion and online description, may have impacted decisions before reviewing the lineup. The essay will also explore the Misinformation Effect and Source Monitoring to understand how misleading information distorts recall and affects accuracy in lineup decisions.

 The Misinformation Effect is a phenomenon that occurs when a person's encoded memory of an occurrence is distorted by misleading and post-event information during the process of memory retrieval (Groome & Eysenck, 2016; Lentoor, 2023). This Misinformation Effect demonstrates that memory is not an inactive, exact recording but a dynamic process that is vulnerable and malleable during retrieval (Groome & Eysenck, 2016; Eysenck & Keane, 2020). Loftus supported memory as a reconstructive process (Eysenck & Keane, 2020), but Bartlett (1932), who investigated reconstructive memory and was among the first to propose that encoded memory is vulnerable to distortion, famously demonstrated in his ‘War of the Ghosts’ study. Bartlett emphasised how pre-event knowledge, expectations and schemas can influence the encoding and recall of memories, which he identified as problematic for eyewitness testimony (Groome & Eysenck, 2016; Roediger et al., 2014). Research since has shown that post-event information from external sources can also influence memory retrieval (Sharman et al., 2024).

The Misinformation Effect was first demonstrated by Loftus (1974), a cognitive psychologist, through research conducted in the 1970s (Eysenck & Keane, 2020). In Loftus and Palmer’s (1974) study, participants viewed a video of a car accident and were questioned about the vehicle’s speed. The wording of the questions, a form of misleading post-event information, influenced memory retrieval, with more suggestive language leading to higher speed estimates. The Misinformation Effect further illustrates that memories can be reconstructed during retrieval, incorporating new information that distorts the originally encoded recollection (Groome & Eysenck, 2016). Loftus’s pioneering studies have challenged the assumption that eyewitness testimony and police lineups are always accurate, raising concerns about the vulnerability of human memory, especially its consequences in legal contexts. Her research showed that when misleading information is introduced after an event, it can affect memory reconstruction and lead to false memories (Eysenck & Keane, 2020; Loftus, 2005). Loftus’s work has led to various exonerations from wrongful convictions, most notably the case of Ronald Cotton, who was misidentified in a police lineup due to factors like post-event information (Weir, 2018).

Several theories have sought to elucidate the effect of misinformation, with Source Monitoring being a prominent explanatory framework (Groome & Eysenck, 2016). This framework introduced by Johnson et al. (1993) denotes the cognitive process that enables individuals to identify the origin of information deposited in memory (Perret et al., 2024). This framework differs from remembering an event alone, as it involves recalling the context surrounding an event and using internal and external features to reconstruct the information (Johnson et al., 1993; Perret et al., 2024). 

El Haj and Robin (2021) studied the impact of repetitive retrieval of an item and source tracking in healthy controls and Alzheimer's patients. They found that repeated recall improved memory and Source Monitoring in healthy controls, demonstrating the strength of Source Monitoring under optimal conditions and supporting its reliability as a cognitive process. Despite a small sample size that limits generalisability, similar findings were found in Cui et al. (2020) with a larger sample size. However, Alzheimer’s patients showed no improvement, indicating that Source Monitoring may be compromised in specific populations (El Haj & Robin, 2021). In contrast, Pena et al. (2017) investigated how diverse quantities of misinformation affect memory accuracy, Source Monitoring, and source credibility by exposing participants to varying percentages of misinformation after watching a mock crime video. They found that while more misinformation decreased memory accuracy, increased scepticism about the source reduced the adverse effects. However, when participants trusted the source more, their ability weakened, making it harder to assess the information accurately. This emphasises further weakness in Source Monitoring, as higher perceived credibility may impede the critical evaluation of misleading information (Pena et al., 2017).

Source Monitoring involves cognitive processes where the brain, using regions like the prefrontal cortex and temporoparietal areas, encodes, retrieves, and attributes memories to internal or external sources, distinguishing between internally generated and externally derived information, with the medial prefrontal cortex being crucial for reality monitoring and decision-making. This suggests that Source Monitoring is a highly organised process involving multiple regions that work together to provide accurate recollection (Mitchell & Johnson, 2009). However, Source Monitoring is a complex process, with the mechanisms involved not entirely separate and can overlap with other cognitive processes like memory retrieval, imagination, and perception (Johnson, 1997; Mitchell & Johnson, 2009; Perret et al., 2024). This overlap can make it difficult to isolate and study the exact role of each brain region involved, making Source Monitoring less straightforward than it might appear, as found in Perret et al. (2024) review on multiple non-invasive brain stimulation on Source Monitoring. 
Individuals frequently encounter errors in accurately identifying the origin of their memories, particularly distinguishing between information derived from direct experiences and that acquired from external sources, such as discussions or media (Lyle & Johnson, 2007; Challies et al., 2011). These errors in source attribution arise when individuals mistakenly incorporate post-event information into their original memory, a phenomenon known as source confusion and significantly affects real-world events like eyewitness testimony (Challies et al., 2011; Johnson, 1997; Perret et al., 2024). For instance, in the class scenario, a discrepancy regarding the colour of the suspect’s t-shirt illustrates how details introduced after the event can conflict with a witness’s original recollection. Integrating new information with the original memory traces can lead to confusion in determining whether the memory originated from the event itself or misleading information and the construction of false memories or the distortion of the event’s information (Johnson, 1997; Lyle & Johnson, 2007). 
Over time, misleading information can be unconsciously integrated into memory, influencing decision-making (Johnson et al., 1994; Mitchell & Johnson, 2009). As Source Monitoring accuracy develops more slowly than simple recognition, individuals may unknowingly rely on different types of information, leading to potential misattributions (Johnson et al., 1994; Mitchell & Johnson, 2009). The process further emphasises how external influences can shape memories without conscious awareness, ultimately affecting decision-making. This aligns with the class scenario, where the time between the discussion and the lineup exposed individuals to misleading information for an extended period. The discrepancy among witnesses regarding the suspect's beard may have influenced those who agreed or disagreed when correctly identifying him a week later. The misleading information may have been integrated into their memory without their awareness, ultimately affecting their decision-making during the mock lineup.

However, source attributions can be framed as memory conformity, where individuals' memories are altered to match others' recollections (Monds et al., 2019). This explains discrepancies in eyewitness testimonies, such as changes in the memory of a suspect's beard in the class scenario, influenced by others' views, even without conscious recognition. Research on memory conformity highlights how inaccuracies in recollections arise from misleading information shared during co-witness discussions (Elliott et al., 2020; Elsen et al., 2017; Wright & Villalba, 2012), as seen in the class scenario. Source Monitoring emphasises how external sources, like discussions, can disrupt eyewitness testimony and contribute to the effect of misinformation (Challies et al., 2011; Groome & Eysenck, 2016). These cognitive processes have implications for contexts like police lineups, where distorted memories can affect the reliability of identification decisions.

With significant real-world implications of the accuracy of witnesses’ decision-making in police lineups, considerable research has demonstrated how misleading or post-event information has influenced memory (Challies et al., 2011). A study by Sharman et al. (2023), which investigated 145 participants using an experimental method, found that people are susceptible to post-event material brought via social media-style videos in an eyewitness model. However, the study overlooks the potential impact of age on susceptibility to misinformation. All participants were adults, but research indicates that adolescents who are heavy social media users (Martin et al., 2018) are more vulnerable to misinformation (Sutherland & Hayne, 2001). Additionally, the sample size was mainly picked from one university (59%), limiting the generalisability of the findings.

In contrast, Mitchel et al. (2003) used a much larger sample size that included adolescents and found key differences in susceptibility to misinformation across age groups. More importantly, it incorporates Source Monitoring and implies how age influences the ability to distinguish between acute memories and misleading information. Age-related differences in susceptibility to post-event information could explain discrepancies in the scenario as it involved classmates of various ages. However, all participants correctly identified the right person in the lineup regardless of age. This suggests that while post-event information may influence the recall of specific details differently by age, it may not have significantly impaired overall recognition. Alternatively, the class was subject to memory conformity, where individuals’ memories conformed to the majority social influence in the decision-making within the stronger post-event information (Horry et al., 2012). 

Eisen et al. (2017) conducted a study with 289 psychology students from a Southern California university, using an experimental and a co-witness paradigm to investigate how misinformation from co-witness discussions impacts memory reports and lineup choices.
The research found that misinformation influenced memory reports and lineup decisions, especially when there was a more extended time gap between the event and the memory assessment. The study aligns with research on Source Monitoring, suggesting that over time, misleading information from co-witnesses can be unconsciously integrated into memory, influencing decision-making (Johnson et al., 1994; Mitchell & Johnson, 2009). Participants exposed to co-witnesses’ statements, particularly those with plausible misinformation, were more likely to make mistaken identifications in the lineup, especially as time passed. This suggests that co-witness discussions can distort memory and increase the likelihood of false identifications. However, although the participant sample was a sizable amount with varying ages and almost equal gender demographics, the method used purposive sampling from one psychology department, possibly at the researcher's convenience due to easy accessibility for data collection. Although this allows for a controlled group sample, it also limits the generalisability of the results. Moreover, the research was in a laboratory setting, which may not imitate real-world decisions. 

Conversely, an alternative viewpoint on co-witness discussions is provided by the study conducted by van Rosmalen and Vredeveldt (2024), using both qualitative and descriptive data, suggests that collaborative interviewing, when done effectively, can enhance eyewitness memory retrieval, which was reflected in the results. Unlike the findings from Eisen et al. (2017), which emphasised the potential for misinformation to contaminate memory through co-witness interactions, this study focuses on how structured collaborative interviews can help correct errors and uncover additional relevant information. However, the study had a small and limited sample size with unrestrained conditions. Therefore, further investigation would be necessary for greater validity. Given that the class scenario involved a collaborative witness discussion and the decision for the lineup was unanimously correct, this could align with the findings from van Rosmalen and Vredeveldt (2024), suggesting that collaboration may have facilitated correct errors and uncovering additional relevant information during the identification process. However, it is imperative to consider all avenues in evaluating the effectiveness of collaborative discussions, as factors such as the level of structure in the collaboration, environment, and, as previously mentioned, conformity may have influenced the process of memory retrieval and lineup decision-making process. 

In conclusion, the influence of misleading information on eyewitness decision-making during police lineups is a significant concern in eyewitness testimony. The Misinformation Effect and Source Monitoring provide a valuable understanding of how memories can be distorted through post-event information and how it can affect eyewitness decision-making in a police lineup. Real-world events, such as wrongful convictions due to misidentification, underscore the importance of understanding these cognitive processes. From the empirical research findings, an important area for further research would be investigating collaborative witness discussions and their impact on memory accuracy in police lineups. Exploring how collaboration influences both memory retrieval and decision-making accuracy could provide valuable insights into improving eyewitness testimony processes and reducing wrongful identifications in criminal investigations, enhancing the precision of eyewitness testimony and reducing the risk of errors in criminal investigations, especially concerning the decision-making of eyewitness’ in a police line-up.
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Appendix A
Eyewitness (EW) reports of what they saw in the image
EW 1: 
Bookshelves to left
Desk chair
Laptop behind bookshelf Boxes on floor 
To right was bed – not made and covered in clothes Behind bed was two windows
Room is chaotic
Clothes everywhere – floor, bed 
Couldn’t see man’s feet – covered in clothes Could be a student
Under window was sideboard
Microwave 
Food boxes
Posters on wall
Laptop on bed Curtains drawn bar one Full of clothes 
Looked like a tinder date
He was standing in the middle of the room and looked dodgy Blue dark washed jeans
Light grey t-shirt
His height was 5.7/5.8 and medium build
Mousy hair a couple of inches long
Short beard and moustache
Left hand was red
Dark and dingy
Looked concerned, shocked he was found out, angry
Could not describe eyes but a decent nose and sharp jaw Information was on the laptop 
Additional points from EW 2: 
Full head of brown hair
Wouldn’t want to take pictures with him Face is blank 
Mid to high 20s
Colar and neck bones are defined Looks like a character from call of duty Looked withdrawn from expression Puffy straight hair, up
Face was low key hench
Well moisturised – skin care was good No acne
Beard is smooth
Light modern beard
His body did not match the room Room looked musty/dusty 
Additional points from EW 3: 
Top was very low cut
Fairly athletic
Room was dark but lamp was on, but it was dim Loads of books on shelf and around room Stood dramatically in the middle of the room No visible crime – just standing there in mess Clean shaven 
Additional points from EW 4: 
Nothing in hand Grainy image Wrinkly blue t-shirt White 
Shaggy brown hair Stubble on face Desk in background Laptop on 
Left hand obscured
Staring intently
Red item on floor
Looked washed out
Looked like shaggy from scooby-doo Skinny 
































Appendix B

Mock police line-up[image: A person in different poses

Description automatically generated with medium confidence]
image1.png
Mock Police Line-up





