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E
yewitness testimony is a crucial element in many criminal investigations, often

providing pivotal information that can shape investigative strategies and legal

proceedings. The evaluation of witness memory has been a focal point of academic

inquiry for over 40 years, with this growing body of evidence influencing legal practice

(Glomb, 2022). This timely special issue includes ten separate articles which highlight the

contemporary developments in research investigating the retrieval and evaluation of

witness testimony through a modern, forward looking lens. This combination of articles

thereby goes some way in helping to better inform criminal justice system’s and processors

understanding of the best practices available for retrieving and evaluating witness

evidence. However, what is made especially clear in Riesthuis and Otgaar (2025) paper,

empirical observations must be derived from research that is replicable, generalisable and

applicable to practical issues to reliably inform policy and practice � an aspect not

consistently demonstrated within eyewitness literature thus far (Nosek et al., 2022; Otgaar

et al., 2022), where experimental manipulations are prioritised over realism (Ryan et al.,

2018; Willmott and Sherretts, 2016).

Riesthuis and Otgaar contributed to this special issue by reviewing the replicability,

generalisability and practical relevance of eyewitness research previously published in the

Journal of Criminal Psychology since the journal’s inception (N ¼ 158). Their critical

appraisal of past eyewitness research included the lack of pre-registration and minimal

interpretation of effect sizes, limiting the practical interpretation of findings. Furthermore,

although the reviewed literature contained diverse and generalisable samples, sample

sizes were rarely validated through power calculations.

It should be noted that these methodological shortcomings extend beyond the scope of the

Journal of Criminal Psychology and indeed the field of eyewitness research (Laraway et al.,

2019). In fact, in an effort to showcase the widespread nature of these methodological

shortcomings within legal psychology literature, the Journal of Criminal Psychology

welcomed the opportunity for its back catalogue to be scrutinised in this way (with the

authors reporting other journals turned down such critical consideration). Nevertheless,

developments in the rigour of experimental methodologies (Glomb et al., 2024) and

research standards have created opportunities for contemporary research in eyewitness

memory to make reliable and practical contributions to knowledge. This special issue

presents contemporary research developments in the evaluation and retrieval of eyewitness

evidence, focusing on novel and robust methodologies that address real-world investigative
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issues. One of these recurrent issues is that broader appeals for eyewitnesses may

sometimes require witnesses further removed from the main incident but may have

information of value from that day (i.e. the day in question will have been unremarkable and

less likely to evoke strong emotional reactions). Such circumstances have been overlooked

in eyewitness research with most studies using stimuli that depict memorable incidents (e.g.

criminal activity, Gibert and Mojtahedi, 2019). Building on this gap, Harvey et al.(2023)

provide a field experiment in this special issue which compared the accuracy of different

memory retrieval approaches (written, individually spoken, collaboratively spoken) for

seemingly unremarkable events that participants had recently witnessed, with the findings

suggesting that using individual interviews and reducing the time interval between the

incident and the interview are most effective for improving recall accuracy.

One recurrent critique of past eyewitness research has been the ethical challenge of

recreating realistic eyewitness simulations (i.e. inducing similar emotional responses,

Glomb, 2022). However, some studies within this special issue have addressed this

challenge through ecologically valid experimental designs. For example, in Collaborative

interviewing of eyewitnesses: a field study, Van Rosmalen and Vredeveldt (2025) built on

past research exploring collaborative memory recall, primarily laboratory-based, by

analysing genuine police interviews with witnesses of serious incidents. The field study

demonstrates that witnesses can remember additional details from an incident when

interviewed alongside their co-witnesses. These findings offer an alternative perspective on

co-witness discussion, which previous lab-based research predominantly identified as

potentially detrimental to recall accuracy (e.g. Barnoth et al., 2024; Mojtahedi et al., 2018,

2019).

In the absence of real crime witnesses, Glomb (2022) suggests that one of the best

methods for inducing realistic eyewitness emotions in research is through staging criminal

incidents. Wheeler-Mundy et al. (2024) followed this recommended practice in their article

Self-generated cues: the role of cue quality in facilitating eyewitness recall, where

unsuspecting witness participants encountered a realistic altercation in a lecture hall, which

subsequently acted as the stimulus event. The authors used this realistic paradigm to

examine whether self-generated mnemonic techniques (i.e. enhancing recall by

encouraging witnesses to generate their own memory cues) could aid memory recall in

witness interviews.

Not all the eyewitness studies included in this special issue are experimental either, with

some of the articles examining interviewing strategies exploratively. This includes

Gomez-Bedoya’s (2024) linguistic analysis of real police interviews to examine the use of

rapport building techniques and Skrifvars et al. (2025)’s interviews with individuals

involved in asylum interviews to identify salient interviewing strategies (explained further

below).

While the studies in this issue offer valuable insights into understanding how individuals

remember criminal incidents, the focus extends far beyond criminal investigations. The

special issue also includes empirical investigations into the experiences and behaviours of

other types of witnesses (i.e. missing person reports and asylum seekers), as well as public

attitudes towards contentious memory reports (see Otgaar et al., 2023 for cross-cultural

comparison on beliefs in repressed memory and dissociative amnesia). On the topic of

asylum seeker interviews, behavioural parallels can be drawn between asylum interviews

and investigative interviews, given that asylum interviewees are required to describe

witnessed events, may have experienced traumatic events, and may have cause to avoid

fully telling the truth (Skrifvars et al., 2025). Applying similar expectations from investigative

interviewing best practices, Skrifvars et al. (2025) interviewed asylum seekers, interviewers

and interpreters about their experiences and views of asylum interviews, focusing on

communication styles and rapport-building techniques.
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Another application of applied memory research outside of criminal offending is the

utilisation of missing persons appeals. Hunt and Mojtahedi (2025) examined whether

prospective person memory for missing persons was affected by own-race biases and

whether this bias was moderated by real-world situational factors (e.g. exposure frequency

and the number of different appeals encountered). Though these studies deviate from the

criminological focus of this journal, the findings nonetheless provide valuable insights for

applied criminal justice academics and practitioners. By examining how memory is shaped

by context, stress and social influences, this body of research enhances our broader

understanding of how people recall and report crucial information in diverse, high-stakes

situations.

This editorial provides an overview of some of the novel projects included in the curated

catalogue of modern eyewitness developments. The special issue encompasses ten

empirical studies that embody the heightened standards of eyewitness research and

illustrate the directions of contemporary research within the field.
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