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Abstract 

This thesis reports the findings of four experiments that aimed to provide a 

better understanding of why children, more than adults, tend to choose from a line-up 

and make more mistaken identifications. Further, this research also aimed to examine 

the perceptions of mock jurors pertaining to both the age of a witness, either a child 

or an adult and witness choice for additional viewings of the line-up or line-up 

members. A total of 288 children and 351 adults participated in one of four 

experiments. In experiment one, a nonverbal rejection option (the ‘wildcard’ which 

allowed children to select from a line-up without selecting a face) was found to 

significantly decrease incorrect identifications of a foil in target absent conditions 

whilst maintaining a good rate of correct identifications in target present conditions. 

The encouraging initial findings did not generalise to the second experiment. 

However, in the second experiment, training with simple practice line-ups, prior to 

viewing a line-up containing faces, was found to significantly reduce children’s 

choosing from the line-up, although this was at a cost to correct identifications. In 

experiment three neither the wildcard procedure nor training with practice line-ups 

benefitted the young adults. The fourth experiment investigated mock jurors’ 

perceptions of a police witness to a crime who later identified the police suspect from 

a line-up. Both the age of the witness (7-years or 29-years) and witness choice for 

additional viewings were manipulated. No age-related differences were found in 

credibility ratings for identifying the police suspect but children, compared to adults 

were perceived as significantly more credible for their account of the crime event. 

Additionally, both the child and adult witness were perceived as more credible for 

their account of the event than for their credibility in the identification of the police 

suspect. Implications and directions for future research are discussed.  
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Chapter 1, Introduction 

Children as witnesses 

Witnesses to a crime are normally asked by the police to identify the 

perpetrator from a line-up of people which will contain the police suspect plus other 

individuals who are known to be innocent. Subsequent positive eyewitness 

identification of police suspects plays a key role in many police investigations 

(Brewer & Wells, 2011; Palmer, Sauer, & Holt, 2017; Wixted & Wells, 2017) and 

juries place great weight on eyewitness testimony during deliberations and in 

conviction decisions (Rakoff & Loftus, 2018; Vallas, 2011; Wells & Loftus, 2013). 

Real life field studies have shown that eyewitnesses frequently make mistakes 

(Behrmann & Davey, 2001; Horry, Memon, Wright, & Milne, 2012; Scheck & 

Neufeld, 2002) and DNA exonerations have reported that mistaken eyewitness 

identification is a frequently occurring issue in wrongful convictions (Gross & 

Shaffer, 2012; Scheck & Neufeld, 2002; Wells et al., 1998). Furthermore, field 

studies have also reported that children compared to adults are more likely to make 

mistaken identifications (Memon, Havard, Clifford, Gabbert, & Watts, 2011; Pike, 

Brace, & Kynan, 2002). This is problematic as in some criminal cases the only 

eyewitness may be a child (Pantell, 2017) and eyewitness evidence may be the only 

evidence available (Goldstein, Chance, & Schneller, 1989; Smalarz & Wells, 2012). 

As children have increasingly become active participants in the criminal justice 

system (Memon et al., 2011; Memon, Vrij, & Bull, 2003; Pike et al., 2002), the 

identification abilities of children compared to adults and the conditions under which 

children’s performance on identification tasks can be improved has been the focus of 

much experimental research. The main focus of this programme of research is to 

examine the possible explanations as to why children compared to adults are more 

https://www.mitpressjournals.org/author/Rakoff%2C+Jed+S
https://www.mitpressjournals.org/author/Rakoff%2C+Jed+S
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vulnerable to error on eyewitness identification tasks, test procedures designed to 

reduce error and investigate the perceptions of mock jurors with regard to their 

sensitivity to both the age of the eyewitness (child or adult) and witness performance 

on a police eyewitness identification procedure. 

Children may be victims of and / or witnesses to crime. Despite there being a 

paucity of published research on the prevalence of children taking part in eyewitness 

identification procedures, two studies do provide information on this issue (Memon 

et al., 2011; Pike et al., 2002). In a review of data collected from fourteen English 

police forces on the outcome of 18,475 identification procedures, Pike et al. (2002) 

reported that over 12 percent of witnesses were young people under the age of 17-

years. These witnesses took part in identification procedures of cases involving 

robbery (29 percent of witnesses were aged under 17-years), theft (6 percent), 

burglary (3 percent), assault (10 percent), and other (14 percent). More recently a 

field study of 1,718 police eyewitness identification procedures in Scotland during 

2008, more than 27 percent of video line-ups were viewed by witnesses aged 

between 5 to 15 years of age (Memon et al., 2011). This poses the question as to how 

accurate children are in identifying a once seen person. 

The true scale of real-life mistaken identifications is of course unknown since 

unless other physical evidence is available, it cannot be actually ‘known’ whether or 

not the identification is accurate. In field studies, the rate of eyewitness error is based 

on the witness either failing to identify anyone from the line-up or incorrectly 

identifying a known innocent. A known innocent refers to a person who has 

volunteered to be included in a line-up but is known by the police to be innocent. The 

incorrect identification of a known innocent is a failure for the witness to identify the 

suspect who may or may not be guilty. In the case of the police suspect being guilty, 
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and an eyewitness incorrectly identifying a known innocent, the absence of other 

evidence would result in the perpetrator being free to commit further offences. 

However, if known innocents can be incorrectly identified, so can innocent police 

suspects. In the case of an innocent police suspect being incorrectly identified, the 

implications are serious. Not only would the true perpetrator be free to commit 

further offences but also the innocent police suspect may be wrongfully convicted 

and imprisoned (Turtle, Lindsay, & Wells, 2003). 

Over the last three decades there has been increasing awareness that mistaken 

eyewitness identification is the primary cause of the conviction of innocent suspects. 

In a survey of the literature (Rattner, 1988), mistaken identification was reported to 

be the most frequently occurring error in seventy wrongful convictions in England 

between 1950 and 1970. In the USA, Wells et al. (1998) conducted a review of forty 

cases in which innocent people had been convicted of serious crimes but had later 

had their innocence proven by DNA evidence. All had served time in prison and five 

were awaiting the death penalty. Out of the forty cases, thirty-six (90 percent) 

involved the presentation of false eyewitness evidence in court in which an 

eyewitness had wrongfully identified the person. A more recent examination of DNA 

exonerated individuals in the USA reported that out of sixty-two cases analysed, 

fifty-two wrongful convictions had resulted from mistaken identification, involving 

seventy-seven confident but mistaken eyewitnesses (Scheck & Neufeld, 2002). 

Similarly, eyewitness error was found to be involved in 76 percent of 873 cases in 

which convicted innocents were later exonerated (Gross & Shaffer, 2012) and 75 

percent of 312 DNA exonerations cases (The Innocence Project, 2014). We do not 

know the proportion of these mistaken identification decisions that were made by 
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children. However, future experimental research which focusses on children may 

provide insight into this issue. 

Experimental research  

There is an abundance of published experimental findings aimed at 

determining the variables that influence identification accuracy. Wells (1978) coined 

the terms system variables and estimator variables. Estimator variables are present at 

the time the witness views the perpetrator of a crime and known to influence the 

accuracy of an identification, but as they cannot be controlled by legal professionals, 

they can only be estimated. For example, the witness’s view of the perpetrator of a 

crime in terms of quality and duration will have an impact on the likely reliability of 

the witness with closer, clearer and lengthier viewing conditions being more likely 

indicators of reliability (Bromby, MacMillan, & McKellar, 2007). System variables 

can be controlled by legal professionals and in particular the nature of line-up 

procedure and the instructions given to the witness. This latter type of variable has 

been the focus of the majority of the experimental research on this topic. This 

includes examining children’s eyewitness identification performance according to 

procedural differences. 

Identification procedures in experimental research 

Typically, participants will be exposed to a controlled viewing of a person 

that they have not previously encountered. The ‘target’ person may appear in a live 

staged event (Karageorge & Zajac, 2011), in video footage, (Memon, Hope, & Bull, 

2003) or in slides (Parker & Myers, 2001) and the context of the viewing may 

forensic in nature (Havard, & Memon, 2013) or a social interaction (Dunlevy, 2006). 

To obtain identification responses, participants are requested to identify the target 

from a line-up of people who are proposed to fit the description of the target person 
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or are matched to the target person and are referred to as ‘foils’, ‘distractors’, or 

‘fillers’. These line-ups may be presented live, by videotape, or photographically. 

The organisation of how the line-ups are presented may be simultaneous with all 

line-up members presented at the same time or sequentially with line-up members 

presented one at a time. An important distinction made between target present and 

target absent conditions. Target present line-ups include the target person and it is 

known beyond doubt that the person viewed by the participant during exposure is 

included. Target absent line-ups do not include the target person and are used to 

simulate the scenario of an innocent police suspect appearing in the line-up as it is 

known beyond doubt that the person viewed by the participant during exposure is not 

included (Wells et al., 2000). As with the field studies, experimental research has 

found that participants frequently make errors, with the largest error rates occurring 

in target absent conditions and this error is markedly larger for children compared to 

adults (Bruer & Pozzulo, 2014; Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Pozzulo & Balfour, 2006). 

Older adults, compared to younger adults have also been reported to show a similar 

pattern of responding in eyewitness identification procedures (Fitzgerald & Price, 

2015). 

Although some early research suggested that children perform as well as 

adults on target-present line-ups in terms of correct identifications (Parker & Ryan, 

1993; Pozzulo & Balfour, 2006; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1998), later research has failed 

to support this contention. A meta-analysis of eyewitness identification across a 

lifespan (Fitzgerald & Price, 2015) including 20,244 participants reports that children 

compared to young adults are both less likely to correctly identify the target in target-

present conditions and more likely to incorrectly identify a foil in target-absent 

conditions. The authors conclude that children’s accuracy increases with age until 
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young adulthood. Other studies not included in the meta-analysis support the 

findings of an increase in accuracy with increasing age both in an experimental study 

(Karageorge & Zajac, 2011) and a field study (Pike et al., 2002). The one overall 

consistent finding is that in comparison to adults, children are significantly more 

likely to select from a line-up procedure in both target-present and target-absent 

conditions and consequently they are much more likely to make a mistaken 

identification (Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1998; Roebers & 

Schneider, 2001).  

Theoretical explanations for children’s choosing behaviour 

Memory is considered to have three important phases. In the first phase, 

acquisition, a memory is encoded. The quality of encoding can be affected by factors 

such as attention and viewing conditions. In the second phase, retention, memory for 

an event declines rapidly to begin with but then decline slows down in what is 

termed a negatively decelerating curve. It is during this slowing down of the 

retention phase that new information can interfere with the original memory. For 

example, hearing other incorrect information about an event can interfere with the 

original memory and cause a change in the belief of an individual as to what really 

happened. In the third and final phase, retrieval, memory for a prior event is recalled 

but can often be quite weak and contaminated with other incorrect information 

rendering it unreliable (Wells et al., 2000).  

It has been considered that children have a weaker memory trace compared to 

adults (Diamond & Carey, 1977) due to a maturational component in the right 

hemisphere of the brain (right posterior cortex) in which facial information is 

processed (Carey, Diamond & Woods, 1980). A child’s weaker memory trace may 

allow a lower criterion for a match to memory compared to adults and consequently 
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children may rely on using relative judgements strategies more than adults (Charman 

& Wells, 2006). Hence, for an eyewitness identification, adults are more able to 

make an absolute decision as to whether or not a particular line-up member is 

actually the target person. Whereas children due to their weaker memory trace are 

more likely to use a relative judgement strategy when making an identification 

decision, comparing line-up members and choosing the one which looks most similar 

to their memory of the target person, relative to the other members of the line-up. 

Consequently, they are more likely, compared to adults, to make an incorrect 

identification. Wells (1984) considered that the majority of line-up errors occur due 

to the eyewitnesses using relative judgements when making an identification 

decision, as opposed to absolute judgements. Rather than considering the view that a 

criterion change occurs from one decision strategy (relative judgements) to another 

decision strategy (absolute judgements), the Criterion Shift explanation (Ebbesen & 

Flowe, 2002) proposes that there is a shift in decision criteria. It is considered that an 

eyewitness will use a ‘response criterion’ in which they decide if the evidence is 

strong enough to decide that the person they are viewing is actually the target person 

and children are likely to make decisions based on a lower criterion compared to 

adults.  

Studies of response latency do provide some support for the relative 

judgement vs. absolute judgement explanation. Response latency refers to the 

amount of time that elapses between presentation of a line-up and an identification 

decision being made. In a meta-analysis (Weber, Brewer, Wells, Semmler & Keast, 

2005) children were found to make accurate responses faster than inaccurate 

responses, in line with the pattern of responding found for the adults. This may 

indicate that if a witness has a good memory trace for the target person, they may be 



8 
 

able to make a fast decision when they recognise the target (absolute judgement). 

However, if the witness does not have a good memory trace for the target person, 

they may take their time in comparing all the line-up faces to their memory and 

choose the closest match (relative judgement). A relative judgement is therefore 

likely to take longer than an absolute judgement and may not be correct. In contrast 

to these findings however, Bruer, Pozzulo and Sullivan, (2014) reported that slower 

decisions were suggestive of improved accuracy for children. Dunlevy (2006) found 

that children made accurate responses faster than inaccurate responses in target-

present conditions but in target-absent conditions inaccurate responses were made 

faster than accurate responses. The strength of the children’s memory traces due to 

different experimental manipulations of retention interval may help explain these 

inconsistent findings. For example, if the memory for a target person is good and the 

retention interval is short (i.e.one day) a child may find it easier and hence faster to 

reject a target-absent line-up as not containing the target-person. However, if the 

retention interval is longer, for example one week as it was in the Dunlevy (2006) 

experiment, a child may still be able to make a fast decision when they recognise the 

target but it may take the child longer to make a correct decision if they are 

comparing all the faces to their memory before making a decision in target absent 

line-ups. This may be indicative that passage of time requires a different type of 

decision strategy for target present compared with target absent decisions.   

With acknowledgement that children may be more likely than adults to rely 

on relative judgement strategies when making an identification decision, children 

compared to adults more frequently select the wrong person (a foil) in target-present 

line-ups (Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1998) which are unlikely to 

be their best match to memory. Therefore, this theoretical position does not provide a 
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full or satisfactory explanation for children’s lower accuracy. Children’s 

performance on line-up tasks suggests that their propensity to choose from the line-

up is responsible for their lower accuracy rates in both target absent and target 

present conditions. 

Response inhibition is a cognitive process that permits an individual to inhibit 

their responses to stimuli so that they make the most appropriate response according 

to their circumstances (McAuley & White, 2011). Hence in a line-up task the 

appropriate response would be to refrain from choosing unless certain that the person 

selected is the target-person. Research suggests that response inhibition appears to 

mature between the ages of 8 years and 10 years (Brocki & Bohlin, 2004; McAuley 

& White, 2011; Williams, Ponesse, Schachar, Logan, & Tannock, 1999) and 

improves up until adulthood (McAuley & White, 2011; Williams et al.,1999). 

However, as some children under the age of eight years are able inhibit their 

responses by rejecting both target absent and target present line-ups (Dunlevy, 2006; 

Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1998), children’s lower level of 

response inhibition compared to adults does not provide a full explanation for their 

poorer performance on line-up tasks.  

The findings that children sometimes make multiple selections from a line-up 

when they have been asked to identify just one person (Lindsay, Pozzulo, Craig, Lee, 

& Corber, 1997; Parker & Myers, 2001; Parker & Ryan, 1993) indicates that at least 

some children have a misunderstanding of the task. According to Piaget's stages of 

cognitive development (Wadsworth, 1996), children under the age of approximately 

12-years, experience difficulty in understanding other people’s intentions and 

perspectives, focussing more on objective outcomes than on subjective motives. 

Hence children may focus on the outcome of an identification task, which they may 
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consider to be identifying the person in question without considering that the 

interviewer’s subjective motive in asking the child to view the line-up, which would 

be to see if the person is there or not. According to Piaget’s model, it is not until 

children reach their full potential in the stage of formal operations at approximately 

14- to 15-years that they have the cognitive ability to reason logically about abstract 

and hypothetical concepts. In this respect, at this stage children have developed a 

greater understanding of the intentions of others. Piaget’s stages of development 

have been criticised by later researchers (i.e. Donaldson, 1978) as underestimating 

the abilities of children and when equivalent tasks were presented in a more child 

friendly context using more child friendly language, children were found to show 

evidence of logical thinking at a much earlier age than Piaget proposed (Hughes & 

Donaldson, 1979). However, even if children reach an understanding of abstract and 

hypothetical concepts earlier than Piaget proposed, this explanation is not supported 

by findings that children’s accuracy increases with age until young adulthood 

(Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Karageorge & Zajac, 2011, Pike et al., 2002) rather than 

there being a sudden increase in accuracy at a particular stage of development. 

Vygotsky’s (1978) theory proposes that development is far more fluid than 

Piaget’s stages and that much of a child’s development is dependent upon support 

from more competent individuals. This theory asserted that providing a scaffolding 

for the developing child in the form of instruction or training could provide a 

springboard from their actual developmental level to their potential developmental 

level. It is within this zone of proximal development that a child, with help, can 

develop skills and higher mental functions. This may account for children’s 

individual differences in eyewitness identification tasks, with some children having a 

better understanding of other people’s motives and intentions at a younger age. 
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A further possible explanation is children’s tendency to acquiesce. The dual-

process theory of acquiescence (Knowles & Condon, 1999) proposes that statements 

are firstly accepted and comprehended. Secondly, statements are reconsidered in the 

light of evidence and, thirdly, a decision is made of whether to reject the statement or 

continue to accept it. The reconsideration stage requires effort and is contingent on 

the ability and motivation to extend this effort. If a child does not fully understand 

the purpose of a line-up procedure and believes that the interviewer is making a 

statement that the person is included in the line-up, they may fail to fully reconsider 

the statement in light of a warning that the person may not be present. If a child feels 

that they are expected to choose someone, together with an underdeveloped response 

inhibition, they may acquiesce with this expectation by selecting someone from the 

line-up.  

A good illustration of children’s tendency to acquiesce is in their response 

bias for answering yes to yes or no questions. When a question requiring a yes or no 

response is asked, and a child makes a choice between yes or no, the child is 

agreeing or disagreeing, confirming or disconfirming information supplied by an 

adult. This could indicate compliance, be a way of seeking approval, or the child may 

simply wish to get the questions or task finished with sooner. This bias has been 

found in children aged 3- to 5-years (Peterson, Dowden, & Tobin, 1999), 3- to 7-

years (Poole & Lindsay, 1995), and 3- to 8-years (Poole & Lindsay, 2001). Poole and 

Lindsay (1995) reported that 94 percent of the children in their sample incorrectly 

responded to questions with a ‘yes’. Additionally, children who have demonstrated 

an ability to understand the difference between sensible and nonsensical questions 

have been reported to respond inappropriately when the questions were closed and 

required a yes or no answer (Waterman, Blades & Spencer, 2001).  
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This response bias is a form of compliance and refers to the agreement of an 

assertion in a question, regardless of the content of that assertion (Milne & Bull, 

2006). Eades (2004) used the term gratuitous concurrence to refer to a speaker’s 

tendency to answer questions in the way they believe the questioner wants, motivated 

by wanting to be helpful and socially amenable. Eades (2004) considered that when a 

question is answered with a yes, it may not necessarily mean that they agree with 

what is being asked of them, it could just mean that they think that if they say yes, 

the questioner will see that they are being obliging.  

There is evidence from both experimental studies (Cassel, Roebers, & 

Bjorklund, 1996; Ceci, Ross, & Toglia, 1987; Zajac & Hayne, 2003) and real-life 

court transcripts (Zajac, Gross, & Hayne, 2003) that when questioned children will 

often be compliant to the expectations of an authority figure. In eyewitness 

identification tasks, children have been found to demonstrate increased choosing 

behaviour, significantly more incorrect identifications, and they were also less also 

less likely express uncertainty in the presence of a person in uniform compared to 

casual or non-uniform clothing (Lowenstein, Blank, & Sauer, 2010). This may 

indicate that children were sensitive to a perceived pressure to choose someone from 

the line-up. Additionally, children have exhibited more correct memory recall when 

the interviewer has adopted a casual interviewing approach and worn casual clothes 

compared to a formal interview style dressed in formal clothing (Paterson, Bull, & 

Vrij, 2002).  

Efforts to improve children’s accuracy 

Experimental research has tested the theoretical explanations for children’s 

poorer identification performance in comparison to adults and made efforts to 

develop procedures to improve children’s accuracy. In an effort to reduce the effects 
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of relative judgements, several different researchers have developed alternative 

eyewitness identification procedures. Lindsay and Wells (1985) devised a sequential 

line-up procedure in which eyewitnesses view one line-up member at a time and are 

requested to make an identification decision of either ‘yes’ this is the person or ‘no’ 

this is not the person, prior to viewing the next line-up member. In this respect it is 

necessary for witnesses to make an absolute judgement of whether or not the person 

in the photograph is the target. 

Research that has investigated the efficacy of the sequential procedure has 

received mixed findings. Some experimental studies with adults suggest that the 

sequential procedure resulted in higher accuracy in target absent but not target 

present conditions compared to the simultaneous procedure (Kneller, Memon, & 

Stevenage, 2001; Steblay, Dysart, Fulero, & Lindsay, 2001; Steblay, Dysart, & 

Wells, 2011). Other experimental studies have not supported these findings with 

regard to adult performance (Meisters, Diedenhofen & Musch 2018; Seale-Carlisle & 

Mickes, 2016) and neither has a field study (Wells, Steblay, & Dysart, 2015). For 

children’s performance, Fitzgerald and Price (2015) reported no real improvement in 

children’s accuracy in the sequential procedure when compared to simultaneous line-

ups and it has also been found to be problematic for children with a tendency for 

them to make multiple selections or choose the first picture viewed (Lindsay et al., 

1997). Gronlund, Wixted and Mickes (2014) argued that using ROC analyses, no 

evidence for the superiority of sequential procedures is evident and instead have 

shown that the simultaneous procedure may be diagnostically superior. Despite these 

findings, current practice in England and Wales favours the implementation of a 

sequential line-up procedure in the form of video line-ups (The Police and Criminal 

Evidence Act 1984, Code D, 2017). 
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In the UK, in line with PACE 1984 procedures, eyewitnesses take part in a 

video line-up in which the line-up members are viewed one at a time (sequentially). 

Each video clip features the head and shoulders (front and both side profiles) of one 

individual person and lasts for approximately fifteen seconds. The line-up must 

contain at least nine people including the police suspect and eight other people 

thought to resemble the suspect and match the witness description. Eyewitnesses 

must view the entire line-up twice before making a decision. After these two 

presentations the eyewitness can ask to see the complete line-up again for the third 

time or as many times as requested and they can also view individual video clips 

from the line-up as many times as they wish. Once (and if) an eyewitness selects an 

individual from the line-up as being the perpetrator, they are shown that particular 

video clip again to confirm the identification. 

There is evidence from both laboratory experiments and field studies that 

repeated viewings are associated with an increase of incorrect identifications of a 

foil. For example, experimental research has reported that if a line-up is shown twice 

compared to once only, more selections are made from the line-up and more errors 

are made (Steblay, Dietrich, Ryan, Raczynski, & James, 2011). In field studies, 

requests for additional viewings of the line-up or requests to view part of the line-up 

again (after the first two compulsory viewings) have resulted in fewer suspect 

identifications and an increase in foil identifications (Memon et al., 2011). Horry et 

al. (2012) reported that witnesses who requested at least one additional viewing of 

the line-up were almost two and a half times more likely to incorrectly identify a foil 

compared to those who did not.  

In an attempt to reduce selecting a person from the line-up based purely on a 

relative judgement, or selecting multiple individuals, elimination line-up procedures 
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(Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1999) were developed to encourage witnesses to make either an 

absolute judgment that a particular line-up member was the target person or to reject 

the line-up as not containing the target person. These procedures (one fast and one 

slow) are based on a ‘two-judgement process. In judgement 1, the witness is required 

to determine which line-up member is the most similar to the target (a relative 

judgement). In judgement 2, the witness is required to determine if the most similar 

line-up member is in actual fact the target (an absolute judgement). In a fast 

elimination procedure, the witness is required to select the line-up member that looks 

most like the target and then make a decision about whether or not the line-up 

member is the target. In the slow elimination procedure, the witness is required to 

remove photographs of line-up members one by one based on which member least 

resembles the target. When only one photograph is left, the witness is then required 

make a decision about whether or not the line-up member is the target. Experimental 

research testing elimination procedures has found an increase in correct rejections for 

adults when tested against simultaneous line-ups and also wildcard procedures that 

use a nonverbal rejection option (Pozzulo, Reed, Pettalia, & Dempsey, 2016). In 

contrast, Pica and Pozzulo, (2018) found that for adults both the elimination and 

simultaneous procedures were superior to the wildcard procedure for correct 

rejections and the simultaneous procedure was superior for correct identifications. 

Research studies with children that have tested the effectiveness of elimination 

procedures (fast and slow) against the simultaneous procedure have reported that the 

fast-modified elimination procedure reduced false positive responding in children 

(Pozzulo & Balfour, 2006; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1999). However, the lifespan meta-

analysis (Fitzgerald & Price, 2015) reported no improvement in accuracy for children 

with the elimination procedure.  
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As a reminder, children compared to adults make far more incorrect 

selections of a line-up foil in target-present conditions (Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; 

Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1998). This suggests that children are not always making 

choices based on the best match to their memory and that factors other than relative 

judgement strategies may be responsible for their high rate of choosing behaviour. 

The findings that the sequential and elimination procedures fail to increase accuracy 

for children does not signify that children’s errors are due to them being more likely 

to use relative rather than absolute judgements compared to adults. Rather, the 

tendency of children to make multiple selections or choose the first picture viewed 

(Lindsay et al.,1997) may suggest that they simply did not understand what was 

required of them on the line-up task. 

To clarify the true nature of the line-up task and increase response inhibition, 

Beresford and Blades (2006) found that the use of cautionary instructions explaining 

the implications of mistaken identifications with 6- to 10-year olds, resulted in 

significantly fewer mistaken identifications in target absent conditions with no 

reduction of correct identifications in target present conditions. Nesbitt and Markham 

(1999) also found significant improvement in target absent conditions when 

cautionary instructions were implemented alongside training with a ‘not here’ card 

for four-year olds. However, this was at a cost in target present conditions with fewer 

correct identifications. The use of practice trials prior to the actual line-up have 

reported mixed findings. In a sample of children aged 3- to 7-years, Goodman, 

Bottoms, Schwartz-Kennedy, and Rudy (1991) testing target absent line-ups only, 

found that practice trials resulted in improved simultaneous line-up performance for 

children aged 5- to 7-years. For sequential line-ups, girls but not boys, aged 8- to 11-

years, were found to benefit from practice trials in showing more correct 
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identifications in target-present conditions but no reduction in false identifications in 

target absent line-ups (Parker & Myers, 2001). Parker and Ryan (1993) found no 

significant reduction in errors for target absent or target present line-ups after 

implementing practice trials for children aged 8- to 11-years. In their meta-analysis, 

Pozzulo and Lindsay (1998) concluded that overall, training did not significantly 

decrease false positive responding although a small positive effect was found for 

correct identifications with older children. The studies that have implemented 

cautionary instructions may have emphasised to the children that the target person 

may not be included in the line-up and that the correct response may be to reject the 

line-up. The studies that have used practice line-ups have in general implemented 

pictures of faces (e.g. the face of a research assistan) or pictures of animals. It is 

possible that the practice tasks were too complex to clearly demonstrate to the 

children that the person they were being asked to identify may not be included in the 

line-up. 

Research that has investigated strategies to reduce children’s propensity 

choose a person from the line-up by offering a nonverbal rejection option (a 

wildcard) and thereby making the rejection of line-up members similar to selecting 

from the line-up, has produced some encouraging findings. Dunlevy (2006) utilised a 

wildcard procedure in which children aged 5- to 6-years were given the option of 

choosing a location photograph (a tree in open countryside) behind which the target 

person may be concealed. Therefore, children were given the opportunity to make a 

positive ‘yes’ response without selecting a face from the line-up. This procedure was 

found to significantly reduce mistaken identifications in target-absent line-ups whilst 

maintaining correct identifications in target-present line-ups.  
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Similar encouraging results have been obtained by other researchers using a 

wildcard technique in which children have the additional option rejecting the line-up 

by choosing a silhouetted figure with a question mark. A significant reduction in 

incorrect identifications without impacting on correct identifications has been 

observed for simultaneous photographic line-ups with children aged 8- to 11-years 

(Zajac & Karageorge, 2009) and 5- to 11-years (Karageorge & Zajac, 2011) and for 

video line-ups (based on current UK police procedures) with children aged 5- to 11-

years (Havard & Memon, 2013). The main difference between the experiments that 

have offered children a nonverbal rejection option in the form of a wildcard from the 

line-up is that the Dunlevy (2006) experiment refers to the absence of the target 

person from the line-up, whereas the other experiments (Havard & Memon, 2013; 

Karageorge & Zajac, 2011; Zajac & Karageorge, 2009) refer to the inclusion of the 

target person in the line-up. The benefits of implementing a wildcard procedure with 

adults is less clear. The use of this procedure has been reported to reduce incorrect 

identifications in both target present and target absent conditions with young adults 

(Bruer, Fitzgerald, Therrien, & Price, 2015), and reduce incorrect identifications for 

target absent conditions only with older adults aged 60- to 84-years (Havard, 

Laybourn, & Klecha, 2017). Other research has reported no benefit of a wildcard 

procedure for younger adults (Pica & Pozzulo, 2018; Pozzulo et al., 2016) or for 

older adults (Pica & Pozzulo, 2018).  

More recently, Price and Fitzgerald (2016) combined a wildcard with an 

elimination technique termed the ‘face off’ procedure, in which individual line-up 

members were paired together and reduced one by one on the basis of being less like 

the target compared to the other person. When only one line-up member remained, 

children were given the option of either selecting the one remaining member or 
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selecting the wildcard to reject the line-up. Compared to a photographic 

simultaneous line-up, the ‘face off’ procedure increased correct rejections without 

negatively affecting correct identifications with children aged 6- to 11-years. 

However, the encouraging findings with these procedures do not explain whether 

they are successful because they reconcile with children’s immature response 

inhibition or whether they successfully convey to the child that the line-up does not 

necessarily contain the target person. 

This programme of research aims to provide a better understanding of the 

reasons why children are prone to choosing from line-ups and trial procedures that 

are designed to either make rejecting the line-up similar to choosing from the line-up 

with a wildcard technique or reducing choosing behaviour with practice line-ups 

aimed at providing children with a better understanding of the line-up task. It is also 

of interest to investigate the efficacy of a wildcard technique and practice line-up 

with older adolescents / young adults as other age groups are not immune from 

eyewitness identification errors. A positive identification of an innocent police 

suspect may lead to the individual being charged with an offence by the police and 

eyewitness identification of a police suspect can have a large impact on the outcome 

of a criminal trial (Rakoff & Loftus, 2018; Vallas, 2011; Wells & Loftus, 2013). 

Eyewitness identification evidence in the courtroom  

Although eyewitness evidence appears to be among the least reliable forms of 

evidence, judges and juries are not well informed about this (Cutler & Penrod, 1995; 

Jones & Penrod, 2018; Reinhart, 2011). In simulated trials, mock jurors have been 

found to overestimate the accuracy of eyewitness identifications (Beaudry et al., 

2015; Lindsay, Wells, & Rumpel, 1981; Wells, Lindsay, & Ferguson, 1979), being 

influenced by the confidence of the witness (Beaudry et al., 2015; Pica, Sheahan, 

https://www.mitpressjournals.org/author/Rakoff%2C+Jed+S
https://www.mitpressjournals.org/author/Rakoff%2C+Jed+S
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Pozzulo, Vallano & Pettalia, 2018). Witness confidence has been found to have a 

strong influence on mock juror judgements regardless of whether the witness’s 

testimony was consistent or inconsistent (Brewer & Burke, 2002) and regardless of 

evidence suggesting that the witness was inaccurate (Lindsay, Wells, & O’Connor, 

1989).  

For child witnesses, simulated trials have produced some conflicting findings 

with regard to the age of an eyewitness. Some studies have reported that in 

comparison to adult witnesses, mock jurors have perceived child witnesses as less 

credible (Goodman, Golding, Helgeson, Haith, & Michelli, 1987; Newcombe & 

Bransgrove, 2007; Pozzulo, Lemieux, Wells, & McCuaig, 2006) and as having less 

integrity (Bruer & Pozzulo, 2014) whereas other studies have reported no differences 

in mock juror perceptions between adult and child witnesses (Holcomb & Jacquin, 

2007; Sheahan, Pozzulo, Reed, & Pica, 2018). Pozzulo and Dempsey (2009) reported 

a clear distinction between witnesses as victims and witnesses as bystanders with a 

child victim being perceived as credible as an adult victim but a child bystander 

being less credible than an adult bystander. Neal, Christiansen, Bornstein and 

Robicheaux, (2012) found more mock juror guilty verdicts when the witness was a 

child rather than an adult but also noted that less knowledgeable mock jurors 

appeared to underestimate the limitations of child eyewitness reliability. This is 

concerning in view of the findings that children compared to adults are far more 

vulnerable to making errors in identification line-ups (Bruer & Pozzulo, 2014; 

Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Pozzulo & Balfour, 2006). Additionally, child witnesses 

that are perceived as confident have been judged as more credible than non-confident 

children (Ruva & Bryant, 2004) despite no reliable relationship between confidence 
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and accuracy having been reported (Brewer & Day, 2005, Keast, Brewer, & Wells, 

2007). 

Unfortunately, research has also revealed that mock jurors are not sensitive to 

variables that can unduly inflate the confidence of an eyewitness. For example, 

positive confirmatory feedback from the line-up administrator has been found to 

inflate the mock juror perceptions of identification accuracy. Based on eyewitness 

identifications from six-person photographic line-ups in Canada, Beaudry et al. 

(2015) conducted a series of experiments in which mock jurors observed a videotape 

of an adult eyewitness either making an identification from a line-up or giving 

testimony. Eyewitnesses who received positive post-identification feedback were 

more likely to be believed by the mock jurors compared to identifications obtained 

under non-feedback conditions, regardless of evidence type or identification 

accuracy. Mock jurors were also more likely to believe than disbelieve the 

eyewitness evidence with just over half making a correct judgement about whether 

an identification was accurate or inaccurate, reflecting close to chance performance. 

Although no difference in sensitivity to accurate or inaccurate identification 

decisions was found between observing the line-up condition or testimony condition, 

mock jurors were five times more likely to believe that the eyewitness made an 

accurate identification decision when they viewed the eyewitness giving testimony 

compared to when they viewed the eyewitness making an identification from a line-

up. Perceived confidence of the eyewitness correlated positively with the observers’ 

belief in the identification and additionally the observers own confidence in that 

decision. 

Research also suggests that jurors experience difficulty in understanding 

directions given to them in the courtroom. In the UK, simulated court studies at 
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Nottingham, Winchester and Blackfriars which included 797 mock jurors indicated 

that a jury is likely to experience difficulty in understanding the judge’s oral 

directions (Thomas, 2010). After hearing the same instructions, mock jurors were 

asked to report on a scale of 0 to 5 how easy or difficult they felt it was to understand 

the judge’s oral directions. Over two thirds of the mock jurors at Blackfriars and 

Winchester reported they were able to understand the directions, whilst over half of 

the mock jurors at Nottingham reported the directions as being difficult to 

understand. To provide a more objective measure of juror comprehension, mock 

jurors at Winchester were asked to identify two questions that the judge had directed 

them to answer. Less than a third of mock jurors were able to identify both questions, 

with less than half of them being able to identify one question. One fifth of the mock 

jurors were unable to identify either question and comprehension of directions on the 

law were also found to decline with age. However, a written summary of the judge’s 

directions on the law given to jurors at the time of the judge’s oral instructions 

increased juror comprehension of the law from 31 percent to 48 percent. 

Strategies to help jurors discriminate between accurate and inaccurate 

eyewitness identifications have met with some mixed findings. The New Jersey 

Supreme Court in the US introduced instructions (Henderson instructions) to inform 

jurors on a case by case basis, about the impact that both estimator and system 

variables could have on the accuracy of an eyewitness identification decision 

(Reinhart, 2011). Dillon, Jones, Bergold, Hui, and Penrod (2017) reported that 

Henderson instructions influenced mock jurors’ perceptions of the eyewitness 

identification negatively and induced scepticism regardless of the aim of jury 

directions being to juror sensitivity, not scepticism. Jones and Penrod (2018) who 

compared Henderson instructions a modified version using with features from the I-
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I-Eye, found that the modified instructions increased mock juror sensitivity whilst 

the original Henderson instructions did not. The modified instructions produced 

significantly fewer guilty verdicts when evidence was weak compared to strong.  

Sauer, Palmer and Brewer (2017) conducted a series of four experiments 

comparing eyewitness identifications from a line-up to eyewitness ratings of each 

member of a line-up member in terms of how much they match their memory of the 

target person. This ratings-based identification protocol was reported to increase 

mock jurors’ discrimination of eyewitness evidence when the eyewitness exhibited 

either moderate and high confidence. Also providing mock jurors with detailed 

instructions about how to interpret the ratings produced clear discrimination effects. 

As it is the court jury that decides the guilt and innocence of a suspect after a 

positive identification by an eyewitness and some previous research has indicated 

that mock jurors appear unaware of the issues surrounding children’s eyewitness 

identification (Neal et al., 2012; Sheahan et al., 2018), it is of interest to this 

programme of research to investigate this issue.  

The aims of this programme of research 

This programme of research aims to investigate children’s propensity to 

choose from identification line-ups (Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 

1998; Roebers & Schneider, 2001) and increase understanding of why this behaviour 

occurs. It is anticipated that testing procedures aimed at improving children’s 

identification performance may help to inform practice. It is hoped that providing 

children with an alternative nonverbal rejection option (a wildcard) designed to make 

rejecting the line-up similar to choosing from the line-up (Havard & Memon, 2013; 

Karageorge & Zajac, 2011; Zajac & Karageorge, 2009) will reconcile with children’s 

immature response inhibition and reduce incorrect identifications. Further, it is hoped 
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that providing children with simple practice line-ups prior to taking part in a line-up 

containing faces will increase children’s understanding of the line-up task, reducing 

choosing behaviour and hence increasing accuracy. As other age groups are not 

immune from making errors in identification (Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Pozzulo & 

Lindsay, 1998; Roebers & Schneider, 2001), it is of interest to investigate the 

effectiveness of providing a nonverbal rejection option (a wildcard) and practice line-

ups with older adolescents / young adults. 

As the guilt or innocence of an individual is decided by a court jury, and 

previous research has produced some conflicting findings regarding potential jurors’ 

understanding of children’s limitations with eyewitness identifications (Newcombe 

& Bransgrove, 2007; Sheahan et al., 2018), it is of interest to investigate this issue. 

Further, as previous research has found that repeated viewings of a line-up results in 

reduced accuracy (Horry et al., 2012; Memon et al., 2011; Steblay et al., 2011), 

jurors’ perceptions of identification accuracy according to how many times the 

eyewitness viewed the line-up will also be investigated. In addition, as previous 

research has indicated that mock jurors are more persuaded by eyewitness testimony 

than an identification decision only (Beaudry et al., 2015), mock jurors perceptions 

of witness credibility will be related to eyewitness identification and eyewitness 

testimony separately. 

Experiment 1  

Experiment one was designed to investigate the efficacy of providing 

children with a nonverbal selection option (a wildcard) in which children could select 

a location photograph (a tree in open countryside) behind which the target person 

may be concealed. It was anticipated that this procedure would reconcile with 

children’s immature response inhibition in allowing them to select from the line-up 
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without choosing a face. One hundred and forty-eight children aged six- to seven-

years participated in live craft events conducted by an adult male. Each event lasted 

approximately 20 minutes which included time for the children to make their own 

rice shakers. The adult male who demonstrated the craft activity then became the 

target to be identified. Interviews were conducted one week later. Half of the 

children took part in a standard (control) line-up condition containing eight 

photographs of adult males and the other half took part in the wildcard line-up 

procedure which contained eight photographs of adult males and the photograph of a 

tree. In each of the two procedures, half of the line-ups included the target person and 

in the other half, the target was absent. The line-ups were counterbalanced for both 

the procedure and the target presence. Every child received a warning that the line-up 

may not include the target person. Supporting the prediction, the use of the wildcard 

procedure was found to be significantly associated with the children’s ability to 

correctly reject target absent line-ups without any associated reduced performance in 

target present line-ups. Also supporting the predictions, children made correct 

identification responses significantly faster in target present conditions compared to 

target absent conditions and for target present conditions only, children made correct 

responses significantly faster than incorrect responses. 

Experiment 2  

Experiment two was designed to ascertain if providing children with practice 

line-ups containing toys (both target present and target absent counterbalanced) prior 

to taking part in the line-up of faces, would help children to understand that a line-up 

task does not necessarily contain the target. Additionally, children’s identification 

performance after taking part in the practice line-ups was compared to children’s 

identification performance on the wildcard procedure (as in experiment one). It was 
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predicted that practice line-ups would reduce choosing from the line-up containing 

faces and that both experimental procedures would reduce incorrect identifications 

from target absent line-ups. One hundred and forty children aged children aged six- 

to seven-years watched a DVD of an adult male demonstrating how to make rice 

shakers which lasted approximately twenty minutes and included time for the 

children to make their own rice shakers. The adult male then became the target to be 

identified and was the same person as in experiment one. Interviews were conducted 

one week later, and every child received a warning that the target person may not be 

included in the line-up. One third of the children took part in a standard (control) 

line-up condition (as in experiment one), one third of the took part in the wildcard 

line-up condition (as in experiment one) and one third of the children took part in 

two practice line-ups prior to taking part in the standard line-up condition. The two 

practice line-ups (target present and target absent) contained eight pictures of toys 

and were counterbalanced to avoid recency effects. The prediction that the practice 

line-ups would help to reduce choosing from the line-up were supported but the 

predictions that both experimental procedures would reduce incorrect identifications 

from target absent line-ups were not.  

Experiment 3 

Experiment three was conducted to investigate the effectiveness of a 

nonverbal selection option (wildcard) and practice line-ups in helping young adults 

to correctly reject target absent line-ups. One hundred and thirty-three older 

adolescents / young adults aged sixteen- to twenty-years watched a DVD of an adult 

male demonstrating how to make rice shakers (as in experiment two) which lasted 

approximately twenty minutes. The young adults took part in a filler task instead of 

making rice shakers. The adult male then became the target to be identified and was 
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the same person as in experiments one and two. Interviews were conducted one week 

later. As in experiment two, one third of the participants took part in a standard 

(control) line-up condition, one third of the participants took part in the wildcard 

line-up condition, and one third of the participants took part in two practice line-ups 

prior to taking part in the standard line-up condition. The two practice line-ups 

(target present and target absent) contained eight pictures of office equipment and 

were counterbalanced to avoid recency effects. Every participant received a warning 

that the line-up may not contain the target. The prediction that the practice line-ups 

would help to reduce choosing from the line-up and that both experimental 

procedures would reduce incorrect identifications from target absent line-ups were 

not supported. The predictions for response latency were supported with correct 

responses being made faster in target present conditions compared to target absent 

conditions and correct responses being made faster than incorrect responses in target 

absent conditions. 

Experiment 4 

Experiment four investigated mock jurors’ perceptions of eyewitness 

credibility, witness testimony, confidence and guilt of the defendant following a 

positive line-up identification by a witness. In view of the robust findings that 

children compared to adults are more likely to make mistaken identifications, the 

question as to whether jury eligible members of the public are aware of this problem 

is an important issue. Ultimately it is the jury that will decide the guilt or innocence 

of a police suspect based on the evidence presented in court. In England and Wales, 

evidence pertaining to a positive eyewitness identification would have been obtained 

from current procedures which favour the implementation of a video line-up shown 

sequentially (The Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984, Code D, 2017). This 
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procedure includes a mandatory two viewings of the complete line-up followed by 

the witness being able to view the line-up or any line-up members as many times as 

they wish. However, research has reported that repeated viewings of a line-up results 

in more eyewitness identification error (Horry et al., 2012; Memon et al., 2011; 

Steblay et al., 2011). Hence as with sensitivity to the age of an eyewitness, this 

experiment examined mock jurors’ perceptions of the reliability of a positive 

identification based on whether or not the eyewitness chose repeated viewings of the 

line-up.  

In this experiment, 218 mock jurors that were eligible for jury service (i.e. 

between the ages 18- and 75-years) completed one of six randomly assigned 

conditions which included a vignette depicting a crime event, the subsequent arrest 

of a suspect and a positive eyewitness identification of the suspect. Eyewitness 

identification was the only evidence available and the witness was either a child or 

an adult. Eyewitness identification performance was manipulated, in the vignettes, as 

the mock witness requested one of three viewing options (i) no additional viewings 

of the line-up after the mandatory two complete viewings; (ii) one additional 

complete viewing or, (iii) to view two additional people from the line-up. 

Mock jurors rated the witness as more credible for her account of the crime 

event than for her identification of the suspect regardless of whether she was a child 

or an adult. Further, the child witness was rated as more credible than the adult 

witness for her account of the crime event and also more confident. However, there 

was no difference for the age of the witness in ratings of credibility for eyewitness 

identification decision or for ratings of guilt. As hypothesised, mock jurors rated the 

witness as more credible when she did not request any additional viewings of the 

line-up compared to when she requested the additional viewing of two line-up 
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members. It was concluded that the mock jurors (and consequently jury eligible 

members of the public) may be sensitive to potential problems with police 

eyewitness identification line-ups even when they perceive the witness as being 

credible for their account of the crime event. However, they did not appear to be 

sensitive to the issue of more error in eyewitness identifications by a child. 
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Chapter 2, Methodology 
 

Methodology informed by previous research 

Following the understanding that misidentifications do happen, as highlighted 

in Chapter 1, and this error has serious consequences, attempts have been made to 

improve eyewitness identification procedures. Wells (1984) coined the terms 

‘systems variables’ and ‘estimator variables’. These represent two distinct elements 

that may have an effect on eyewitness identification decisions, and therefore, 

identification accuracy.  

Systems variables  

 Systems variables concern all of the things that happen as part of the 

systematic procedures used by law enforcement personnel when conducting an 

identification line-up. For example, the instructions given to the witness; how is the 

line-up delivered; how many people are included in the line-up. 

Estimator variables 

 Estimator variables are outside of the control of law enforcement. Instead, 

these relate to factors concerning the witness and crime characteristics that may 

differ in each case. For example, how salient was the event; how good were the 

viewing conditions of the to be remembered person within this event; how stressed 

was the witness both at the event and whilst making an eyewitness identification 

decision. 

Research findings 

 Given the large body of work attempting to improve eyewitness identification 

procedures and also attempting to identify the impact of, for example, the witness’s 

different levels of stress according to the circumstances of the case (Gants & 

Doughty, 2015; Valentine & Mesout, 2009), it is perhaps unsurprising that 
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identification procedures have been developed and improved but it is arguable that 

there is still some way to go on further development. There are also many consistent 

findings concerning estimator variables. These build on the guidance (ADVOKATE) 

that was based on the R v Turnbull, 1976 ruling and is now some insight into exactly 

what good viewing conditions are. This chapter introduces the developments made to 

the experimental procedures and discusses improvements that have resulted from 

findings that have been published over the last few decades. This chapter presents the 

variables that are relevant to this programme of research and finally relates these 

finding to the studies within this thesis. 

Individual differences in the target person 

Own race bias 

One well-researched estimator variable is the difference in identification 

accuracy that can occur when people are requested to identify faces from their own 

racial group compared to faces from another racial group. In a meta-analysis, 

Meissner and Brigham (2001) found that adults were more accurate when identifying 

own race faces compared to other race faces. This bias is referred to as the own-race 

effect, the cross-race effect, or the own-race bias and since the meta-analysis 

(Meissner & Brigham, 2001), further evidence of this bias has been found in adults 

(MacLin, MacLin, & Malpass, 2001; Pezdek, Blandon-Gitlin, & Moore, 2003; 

Wright, Boyd, & Tredoux, 2003) and children (Pezdek et al., 2003). Chiroro and 

Valentine (1995) proposed a ‘contact hypothesis’ in which people who have a low 

degree of contact with the faces of people from other races are less able to identify 

the features that make individual faces of the other race either typical or distinctive. 

In support of the contact hypothesis, in one study, an own-race bias was found for 

Caucasian children in both target present and target absent line-ups whereas Asian 
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children showed no own-race bias. The authors reported that measures of inter-racial 

contact revealed that the majority of Caucasian children had very little contact with 

Asians, whereas the majority of Asian children had high levels of contact with 

Caucasians (Havard, Memon, & Humphries, 2017). However, despite the robust 

findings for the own race bias, the Pike, Brace and Kynan (2002) review of real life 

cases in the UK reported no significant difference in the outcome of identification 

procedures based on whether the witness and suspect were from the same or different 

ethnic groups. As the authors did not disseminate the data, it is not known if any non-

significant trend existed.  

Own gender bias 

Some evidence has been found for an own gender bias, but these findings are 

inconsistent. For adults, facial recognition studies (Slone, Brigham, & Meissner, 

2000; Wright & Sladden, 2003) and an eyewitness identification study (Shaw & 

Skolnick, 1994) have reported that males show higher accuracy rates when 

identifying males faces compared to females faces and females show higher accuracy 

rates when identifying female faces compared to male faces. Another facial 

recognition study with adults (Lewin & Herlitz, 2002) found that both male and 

females show similar accuracy rates in the identification of male faces whereas 

females compared to males show higher accuracy rates in the identification of female 

faces. In a study of facial recognition with nine-year-old children, Rehnman and 

Herlitz (2006) reported that whereas both boys and girls showed similar accuracy 

rates for identifying Swedish male faces, girls showed higher accuracy rates for 

Bangladeshi male faces and for all female faces, regardless of the ethnicity or age of 

the faces.  
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Own age bias 

The own-age bias refers to a positive bias for individuals to more accurately 

identify faces when the age of the target is close to the eyewitness’s own age 

compared to when the target is further from the eyewitness’s own age. The contact 

hypothesis suggests that individuals are more accurate at recognizing faces that have 

been more frequently encountered in the individuals own experience. For example, 

trainee teachers have been found to be more accurate with the faces of children 

compared to other adults who did not have regular contact with children (Harrison & 

Hole, 2009). In eyewitness identification research, an own age bias has been found 

for adults in some studies but not in others. For example, both younger and older 

adults have shown an own age bias but only from target present line-ups only 

(Wright & Stroud, 2002). An own age bias has been reported for older adults but not 

for younger adults (Perfect & Harris, 2003). Other studies have reported no own age 

bias with younger and older adults (Rose, Bull, & Vrij, 2003; Wilcock, Bull, & Vrij, 

2005). A reversed own age bias has also been found in which younger adults were 

more accurate with the faces of older adults compared to faces closer to their own 

age group (Rose, Bull, & Vrij, 2005). For child eyewitnesses, Havard, Memon, 

Laybourn and Cunningham (2012) have reported an own age bias for children in 

both target present and target absent line-ups. Conversely, experimental line-ups 

consisting of child targets and tested with child witnesses have been reported to have 

shown no bias and persisting accuracy problems, particularly target-absent line-ups. 

Findings from facial recognition studies also support an own age bias for children 

(Anastasi & Rhodes, 2005; George, Hole, & Scaife, 2000), however it can be 

problematic to apply these findings to the area eyewitness identification as the 

methodologies are so different. 
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In eyewitness identification studies participants are normally exposed to an 

event that is presented to them live, by videotape or by slides. The type of event 

varies across studies but a simulated crime scenario such as a theft is often used. 

Participants are not always warned that they will later be asked to identify someone 

or recall any details of the event (Lindsay, Wells, & Rumpel, 1981). The testing 

phase normally consists of a small set of photographs, usually six to eight and most 

studies use both line-ups that include the target person and line-ups that do not 

include the target person (Wells et al, 2000).  

In contrast in facial recognition studies, participants are normally exposed to 

a series of faces by photographs or slides, often twenty. Depth of processing may be 

manipulated on a superficial shallow or deeper basis by asking participants to make 

judgements about the faces and participants are normally warned that they will later 

be asked to remember the faces. During the testing phase, the faces are interspersed 

with other faces that have not been seen before or faces may be seen in pairs (forced-

choice). In addition, some facial recognition studies use a methodology of comparing 

familiar faces with unfamiliar faces (Shapiro & Penrod, 1986).  

Face recognition studies normally use the same photographs (head and 

shoulder shots) for both the encoding and recognition phases (Courtois & Mueller, 

1981; Podd, 1990). Hence, at the testing stage participants are asked to identify a 

face based on exactly the same stimulus that they were exposed to. Wells (1993) 

considers this as portrait recognition rather than person identification and it could be 

argued that this factor would enhance recognition. In contrast eyewitness studies 

typically expose participants to the target in a simulated event followed by a head 

and shoulders photograph of the target at the testing stage. It could be argued that 

this also is more relevant to real life eyewitness identification studies. In some facial 
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recognition studies participants are also warned that they will later be asked to 

identify these faces (Shapiro & Penrod, 1986), another factor that may influence 

correct identifications. 

Shapiro and Penrod (1986) reported that eyewitness studies produced 

consistently lower correct identification rates and consistently higher false positive 

rates in comparison to facial recognition studies. However, many of the included 

studies reported correct identification rates but failed to report false positive rates, 

and when false positive rates were reported they were usually based on 

manipulations in which the target person was always present. However, as most 

eyewitness studies included a target-absent manipulation and facial recognition 

studies do not, these findings have most likely occurred due to target-absent line-ups 

lowering the overall accuracy rates in eyewitness studies. Additionally, the findings 

of the facial recognition studies may have been biased due to enhanced (portrait) 

recognition (Wells, 1993) and participant warnings that they will later be required to 

recognise the faces, resulting in higher accuracy rates. Although most of the data in 

the Shapiro and Penrod (1986) meta-analysis was based on manipulations in which 

the target person was present, children were reported to have the lowest accuracy 

rates, with accuracy rising in line with the age of the child. This is very much in line 

with the meta-analysis of age differences in eyewitness identification studies 

(Fitzgerald & Price, 2015). 

Choice of target person  

The same target-person to be identified from the line-ups featured throughout 

the three experiments (experiments 1, 2 and 3). As, according to Davies (1995), 

children are more likely to be requested to identify an adult male than an adult 
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female, a fifty-four-year old male target was chosen. The adult male was Caucasian 

as it was anticipated that the majority of participants would be Caucasian.  

Stress 

It must be acknowledged that it is neither possible nor ethical to create the 

circumstances of real-life crimes in the laboratory. Real life witnesses are likely to 

suffer the impact of high levels of fear and stress on their ability to later make 

identifications (MacLin et al., 2001). For exposure to the target person a child 

friendly craft event was chosen over an event that was forensic in nature. It was 

considered unnecessary to include a mock crime as the main aim of the research was 

to provide a better understanding of why children more than adults experience 

difficulty in rejecting line-ups as not containing the target. 

Saliency of event 

Generally, the longer a witness is exposed to viewing another individual, the 

more accurate they are likely to be in later identifying that individual from a line-up. 

This has been reported in a both meta-analysis of experimental research (Bornstein, 

Deffenbacher, Penrod, & McGorty, 2012) an in real life police line-ups (Horry, 

Memon, Wright, & Mine, 2012; Valentine, Pickering, & Darling, 2003). Longer 

lengths of exposure to the target has had a positive impact on children’s 

identification accuracy especially for correct identifications, for children aged 5- to 

6-years with exposure times of either 30 seconds or one hour (Gross & Hayne,1996) 

and children aged 5- to 10-years with exposure times of either nine seconds or six 

minutes (Leippe, Romanczyk, & Manion, 1991). Hence it was considered that this 

programme of research (the studies reported in Chapter 3, Chapter 4 and Chapter 5) 

would use an exposure time of over nine minutes in order for the participants to form 

a good memory for the target person.  
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Live versus recorded ‘to be remembered’ event 

Pozzulo and Lindsay (1998) reported that in a comparison of studies in their 

meta-analysis, live exposure compared to slide exposure resulted in a lower rate of 

mistaken identifications for both adults and children. Roebers, Gelhaar and 

Schneider (2004) found that children aged 5- to 10-years showed a higher accuracy 

rate when they had participated in a live event compared to watching a video 

presentation or slide show. In turn, the video presentation yielded a higher accuracy 

rate compared to the slide show. Further evidence to illustrate the importance of 

using live exposure for laboratory studies comes from studies of event recall. Live 

events compared to other presentation modalities have been found to result in higher 

accuracy rates for later recall with children aged 3- to 10-years (Gobbo, Mega, & 

Pipe, 2002; Murachver, Pipe, Gordon, Owens, & Fivush, 1996; Roebers et al., 2004) 

and a higher resistance to suggestibility (Gobbo et al., 2002; Roebers et al., 2004). 

The first experiment (Chapter 3) therefore used a live event.  

Exposure to the target was achieved by means of a demonstration of how to 

make a rice shaker following a protocol. Please see appendix 1 for a copy of this 

script. The target was a fifty-four-year old male who was unknown to the children. In 

the live demonstration the target demonstrated to the children how to make a rice 

shaker after which he invited the children to make a rice shaker of their own. The 

target then went through the steps one at a time. After each step, the target invited the 

children to perform that step on their own before moving onto the next step to be 

demonstrated. Each child was provided with the materials to make a rice shaker. 

These materials consisted of two colourful plastic party cups, a small quantity of rice 

in a separate plastic cup, sticky tape to adhere the cups together, decorative stickers, 

sellotape, and self-adhesive labels so that each child could attach their name to the 
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finished rice shaker. Although the craft lasted approximately 20 minutes, as the 

children were busy making their rice shakers they were not exposed to the target for 

the total duration. It is estimated that the children were exposed to the target for just 

over nine minutes. 

However, after completing experiment 1 (reported in Chapter 3), an analysis 

of the videotaped demonstrations revealed that the target was unable to keep 

completely to the script due to interruptions from the children. Although no 

differences in accuracy were found between the different demonstrations, in view of 

the same line-up being used throughout the three studies, it was decided that a DVD 

would be made for the to be remembered event, in order to control for extraneous 

variables. The DVD used for experiments 2 and 3 (reported in Chapter 4 and 5) 

included a complete demonstration followed by a repeat demonstration in steps with 

the target pausing at the end of each step and looking directly into the camera. In 

experiment 3 with young adults, a filler task (a questionnaire about craft activities) 

replaced the rice shaker activity, since this was more age appropriate and enabled 

better control of exposure time to the target in terms of the amount and length of 

exposure to be very close to experiment 2 with children. To achieve this, the timing 

of the DVD and the appropriate pauses to allow similar amounts of exposure to the 

target as was afforded in experiment 1, were based on the average time the children 

had spent on each step of making their rice shakers. The total timing of the exposure 

to the target was nine minutes and 22 seconds. The total timing of the rice 

shaker/questionnaire activity was nine minutes and five seconds. Please see appendix 

2 for a schedule of these timings. 
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Choice of line-up medium  

As the focus of this research was children’s eyewitness identification 

abilities, when deciding on the medium to use for the identification line-ups, 

consideration was given to the findings of previous research as to which would be 

the most suitable for use with children. Although the sequential line-up procedure 

appears to improve adult’s accuracy, no similar improvement has been noted for 

children when compared to the simultaneous line-up procedure (Fitzgerald & Price, 

2015). The sequential procedure has also been reported to be problematic for 

children younger than 8-years, with a tendency for them to make multiple selections 

or choose the first picture viewed (Lindsay et al., 1997). In a simultaneous line-up 

the witness will view all line-up members together at the same time, whereas in a 

sequential line-up the witness will view the line-up members individually, one at a 

time. In view of the findings and the age of the participating children being less than 

8-years, a decision was made that a photographic simultaneous line-up would be the 

most suitable medium to use for the eyewitness identification line-ups. Please see 

Chapter 1 for a discussion of the development of the sequential line-up procedure 

(Lindsay & Wells, 1985), the elimination procedure (Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1999) 

which is a variation of the sequential procedure, and findings from research. 

Construction of the line-ups 

For the identification procedures, photographic line-ups were constructed in 

which the target was either present in the line-up or absent from the line-up. For 

several reasons a photographic line-up was used in preference to a live line-up. 

Correct and false identification rates in photographic line-ups have been found to be 

similar to those obtained in live line-ups (Turtle, Lindsay & Wells, 2003). Using a 

live line-up for each participant to view would also have involved enormous human 
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resources. A photographic line-up is also reported to allow for good control over 

variables (Wells et al., 2000). The photographic line-ups each contained eight 

photographs of adult males. This is one person less than the current nine-person UK 

sequential procedures with the police, but it is important with a simultaneous line-up 

to have an even number of line-up members so that no one line-up member stands 

out relative to the others.  

The line-ups were constructed using a match to description method. This 

method was used for two reasons. Firstly, selecting foils on the basis of match to the 

description of the target has been found to result in a higher correct identification rate 

and a lower false identification rate compared to selecting foils on the basis of their 

resemblance to the target (Clark & Tunnicliff, 2001; Wells et al., 1993). Secondly to 

avoid a line-up of clones, as selecting foils based on a strong resemblance to the 

target could seriously compromise the identification ability of a witness (Turtle et al., 

2003). Also, it has been recommended that line-up foils should always be selected on 

a match to description basis (Turtle et al., 2003; Wells et al., 1998; Wells et al., 

2000). 

A photograph was taken of a 54-year-old male who was to demonstrate how 

to make rice shakers, hence becoming the target for the line-ups. The photograph, 

which was a head and shoulder shot, was taken against a plain light-coloured 

background using a digital camera. For the purpose of the photograph he was asked 

to display a neutral facial expression. A twenty-two-year-old female, who had not 

previously seen the target, was shown the photograph. Several hours later she was 

asked to give a verbal description.  

  



41 
 

Verbal description of target 

Male 

Aged approximately late forties to early fifties 

Short straight hair, dark blonde to light brown 

Blue eyes 

As it was necessary to include a target-present line-up (target and seven foils) 

and a target-absent line-up (eight foils) it was necessary to include eight photographs 

of males that matched the description of the target in addition to the photograph of 

the target person. Photographs were obtained from eleven male volunteers. Full 

consent to use these images for the purpose of this research and make any necessary 

adjustments was obtained. As children have been found to be vulnerable to a clothing 

bias (Freire, Lee, Williamson, Stuart, & Lindsay, 2004), the shoulder area of each 

foil and the target was replaced with a standard shoulder area, so that every line-up 

member appeared to be wearing the same shirt. 

To ascertain if the target or any of the proposed line-up members stood out 

relative to the other members (Turtle et al., 2003), and to reduce the selection of foil 

photographs to the required eight, a pilot study was conducted.  

Line-up pilot study 1  

Twenty undergraduate Psychology students attending the University of Kent 

(16 females and 4 males) aged between 20 and 23 (M = 21.10; SD = 0.91) 

participated in this study. All participants gave informed consent and were provided 

with a debrief. The participants were provided with twelve photographs (eleven foil 

photographs and the target photograph), which were labelled A to L and a response 

sheet. They were asked which photograph they considered to be the target based on 

the description and to write the photograph code into position 1 on the response 
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sheet. They were then asked to rate the remaining eleven photographs in terms of 

their match to description and write the corresponding photograph codes into 

positions 2 to 12 on the response sheet. Match to description ratings were scored on a 

12-point scale with high scores indicating a better match to description. Lastly the 

participants were asked if they considered any of the photographs to be distinctive 

and if so, to write the photograph codes on the response sheet. The participant’s 

judgements of match to description can be seen in table 2.1. 

 

Table 2.1. Ratings of the photographs match to description. High scores indicate a 

better match to description 

 

 

Photo     E        B       K       C       H       D      J       L      A      G      F      I 

 
Mean       8.80     8.35    7.95    7.40     7.05   7.00    6.25    5.60    5.40   5.20    4.70    4.30 

 

SD           2.97     3.48    3.17    2.85    3.09    3.49    3.48    3.23    3.55   3.68    2.60    2.99 

 

 

 

Tredoux E (1998), as recommended by Malpass, Tredoux and McQuiston-Surrett 

(2006) was used to test the reliability of discrepancy between the observed and 

expected values in line-up selections. The target photograph (C) was chosen once 

with a critical ratio of –0.68 for difference from chance. As this is below the critical 

ratio of 1.96, no bias was indicated. All other photograph selections were also below 

the critical ratio of 1.96, indicating no bias for the other line-up members. 

With regard to distinctiveness, one foil photograph (G) was judged as 

distinctive with a critical ratio of 1.99 for difference from chance. As this exceeded 

the critical ratio of 1.96, bias was indicated, and the photograph was eliminated from 

the line-up. All other photograph selections for distinctiveness were below the 

critical ratio of 1.96, indicating no bias. With regard to match to description, 

photographs ratings were scored on a 12-point scale with high scores indicating a 
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better match to description. Photographs I, F and G scored the lowest means. 

Photograph G had already been eliminated due to a distinctiveness bias. Photographs 

I and F were also eliminated leaving one target photograph and eight foil 

photographs to construct the final line-ups. The remaining eight photographs were 

relabelled A to H. 

As it was of interest to the research to investigate any potential use of 

children’s relative judgment strategies by examining any relationship between 

children’s incorrect identifications and adult’s ratings of the foil’s likeness to the 

target, another pilot study was conducted.  

Line-up pilot study 2 

Twenty undergraduate Psychology students attending the University of Kent 

(16 females and 4 males) aged between 20 and 23 (M = 21.05; SD = 0.95) 

participated in this study. All participants gave informed consent and were provided 

with a debrief. The participants were provided with a response sheet with a 

photograph of the target attached and eight foil photographs labelled A to H. The 

participants were asked to rate the eight foil photographs for their likeness to the 

target by writing the photograph codes in the appropriate positions on the response 

sheet. The likenesses to target ratings were scored on an 8-point scale with high 

scores indicating a better likeness to the target. The participant’s judgments of 

likeness to target can be seen in table 2.2. 

A total of nine photographs were used to construct the standard line-ups, 

consisting of the target photograph and eight foil photographs. Out of the eight foils, 

the one attaining the lowest score for match to description (D) was removed from the 

line-up and replaced with the target photograph in target-present conditions. In 

forensic applications, to eliminate any effects of the suspect appearing in one 
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particular position of the line-up, Turtle et al. (2003) recommend that suspects should 

be placed in different positions in each line-up, both across cases and with multiple 

witnesses in the same case. This recommendation was implemented by 

counterbalancing the position of the target in the line-ups from position 1 to position 

8. The foil photographs were also counterbalanced in the line-ups from position 1 to 

position 8. Consequently, for the standard control condition sixteen versions of the 

line-up were constructed, eight for each condition, target-present and target-absent. 

These versions were to be equally allocated to participants. Please see appendix 3 for 

two examples of the resulting line-ups.  

Table 2.2. Ratings of the foil photographs likeness to target. High scores indicate a 

better likeness to target 

 

Photo       B         A         D          F         G          C          E         H 

 
Mean       6.55        5.85        5.45        4.85        4.30        3.85        2.65        2.50 

 

SD           1.82        2.00        1.88        2.23        2.03        1.57        1.42        2.01 

 

 

 

As the purpose of this research is to investigate methods to reduce choosing 

from line-ups, an experimental line-up was designed which included a nonverbal 

rejection option (wildcard). This involves a photograph of a tree behind which the 

target may be concealed. The reason for this choice is it that it is aimed to neutralise 

children’s propensity to choose someone from the line-up by making rejecting a line-

up very similar to choosing someone from the line-up. Response inhibition is the 

cognitive ability to inhibit a response to stimuli until a decision is made about the 

most appropriate response in the circumstances (McAuley & White, 2011). In a line-

up task the most appropriate response would be to only select a person from the line-

up if and only when certain that they are the target person. Research suggests that 
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children’s response inhibition does not begin to mature until the age of eight years 

(Brocki & Bohlin, 2004; McAuley & White, 2011; Williams, et.al, 1999). Hence it is 

anticipated that when children cannot see the target in the target absent condition or 

do not recognise the target in the target present condition, they will still be able to 

satisfy any urge to choose from the line-up by selecting the nonverbal selection 

option. 

 For the purpose of the experimental conditions in studies one, two and three, 

a photograph of a tree (behind which the target person may be concealed) was 

introduced in addition to the photographs of eight males. As for the standard line-

ups, the position of both the target and each foil in the wildcard line-ups was 

counterbalanced from position 1 to position 8. This resulted in sixteen versions of the 

line-up, eight for target present and eight for target-absent. These versions were to be 

equally allocated to participants. Please see appendix 3 for two examples the 

resulting line-ups.  

The line-ups both standard and wildcard were piloted with thirteen children 

aged six to seven years. Six children took part in the standard line-ups and seven 

children took part in the wildcard line-ups. For the target-present conditions, there 

was no difference between the standard and wildcard line-ups with all six children 

correctly identifying the target. In target-absent conditions two out of three children 

incorrectly identified a foil after viewing the standard line-up with one child saying 

they were not sure. For the four children that viewed the wildcard line-up, three 

children rejected the line-up by choosing the tree photograph and one child 

incorrectly identified a foil. During discussion with the children following the line-up 

procedures, all children appeared to have understood that they were being asked to 

identify the target person and the warning that the target’s photograph may not be 
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included in the line-up, However, the three children that incorrectly identified a foil 

were quite confident that they had identified the target and they were not told 

otherwise. 

Construction of the practice line-ups for children 

As previous research has found that some children under the age of eight 

years are able inhibit their responses by rejecting both target absent and target 

present line-ups (Dunlevy, 2006; Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 

1998) and on other occasions children have made multiple selections from a line-up 

(Parker & Ryan, 1993; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1997), it is considered that some of 

children’s propensity to choose from the line-up may be due to a misunderstanding 

of the line-up task itself. Previous research of the efficacy of using practice line-ups 

prior to the actual line-up has resulted in some mixed findings as discussed in 

Chapter 1. It was considered that some, but not all of the practice line-ups 

implemented in previous research may have been too complex to adequately 

demonstrate the purpose of the task. As the purpose of this research is to investigate 

methods to reduce choosing from line-ups and it is possible that some of children’s 

higher propensity to choose compared to adults is due to a misunderstanding of the 

line-up task, simple practice line-ups were designed. Hence in experiment 2, an 

additional experimental procedure was designed to allow for an examination of the 

effectiveness of providing practice line-ups compared to providing a wildcard 

rejection option.  

The two practice line-ups each included eight pictures of toys in which the 

target, the toy boat was either present or absent. All pictures used for the line-up 

measured nine centimetres by 13 centimetres. It was anticipated that the line-ups will 

have a low level of difficulty to clearly demonstrate to the children that a line-up task 
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does not necessarily contain the target person. Please see appendix 4 for the resulting 

line-ups.  

For a target stimulus, children were shown a photograph of the target object 

(a toy boat) for approximately five seconds which was then concealed. The children 

then viewed two practice simultaneous photographic line-ups, one at a time. To 

avoid recency effects, line-ups were counterbalanced so that 50 percent of the 

children would view the target-present line-up followed by the target-absent line-up 

and 50 percent of the children would view the target-absent line-up followed by the 

target-present line-up. The practice sessions were designed to then be followed by a 

standard presentation of the line-up in which the target was either present in or 

absent from the line-up. 

 

Children’s practice line-ups pilot study 4 

These practice line-ups were piloted with eight children and were 

counterbalanced for target-present and target absent. All eight children correctly 

identified the toy boat in the target-present line-up and rejected the target-absent line-

up.   

Construction of the practice line-up for young adults 

As it was of interest to compare children’s line-up accuracy to the accuracy of 

young adults and as adults are not immune from making incorrect identifications 

(Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1998), experiment 3 was designed to 

investigate the possible benefits of practice sessions and a nonverbal rejection option 

with a sample of young adults. It was considered that young adults may benefit from 

the training sessions and nonverbal rejection option with fewer selections from the 

line-up when unsure of the identity of the target. 
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The initial two practice line-ups each included eight pictures of office 

equipment in which the target, the photocopier was either present or absent. All 

pictures used for the line-up measured nine centimetres by 13 centimetres. Please see 

appendix 5 for the initial practice line-ups.  

Young adults practice line-ups pilot study 5  

Using the same procedure as for the child sample, these practice line-ups 

were initially piloted with eight young adults and were counterbalanced for target-

present and target absent. This was expanded to include an additional four 

participants as unlike the children, three out of eight of the young adults incorrectly 

identified the picture of a printer in target-absent conditions. With the four additional 

participants, one participant incorrectly identified the printer. It appeared that some 

participants were confusing the printer with the photocopier which suggests that for 

some participants, rather than having a memory for the image itself, their memory 

may have been based on the purpose of the object as both a photocopier and a printer 

have a similar purpose. As the level of difficulty for the practice line-ups needed to 

be low in order to demonstrate that the target may not necessarily be included in the 

line-up, the target photograph was changed to a chair. The chair was chosen as it did 

not share a close purpose with any of the other items. The chair was replaced with 

the photocopier in the target-absent line-up. Please see appendix 6 for the adult 

practice line-ups.  

Young adults practice line-ups pilot study 6  

The replacement practice line-ups were then piloted with an additional eight 

participants who all correctly identified the chair in the target-present line-up and 

correctly rejected the target-absent line-up. For young adults, as with the children, 

the target object (a chair) was shown to the participants for approximately five 
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seconds prior to taking part in two practice line-ups, on target present and one target 

absent which were counterbalanced across participants. The practice sessions were 

then followed by a standard presentation of the line-up in which the target was either 

present in or absent from the line-up. 

The line-up procedures for the interviews 

In experiment 1, the line-up tasks were either the standard simultaneous line-

up containing eight males, or the simultaneous line-up containing eight males and a 

nonverbal rejection option (wildcard procedure). In experiments 2 and 3, participants 

took part in either the standard procedure, the wildcard procedure (tree), or the 

practice procedure, by viewing practice line-ups prior to viewing the standard line-up 

containing eight males. 

Responses to the line-up procedure were recorded on a data sheet and a 

record was taken of the participant’s age, gender, school or institution, the line-up 

version viewed, the photograph selected, or the verbal response given. All interviews 

were video recorded to aid the analysis of results and also allowed for measures of 

response latency. 

Interviews and testing 

The interviews were conducted one week later in all three eyewitness 

identification studies. Although some research with children collects identification 

decisions on the same day as exposure to the target person (Freire, Lee, Williamson, 

Stuart, & Lindsay, 2004; Lindsay, Pozzulo, Craig, Lee, & Corber, 1997; Keast, 

Brewer, & Wells, 2007), it has been reported that in the UK only 23 percent of line-

ups were conducted within one week of the crime (Horry et al., 2012). On the other 

hand, delay has been found to decrease accuracy in children. Clifford, Havard, 

Memon and Gabbert, (2012) manipulated delay between two days and two weeks 
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with children aged 7- to 8-years and 13- to 14-years. They found that delay caused an 

increase in errors for all children in target present line-ups and an increase in errors 

in target absent line-ups for the younger age group. Another UK field study (Davis, 

Valentine, Memon, & Roberts, 2015) reported that police suspects were significantly 

more likely to be identified from line-ups conducted within seven days compared to 

those conducted more than seven days after the offence, however it is not clear 

whether the witnesses were adults or children. Although it must be acknowledged 

that children may not retain the clarity of their memories for as long as adults, it was 

considered that a one-week retention interval for the experiments in this study would 

help to provide a balance between being more comparable to a real life setting and 

not too compromising of the witnesses’ identification abilities.  

Each participant was interviewed individually, and the researcher spent a few 

moments interacting with the participant to build up a rapport. Previous research has 

found that if an interviewer adopts an informal style and wears casual clothes, 

children demonstrate less choosing behaviour compared to more formal styles of 

interview with the interviewer wearing uniform (Lowenstein, Blank, & Sauer, 2010; 

Paterson, Bull, & Vrij, 2002). This indicates that children may be sensitive to 

compliance and experience a perceived pressure to choose someone from the line-up 

if the interviewer appears authoritative. For this reason, a casual style of interview 

with the interviewer wearing casual clothing was adopted.  

Prior to commencement of the interviews each participant was asked if they 

wished to take part in the eyewitness identification task and reminded that they could 

stop participating at any time without giving a reason. Participants were then given 

instructions which varied slightly and were dependent on which experimental 

condition they were allocated to and whether their exposure to the target was live or 
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by DVD. Participants received a warning that the person they were being asked to 

identify (the man that demonstrated how to make a rice shaker) may not be present in 

the line-up, as recommended by Wells et al. (1998, p.23). All participants were also 

made aware of the options for ‘not here’ and ‘don’t know’ verbal responses. 

Participants then took part in an identification procedure which was either target 

present or target absent and equally allocated across participants.  

Response latency 

As it is of interest to investigate the response latency for identification 

decisions, in experiments 1, 2 and 3, video recorded interviews were analysed with 

video-editing equipment to establish the time lapse between presentation of a line-up 

and a response being made. 

Participants 

For the eyewitness identification studies the participants are as follows. 

For experiment 1, the participants were 148 children (77 females and 71 

males) aged between six years and seven years-11 months (M = 7 years, 3.22 

months, SD = 5.11 months). The children were recruited from schools in on the Isle 

of Wight and Kent, UK. For experiment 2, the participants were 140 children (72 

females and 68 males) aged between six years and seven years-11 months (M = 7 

years, 4.421 months, SD = 6.902 months). The children were recruited purely from 

schools on the Isle of Wight, UK. The children were recruited initially via a letter to 

the school head teachers and secondly through each parent/caregiver with 

information sheets explaining the aims and methods of the research and requesting 

consent for their child / ward to take part.  

The age of the child participants of 6- to 7-years was chosen as it is below the 

age of 8-years at which it is proposed that children’s immature response inhibition 
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begins to mature (Brocki & Bohlin, 2004; McAuley & White, 2011; Williams et al., 

1999). Hence it was considered that the age group of 6- to 7-years might benefit from 

procedures aimed at either making choosing a way of rejecting a line-up when unsure 

(by implementing a nonverbal rejection option), or by reducing choosing behaviour. 

Additionally, the elimination procedure which has reported some success with 

children has tested children aged 8- to 13-years (Pozzulo & Balfour, 2006) and 10- to 

14-years (Pozzulo & Lindasy, 1999) but this procedure has not been successful when 

tested with younger children aged 6- to 10-years (Beresford & Blades, 2006) and 5- 

to 8-years (Lindsay & Friere, 2001).  

Initially it was anticipated that a sample of younger children aged 3- to 4-

years would be included in the study. A total of 42 children (M = 4 years, 0.57 

months, SD = 5.53 months) in the age group did participate in the first study but the 

research with these young children was abandoned as it was considered that the data 

from interviews was unreliable. Although a few of the children that rejected the line-

up were able to verbally answer with a ‘not here’ or I don’t know’ response, the 

majority of children that rejected the line-up did so by shaking their head without any 

verbal response even when prompted. In this case it could not be ascertained if these 

children were actually rejecting the line-up or trying to demonstrate that they did not 

want to continue with the task.  

For experiment 3, the participants were 133 older adolescents / young adults 

(96 females and 37 males) aged between 16-years-10 months and 20 years-5 months 

(M = 17 years, 10.92 months, SD = 8.863 months). All participants were psychology 

students and were recruited from the University of Portsmouth and from 6th form 

colleges on the Isle of Wight, UK. The students from the University of Portsmouth 

were recruited as part of a credit scheme for taking part in research. The students 
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from 6th form colleges were recruited via a letter to the school head teachers. 

Although some of the students had not reached the age of 18-years, they are referred 

to as young adults throughout experiment 3.  
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Chapter 3, Experiment 1 

Dunlevy, J., & Cherryman, J. (2013). Target-absent eyewitness identification 

line-ups: why do children like to choose. Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 20(2), 

284-293. 

The published paper differs from the Chapter presented here only in the addition of 

more details being provided within the Method section of this chapter                                                                                                           

. 

 

Julie Dunlevy 

Julie Cherryman 

University of Portsmouth, UK 

Keywords: Eyewitness identification, child witnesses, line-ups. 

Abstract 

Children generally fail to correctly reject target absent line-ups as not 

containing the ‘perpetrator’. This experiment aimed to investigate this issue of higher 

rate of choosing behaviour in children by offering an alternative selection choice. 

148 children aged six to seven years actively participated in live craft events 

conducted by an adult male who later became the target to be identified. Supporting 

the hypotheses, the use of the alternative procedure was found to be significantly 

associated with the children’s ability to correctly reject the line-up when the target 

was absent. Importantly, this was not accompanied by reduced performance in target 

present conditions. Also supporting the hypothesis, children made correct decisions 

faster than incorrect decisions. The implications of these findings to applied forensic 

practice are discussed. 

https://researchportal.port.ac.uk/portal/en/persons/julie-cherryman(c091d180-eb70-472f-92ff-ce41c90b49fb).html
https://researchportal.port.ac.uk/portal/en/persons/julie-cherryman(c091d180-eb70-472f-92ff-ce41c90b49fb).html
https://researchportal.port.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/targetabsent-eyewitness-identification-lineups-why-do-children-like-to-choose(5b811615-09d4-497f-abc5-646fc9ffb56c).html
https://researchportal.port.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/targetabsent-eyewitness-identification-lineups-why-do-children-like-to-choose(5b811615-09d4-497f-abc5-646fc9ffb56c).html
https://researchportal.port.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/targetabsent-eyewitness-identification-lineups-why-do-children-like-to-choose(5b811615-09d4-497f-abc5-646fc9ffb56c).html
https://researchportal.port.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/targetabsent-eyewitness-identification-lineups-why-do-children-like-to-choose(5b811615-09d4-497f-abc5-646fc9ffb56c).html
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Introduction 

Eyewitness identification plays a key role in police investigations (Turtle, 

Lindsay, & Wells, 2003; Wells, Malpass, et al., 2000; Wells, Small, et al., 1998) and 

juries place great weight on eyewitness testimony during deliberations and in 

conviction decisions (Loftus, 1996; Sporer, 1993; Wells, 1993). There is vast 

evidence from both archival studies of real life identification procedures (e.g. 

Behrmann & Davey, 2001; Valentine, Pickering, & Darling, 2003) and laboratory 

studies of identification procedures with adults and children (e.g. Pozzulo & Lindsay, 

1998) that eyewitnesses frequently make mistakes. There is also increasing evidence, 

from DNA exoneration cases, that mistaken identifications have resulted in the 

wrongful conviction of innocent people (Scheck & Neufeld, 2002; Wells et al., 

1998). With the increasing participation of children in forensic eyewitness 

procedures (Lindsay, Pozzulo, Craig, Lee, & Corber, 1997; Memon, Vrij, & Bull, 

2003; Pike, Brace, & Kynan, 2002), factors that influence the accuracy of children’s 

performance need to be identified and effective procedures to reduce errors need to 

be developed. 

The ability of a child witness to reject a line-up if the perpetrator of a crime is 

absent, is just as important, if not more so, than their ability to correctly identify the 

perpetrator if present. Otherwise the mistaken identification of an innocent police 

suspect could lead to the false accusation, prosecution or imprisonment of an 

innocent person. The incorrect identification of a police foil could undermine the 

child’s credibility as a witness and impact negatively on their testimony about other 

aspects of an incident. For example, their memory for events, which may be accurate, 

will also be called into question. 
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Although children aged five to 14 years show performance comparable to that 

of adults for correct identifications in target present line-ups, they are significantly 

more likely than adults to make an incorrect identification by selecting a foil from 

the line-up when the target person is absent (Lindsay et al., 1997; Pozzulo & 

Lindsay, 1997, 1998; Roebers & Schneider, 2001).  

Children’s poor performance in target absent conditions could be attributed to 

their higher rate of choosing behaviour compared to adults (Lindsay et al., 1997; 

Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1997, 1998) and this issue is the focus of the present experiment. 

Although several authors have noted this higher rate of choosing in both target 

present and target absent conditions, few theoretical explanations for this have been 

postulated. This paper summarises these possible explanations and explores new 

possible theoretical explanations.  

  One such explanation is that due to weaker memory traces, children 

may have a lower criterion for a match to memory compared to adults and 

consequently may rely more heavily on using relative judgements strategies (i.e. 

where they compare the faces and choose the one that is most like their memory 

trace) when making an identification decision (Charman & Wells, 2006; Lindsay & 

Wells, 1985; Pozzulo & Balfour, 2006; Pozzulo & Dempsey, 2006; Pozzulo & 

Lindsay, 1999; Wells, 1984). However, children compared to adults also more 

frequently select foils in target present line-ups (Lindsay et al., 1997; Roebers & 

Schneider, 2001) which are unlikely to be their best match to memory.  

A further possible explanation concerns children’s misunderstanding of the 

experimental environment. Children may not fully understand the purpose of the 

line-up procedure and think that the interviewer would not administer the line-up if 

the person were not present; even if they receive a warning that the target person 
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might not be in the line-up (Ceci & Bruck, 1993; King & Yuille, 1987). According to 

Piaget's stages of cognitive development (Piaget, 1954; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1998), 

the cognitive ability to understand other people’s intentions and perspectives does 

not mature until the stage of formal operations has been reached at around 14 years 

of age. Hence children may focus on the outcome of an identification task, which 

they may consider to be identifying the person in question rather than being able to 

consider the interviewer’s motive in asking them to view the line-up, which is in the 

first instance, to see if the person is there or not. 

One possible explanation that has been largely ignored in the eyewitness 

literature is children’s tendency to acquiesce. The dual-process theory of 

acquiescence (Knowles & Condon, 1999) proposes that statements are firstly 

accepted and comprehended. Secondly, statements are reconsidered in light of 

evidence and, thirdly, a decision is made of whether to reject the statement or 

continue to accept it. The reconsideration stage requires effort and is contingent on 

the ability and motivation to extend this effort. If a child does not fully understand 

the purpose of a line-up procedure and believes that the interviewer is making a 

statement that the person is in the line-up, they may fail to fully reconsider the 

statement in light of a warning that the person may not be present. If a child feels that 

they are expected to choose someone, they may acquiesce with this expectation by 

selecting someone from the line-up. 

Attempts to reduce children’s choosing behaviour in line-up procedures have 

produced some encouraging initial findings. Based on the concept that children 

consider making a selection from a line-up as more positive and preferential than not 

making a selection, Dunlevy (2006) utilised a procedure in which children were 

given an alternative selection option. By choosing a location photograph (a tree in 
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open countryside) in which the target person may be concealed, children were given 

the opportunity to make a positive response without selecting a face from the line-up. 

This procedure was found to significantly reduce mistaken identifications in target-

absent line-ups whilst maintaining correct identifications in target-present line-ups. 

Similarly Zajac and Karageorge (2009) found that presenting a silhouetted 

photograph increased children’s ability to reject the line-up as not containing the 

target person.  

Given that children are prone to choosing from a line-up, regardless of 

whether the target is present or not, the present experiment aims to test the 

explanation postulated by the dual-process theory of acquiescence by offering an 

alternative selection choice and also test the robustness of the Dunlevy (2006) 

procedure. A photograph of a tree with the instructions that the person may be 

concealed behind the tree has been included in experimental conditions. Hence if 

children feel they are expected to choose from the line-up but cannot see or recognise 

the target, they will be able to acquiesce with this expectation by making a selection 

without choosing a person. One aspect of this experiment, therefore, attempts to 

replicate the findings of previous research by Zajac and Karageorge (2009) who 

found that presenting a silhouetted photograph increased children’s ability to reject 

the line-up as not containing the target person. However Zajac and Karageorge’s use 

of a silhouette may still relate to a person whereas this study examines the use of an 

alternative explanation in that it refers to the absence of a person from the line-up. 

Thus it may be that the effect would increase in the present study. 

It is predicted that in line with the dual-process theory of acquiescence 

(Knowles & Condon, 1999), this alternative procedure, i.e. offering the additional 

option of a tree picture, will result in a reduction of incorrect identifications in both 
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target absent and target present conditions, whilst maintaining a good rate of correct 

identifications in target-present conditions. 

The speed with which children choose from the line-up, or with which they 

reject the line-up may hold clues as to the veracity of their choice. Thus, the present 

experiments will examine response latency according to the target presence. 

 Past research for response latency in line-up procedures with children has 

been inconsistent. For example, Weber, Brewer, Wells, Semmler and Keast (2004) 

found that children made accurate responses faster than inaccurate responses in both 

target present and target absent line-ups, in line with the findings from adult samples 

(Brewer, Caon, Todd, & Weber, 2006; Dunning & Stern, 1994; Kneller, Memon, & 

Stevenage, 2001; Robinson, Johnson, & Herndon, 1997; Smith, Lindsay, & Pryke, 

2000; Sporer, 1993). In contrast, Beal, Schmitt and Dekle (1995) found the reverse. 

Dunlevy (2006) found that children made accurate responses significantly faster than 

inaccurate responses in target-present conditions, and inaccurate responses were 

made significantly faster than accurate responses in target-absent conditions. Testing 

target present line-ups only, Brewer and Day (2005) found no significant relationship 

between accuracy and response time. The strength of the memory trace due to 

different experimental manipulations may help explain these inconsistent findings. 

Charman and Wells (2006) proposed a theory of line-up identification in 

which the quality of a witness’s memory for the target drives a judgement process. 

Hence if a witness views a target present line-up and their memory for the target is 

good, then judgements are relatively automatic and consequently relatively accurate 

and fast. However, if a witness views a target present line-up and their memory for 

the target is not good or if the witness views a target absent line-up, then judgements 

are relatively deliberative with the witness comparing pictures in an effort to identify 
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the target. Consequently, judgements are relatively inaccurate and slow. In line with 

Charman and Wells (2006) theory, it is predicted that accurate responses will be 

made faster than inaccurate responses in target present conditions. However, it is 

expected that correct responses in target present conditions will be made faster than 

correct responses in target absent conditions.  

The hypotheses of this experiment are: 

1) In target absent conditions, children will make fewer incorrect 

identifications of a foil when viewing the alternative presentation of the line-up, 

compared to the standard presentation. 

2) In target present conditions, children will make fewer incorrect 

identifications of a foil when viewing the alternative presentation of the line-up, 

compared to the standard presentation. 

3) Children that give correct responses will show faster response times 

compared to children that give incorrect responses in target present conditions. 

4) Correct responses will be made faster in target present conditions 

compared to target absent conditions.   

Method 

Design 

A two (line-up presentation: standard vs. alternative) by two (target status: 

target present vs. target absent) independent groups design was used. Both standard 

and alternative presentations of the line-up contained eight photographs of adult 

males. A photograph of a tree was added to the alternative presentations to provide 

an alternative selection option. For the second factor, the target was either present in 

or absent from the line-up. The dependent variable was identification accuracy. A 

correct response was the identification of the target in target present conditions and 
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the choice of the tree photograph, or a verbal ‘not here’ or ‘don’t know’ response in 

target absent conditions. An incorrect response was the identification of a foil in any 

condition and the choice of the tree photograph, or a verbal ‘not here’ or ‘don’t 

know’ response in target present conditions. 

 A second dependent variable was response latency. This was the amount of 

time (in seconds) that elapsed between the presentation of the line-up and the 

identification response. 

Participants 

One hundred and forty-eight children (77 females and 71 males) aged 

between six years and seven years-11 months (M = 7 years, 3.22 months, SD = 5.11 

months) participated in this experiment. The children were recruited from schools in 

Kent and on the Isle of Wight, UK. 

Procedure and Materials 

Children took part in a craft event in groups of approximately 25 children 

which was conducted by an adult male that was unknown to the children and was 

referred to by the teachers as a ‘special visitor’. The event began with a 

demonstration of how to make rice shakers. The children were then invited to make 

their own rice shaker and each child was provided with the materials consisting of 

two colourful plastic party cups, a small quantity of rice, sticky tape to adhere the 

cups together, colourful stickers to decorate the rice shaker and a self-adhesive name 

label. The demonstration was then repeated in stages with the adult male waiting for 

the children to complete each stage of the task before demonstrating the next. The 

craft events lasted for approximately twenty minutes and concluded with the target 

and children singing a song together, using the rice shakers as musical instruments. 

An analysis of the recording of the event revealed that children spent just over nine 
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minutes focussed on making their rice shakers and just over nine minutes focussed 

on the target person. An exposure time of over nine minutes is longer than previous 

similar studies but this has been balanced with a retention interval of one week which 

is far longer than the retention intervals implemented by previous similar studies. 

Please see Chapter 2 for a more detailed explanation of ‘exposure to target’ time and 

retention intervals. 

Individual interviews with the children were conducted one week later to 

obtain identification decisions. Each child was told that everyone would be viewing 

different pictures and warned that the ‘special visitor’ they were being asked to 

identify may not be present in the pictures. When the child was ready to begin, a 

white laminated sheet that had been covering the line-up during the rapport building 

stage of the interview was removed. Each child was shown one version of a 

simultaneous photographic line-up. A total of 37 children were allocated to the 

standard/control target present condition, 38 children were allocated to the 

standard/control target absent condition, 37 children were allocated to the 

experimental target present condition and 36 children were allocated to the 

experimental target absent condition. All interviews were videotaped. 

The line-ups were constructed using a match to description method with a 

Tredoux E (1998) analysis (as recommended by Malpass, Tredoux & McQuiston-

Surrett, 2006) indicating no line-up bias. Each line-up contained eight photographs of 

adult males measuring 9 x 13 cm, presented horizontally in two rows of four. The 

alternative presentations of the line-ups also included a 9 x 13 cm photograph of a 

tree which was placed to the right hand side of the line-up members. The 

photographs, apart from the tree photograph, were head and shoulder shots of the 

line-up members displaying a neutral facial expression and taken against a plain light 
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coloured background using a digital camera. As children have been found to be 

vulnerable to a clothing bias (Freire, Lee, Williamson, Stuart, & Lindsay, 2004), 

Photo Impact software by Ulead was used to replace the shoulder area of each foil 

with the shoulder area of the target, so that every line-up member appeared to be 

wearing the same shirt. The line-ups were not marked in any way to prevent the 

children from responding to favourite numbers or letters. To eliminate any effects of 

the target appearing in one particular position of the line-up, the target was 

counterbalanced in positions two to seven for each of the four conditions. The 

resulting 24 line-ups (6 counter-balanced versions for each of the 4 conditions) were 

equally allocated to participants.  

 The standard line-ups contained a target photograph and seven foil 

photographs (target present) or eight foil photographs (target absent). The alternative 

line-ups contained a target photograph, seven foil photographs and a tree photograph 

(target present) or eight foil photographs and a tree photograph (target absent). 

In the standard presentations the children were asked if they could see a 

picture of the special visitor and instructed to point to his picture if they could see 

him, or to respond with a ‘not here’ if they could not, or a ‘don’t know’ if they did 

not know. In the alternative presentations the children were asked if they could see a 

picture of the special visitor and given the same instructions as in the standard 

presentation but additionally given the option of pointing to the tree picture if they 

thought that he may be standing behind the tree.  

Verbatim instructions 

Control condition 

 Last week a special visitor called Gerry came to school to help you make a rice 

shaker. I am going to show you some pictures. There might be a picture of Gerry the 
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special visitor or there might not be. I want you to think very hard about what Gerry 

looked like. Then I want you to help me by looking at each of the pictures very 

carefully to see if his picture is here. 

The children were asked if they would like to have a look at the pictures or if they 

would prefer not to.  

Now (child’s name), in a moment I will show you some pictures of people. I want you 

to look at the pictures very carefully to see if you can see a picture of Gerry the 

special visitor but remember, his picture might not be here. If you can see his picture 

will you please show me by pointing to it? If you cannot see his picture, please tell 

me that it is not here.  If you don’t know if his picture is here then that’s fine, just tell 

me that you don’t know. 

 The child if still happy to participate was shown the line-up. 

 Experimental condition 

 Last week a special visitor called Gerry came to school to help you make a rice 

shaker. I am going to show you some pictures. There are some pictures of people and 

there is a picture of a tree. There might be a picture of Gerry the special visitor or 

there might not be. I want you to think very hard about what the Gerry looked like. 

Then I want you to help me by looking at each of the pictures very carefully to see if 

his picture is here. 

The children were asked if they would like to have a look at the pictures or if they 

would prefer not to.  

Now (child’s name), in a moment I will show you some pictures of people and a 

picture of a tree. I want you to look at the pictures very carefully to see if you can see 

a picture of Gerry the special visitor but remember, his picture might not be here. If 

you can see his picture will you please show me by pointing to it? If you cannot see 
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his picture, please tell me that it is not here.  If you don’t know if his picture is here 

then that’s fine, just tell me that you don’t know. Or if you think that Gerry the 

special visitor may be standing behind the tree will you please point to the tree 

picture.  

The child, if still happy to participate, was shown the line-up. 

To obtain measurements of response latency, video recorded interviews were 

analysed with video-editing equipment to establish the time lapse between 

presentation of a line-up and a response being made. A Pearson correlation test was 

used to investigate inter-rater reliability for recorded response times. A significant 

relationship was found between the response times recorded by the researcher and 

the response times recorded by an independent rater, r(31) = 1.00, p < .001. 

The researcher played a role in both presenting the event and administering 

the line-ups, therefore having knowledge of the correct response for each individual 

line-up. To check for potential line-up administrator bias, inter-rater reliability for the 

identification line-ups was assessed with an independent rater. The independent rater 

viewed film of the line-up administrator giving each child the line-up instructions 

and the decision stage prior to the child making an identification decision. Cohen's κ 

was run to determine if there was an association between the line-up administrator’s 

knowledge of the correct identification responses and the independent rater’s 

perception of what the correct responses should be, based on the behaviour of the 

administrator. There was poor agreement between correct responses known by the 

line-up administrator and the perceived correct responses of the independent rater, κ 

= -.663.  
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Results 

 

Due to the occurrence of low expected cell frequencies the use of loglinear 

analysis was rejected in favour of Pearson independent samples chi-square tests as 

recommended by Kinnear and Gray (2000). The main findings are summarized in 

table 3.1. 

Table 3.1. Correct and Incorrect Responses as a Function of the Line-up 

Presentation Type (Standard vs. Alternative) and the Target Status (Present vs. 

Absent). 

____________________________________________________________ 

 
                                 Standard presentation (n=75)                Alternative presentation (n=73) 

                                 Correct                 Incorrect                    Correct             Incorrect 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Target present           32 (86%)              5 (14%)                   30 (81%)              7 (19%) 

      (n = 74) 

Target absent             9 (24%)                29 (76%)                  24 (67%)            12 (33%) 

     (n = 74) 

Total (N=148)               41             34       54  19 

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

Supporting Hypothesis 1, in target absent conditions, Chi square analyses 

revealed a significant association between presentation type and the incorrect 

identification of a foil, 2(1, N = 74) =13.82, p < .001,  = - .43, p < .001), with 

fewer children making an incorrect identification of a foil in the alternative 

presentation (N = 12, 33%) compared to the standard presentation (N = 29, 76%). All 

children who rejected the line-up in the alternative presentation (N = 24) did so by 

selecting the tree photograph.  
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 Failing to support Hypothesis 2, in target present conditions, Chi-square 

analyses found no significant association between presentation type and the incorrect 

identification of a foil, 2(1, N = 74) = 0.40, p > .05,  = .07, p > .05. Accurate 

responses were similar in the standard presentation (N = 32, 86%), compared to the 

alternative presentation (N = 30, 81%). 

In order to ascertain if either target status or type of response had an effect on 

the time it took the children to respond a 2 x 2 ANOVA was conducted. As the 

assumption of equal variances had been violated, one-way ANOVAS to test for 

simple effects were used to analyse the data. Supporting Hypothesis 3, in target 

present conditions, children that gave correct responses showed significantly faster 

response times (N = 41, M = 10.91, SD = 10.55), compared to children that gave 

incorrect responses (N = 5, M = 29.31, SD = 19.21), F(1,44) = 11.20, p < .005, r = 

.45. However, for target absent conditions, no significant difference was found 

(F(1,44) = 1.42, p > .05, r = .18), in response times between children that gave 

incorrect responses (N = 28, M = 19.19, SD = 17.44) and correct responses (N = 18, 

M = 26.05, SD = 21.40).  

Supporting Hypothesis 4, correct responses were made significantly faster in 

target present conditions (N = 41, M = 10.91, SD = 10.55) compared to correct 

responses in target absent conditions (N = 18, M = 26.05, SD = 21.40), F(1,20) = 

8.14, p < .05,  r = .54.  

Discussion 

This experiment found, in line with previous findings (Dunlevy, 2006; Zajac 

& Karageorge, 2009) that given an additional selection option, many children were 

able to correctly reject a target absent line-up whilst children’s good performance in 

target present line-ups was maintained. Further, the findings are consistent with the 
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dual-process theory of acquiescence (Knowles & Condon, 1999) as although the 

increase in accuracy was due to a decrease in incorrect identifications of a foil, most 

children still chose to select from the line-up by picking the tree picture rather than 

verbally rejecting the line-up as not containing the target. In line with the dual-

process theory of acquiescence (Knowles & Condon, 1999) many children that 

selected from the line-up in target absent conditions appear to have accepted the 

statement made by the line-up administrator as meaning that the purpose of the task 

was to see if they could find the target person. However, they appear to have failed to 

reconsider this statement in light of a warning that the target person may not be 

present. In the target absent presentations of the standard procedure many children 

appear to have acquiesced with this expectation by selecting a person from the line-

up resulting in an inaccurate response. In contrast, in the target absent presentations 

of the alternative procedure many children may have acquiesced with this 

expectation by selecting the tree picture, thus the presence of the tree enabled the 

children to acquiesce, without preventing an accurate response. In other words, 

although in target absent conditions these children were unable to identify a face they 

still may have believed that selecting from the line-up was the expectation of the 

task. This suggests that in standard procedures many children make uncertain 

identifications due to the desire to choose someone rather than mistaken 

identifications due to a genuine belief that the foil most resembling their memory is 

the target. 

It is possible that children’s reluctance to reject line-ups in the usual standard 

testing procedures occurs because they place a higher value on what they consider to 

be a positive response by finding the target. This possibility is extremely important to 

consider and investigate, as in an applied forensic setting children may overvalue 
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compliance and may not understand the relevance or implications of their answers in 

a forensic context. 

In target present conditions, consistent with previous findings and similar to 

findings from adult populations (Lindsay et al., 1997; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1997, 

1998; Roebers & Schneider, 2001), a large proportion of children were able to make 

an accurate identification of a once seen individual. Further the finding that correct 

identifications of the target in target present conditions were made significantly faster 

than correct rejections of the line-up in target-absent conditions suggests that suggest 

that children’s ability to make a correct identification and their ability to correctly 

reject a line-up are influenced by different factors. If the decision process in line-up 

identifications were influenced purely by recognition one would expect correct 

identifications and correct rejections to have taken approximately the same length of 

time as in either the child recognised the target or did not recognise the target. 

Similarly if the decision process in line-up identifications was influenced purely by 

relative judgements strategies, one would also expect correct identifications and 

correct rejections to have taken approximately the same length of time as in the child 

would compare all faces and choose the face that is most like their memory trace of 

the target.  

The findings of this study, consistent with Charman and Wells (2006) line-up 

theory, suggest that children who correctly identified the target in target present 

conditions made fast decisions based on recognition. Whereas children that made 

correct rejections in target absent conditions took longer in the decision process and 

as proposed by Charman and Wells (2006) engaged in time consuming, deliberative 

strategies. This longer response latency indicates an initial expectation that the target 

person was present in the line-up even when not quickly recognised. The fact that the 



70 
 

majority of the children in the standard procedure of target absent failed to correctly 

reject the line-up indicates that for these children this expectation remained robust. 

Hence the children’s ability to make a correct identification may be influenced 

largely by recognition whereas their ability to correctly reject a line-up may be 

influenced more by their understanding of the line-up procedure. The use of the 

additional selection option used in this study has not improved the children’s 

understanding of the task but has simply given them the opportunity to make what 

they may consider to be a correct response without making an incorrect 

identification.   

The main limitations of the present study concern the initial event and the 

target. A live event was used in which the target, the ‘special visitor’, interacted with 

each of the children. Although the target was instructed to interact with each child for 

a similar amount of time, and examination of the recordings from the occasions on 

which the events were videotaped confirm this, no analysis could take place. It may 

be that, although the events may be less rich, future studies would benefit from the 

control of presenting participants with a video recorded scenario. Further, this study 

used only one target person. Future research would benefit from using three or four 

different targets, and the use of video presentation would ensure similar expose times 

across these different targets.   

Conclusions 

The finding that the alternative testing procedure enabled children to 

correctly reject the line-up in the target absent condition provides a positive outlook 

and shows potential for procedures to be implemented to reduce or resolve the 

problem of children choosing from a line-up when they cannot see or recognise the 
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target. Future studies will concentrate on strategies that will encourage line-up 

rejection decisions when uncertain of identification. 
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Chapter 4, Experiment 2 

Rationale for this experiment 

The experiment reported in Chapter 3 found the nonverbal selection option (a 

wildcard) increased the accuracy of children’s eyewitness identification behaviour 

with improved performance in target absent conditions, without increasing incorrect 

rejections in target present line-ups. The experiment reported in this chapter, in 

contrast with the previous experiment, increases control over the experimental 

conditions by using a film presented by DVD. The film depicts a demonstration of a 

craft making activity and was delivered by the to be remembered person. Further, 

this experiment aimed to investigate the effectiveness of providing children with 

training on simple practice line-ups prior to the actual line-up of faces. It was 

anticipated that taking part in the practice line-ups would clearly demonstrate to the 

children that a line-up task does not necessarily contain the target.   

Abstract 

This experiment compared the effectiveness of practice line-ups in helping 

children to correctly reject a target absent line-up with an alternative nonverbal 

rejection option (a wildcard) to make rejecting the line-up similar to choosing from 

the line-up. It was predicted that that practice line-ups would reduce choosing from 

the line-up and both experimental procedures would reduce incorrect identifications 

from target absent conditions. One hundred and forty children aged six- to seven-

years watched a film of an adult male demonstrating how to make rice shakers. The 

adult male became the target to be identified. The hypothesis that the practice line-

ups would help to reduce choosing from the line-up was supported but the 

predictions that this procedure, together with the nonverbal rejection option 

(wildcard procedure), would reduce incorrect identifications in target absent 
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conditions were not supported. The implications of these findings to theory are 

discussed. 

Introduction  

 

Children’s poor performance on eyewitness identification tasks 

Children tend to choose from line-ups, even when the to be remembered 

person is not included (Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1998; Roebers 

& Schneider, 2001) resulting in a higher rate of incorrect identifications compared to 

adults. A possible explanation for children’s poor performance compared to adults 

may be their misunderstanding of the line-up task. For example, children sometimes 

make multiple choices when being asked to identify just one person (Lindsay, 

Pozzulo, Craig, Lee, & Corber, 1997; Parker & Myers, 2001; Parker & Ryan, 1993). 

Piaget (McLeod, 2009) proposes that the cognitive ability to understand other 

people’s intentions and perspectives is immature under the age of 12- years. Hence 

younger children may believe that they are being presented with the line-up task 

because it contains the target person without considering the interviewer’s subjective 

motive in asking them to view the line-up, which is to see if the person is there or 

not. However, research has indicated that rather than there being a change in 

children’s performance on eyewitness identification tasks during a particular stage of 

development, children’s accuracy increases with age until young adulthood 

(Fitzgerald & Price, 2015).  

Despite children’s poor performance compared to adults, some children as 

young as six-years are able to reject a target absent line-up as not containing the 

target person (Dunlevy & Cherryman, 2013; Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Pozzulo & 

Lindsay, 1998). In his theory of development, Vygotsky (1978) proposed that 

providing a scaffolding of instruction and training for the developing child will 
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provide a springboard from their actual developmental level to their potential 

developmental level. This may account for individual differences, with some 

children having a better understanding of other people’s motives and intentions at a 

younger age.  

Training children to perform better at the identification task 

The use of cautionary instructions which explain the importance of not 

choosing from a line-up unless certain of the target person’s identity, has been found 

to be successful. Beresford and Blades (2006) reported that the use of cautionary 

instructions with children aged 6- to 10-years resulted in a significant reduction in 

incorrect identifications in target absent line-ups whilst maintaining correct 

identifications in target present line-ups. Pozzulo and Lindsay (1997) found that 

children aged 10- to 11-years showed a significant increase in correct identifications 

on simultaneous line-ups after being given cautionary instructions but no increase in 

accuracy was found for children aged 10- to 14-years.  

The use of training sessions in which children are given the opportunity to 

either practice or observe practice with simple line-ups prior to taking part in the 

actual line-up have reported mixed findings. Testing target absent simultaneous line-

ups only, Goodman, Bottoms, Schwartz-Kennedy and Rudy (1991) found that 

including three practice trials featuring animals and faces significantly reduced 

incorrect identifications for 5- to 7-year olds but not 3- to 4-year olds. For sequential 

line-ups, although no effect of practice line-ups with faces was found for target-

absent conditions, Parker and Myers (2001) reported that girls but not boys aged 8- 

to 11-years, were found to benefit from practice trials in showing more correct 

identifications in target-present conditions. Parker and Ryan (1993) reported no 

significant benefits after implementing practice trials featuring faces for children 
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aged 8- to 11-years in either simultaneous or sequential line-ups and regardless of 

whether the target was present or absent. Similarly, Pozzulo and Lindsay (1997) 

found no significant increase in accuracy on simultaneous line-ups for children aged 

10- to 14-years with either a practice paper demonstration containing animals or a 

video demonstrating both correct and incorrect identification decisions with faces.  

For these experiments there appears to be no clear pattern of improvement for 

training according to either the age of children or the type of training implemented, 

although the use of cautionary instructions seems to have been of benefit in two of 

the research studies (Beresford & Blades, 2006; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1997). Pozzulo 

and Lindsay (1998) concluded that overall, training did not significantly decrease 

incorrect identifications although there appeared to be a small positive effect for 

correct identifications with older children. These previous findings suggest that 

cautionary instructions are more successful at reducing incorrect identifications when 

compared to practice trials. Cautionary instructions may have been successful 

because they drew emphasis to the possibility that the target person may not be 

included in the line-up. Practice sessions on the other hand have in general 

implemented pictures of faces (ie. the face of a research assistant) or pictures of 

animals. It is possible that the practice sessions, particularly if they contained faces, 

were just too complex to adequately demonstrate to the children that in some cases 

rejecting the line-up is the correct response.  

Response inhibition 

Any misunderstanding of the line-up task may be further complicated by 

children’s immature response inhibition which is believed to mature between the 

ages of 8- and 10-years (Brocki & Bohlin, 2004; McAuley & White, 2011; Williams, 

Ponesse, Schachar, Logan, & Tannock, 1999) and continue improving up until 
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adulthood (McAuley & White, 2011; Williams, Ponesse, Schachar, Logan, & 

Tannock, 1999). This cognitive process inhibits an individual’s response to stimuli so 

that the most appropriate response is made, and this would be very much dependent 

on the context of a situation. Hence, the most appropriate response in a line-up task, 

particularly when cautioned that the line-up may not contain the target person, would 

be to only select someone from the line-up if certain. 

In an effort to simplify the line-up task for children and hopefully reconcile 

with an immature response inhibition, some research has introduced nonverbal 

rejection options (the wildcard) which allows children to select from a line-up 

without selecting a face. Use of this procedure was reported in experiment 1 

(Dunlevy & Cherryman, 2013). Encouraging results have been obtained by the 

present and other researchers using a nonverbal rejection option. A wildcard 

technique in which children have the additional option rejecting the line-up by 

choosing a silhouetted figure with a question mark has been found to significantly 

reduce children’s incorrect identifications in simultaneous target-absent line-ups 

without impacting on correct identifications for children aged 6- to 7-years, 8- to 11-

years (Zajac & Karageorge, 2009) and 5- to 11-years (Karageorge & Zajac, 2011). A 

reduction in incorrect identifications without impacting on correct identifications has 

also been reported for a wildcard procedure using video line-ups with children aged 

5- to 11-years (Havard & Memon, 2013) and by combining a wildcard with an 

elimination technique (Price & Fitzgerald, 2016) with children aged 6- to 11-years. 

The main difference between the experiments that have offered children a nonverbal 

rejection option in the line-up is that the procedure used in experiment 1 (Dunlevy & 

Cherryman, 2013) refers to the absence of the target person from the line-up, 

whereas the other wildcard experiments refer to the inclusion of the target person in 
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the line-up. However, these encouraging findings do not explain whether they are 

successful because the children are able to reject the line-up by selecting a nonverbal 

option, thereby reconciling with an immature response inhibition, or whether they 

convey to the child that the line-up does not necessarily contain the target person. 

Compliance 

It is possible that individual differences in children’s sensitivity to perceived 

pressure from authority figures has an impact on their responses in line-up tasks. 

Children have shown a tendency to acquiesce with the expectations of others 

particularly in the presence of an authority figure (Zajac & Hayne, 2003). In line-up 

identification procedures, the presence of an authority figure in uniform has resulted 

in increased choosing behaviour (Lowenstein, Blank, & Sauer, 2010). This finding 

may indicate that the children were sensitive to a perceived pressure to choose 

someone. The dual-process theory of acquiescence (Knowles & Condon, 1999) as 

discussed in Chapter 1, provides an explanation for children’s poor performance 

which can accommodate both children’s possible misunderstanding of the task and 

an immature response inhibition. If a child does not fully understand the purpose of a 

line-up procedure and believes that the person they have been asked to identify is 

included in the line-up, s/he may fail to reconsider this belief when warned that the 

person may not be present. If a child feels that s/he is expected to choose someone 

and is also influenced by an under developed response inhibition, s/he may acquiesce 

with this expectation by selecting someone from the line-up. The child’s choice may 

be influenced by a relative judgement strategy, in comparing the faces to their 

memory of the person, which will be incorrect in target absent conditions but often 

correct in target present conditions.  
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Aims of the present experiment 

The findings that providing a nonverbal rejection option (wildcard) has been 

successful in reducing children’s incorrect identifications in target absent conditions 

does not provide an explanation of why this procedure can be effective. It is unlikely 

that it is entirely due to a reconciliation with an immature response inhibition due to 

findings that children as young as six-years are sometimes able to reject a target 

absent line-up (Dunlevy & Cherryman, 2013; Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Pozzulo & 

Lindsay, 1998) which is below the age that response inhibition is believed to start 

maturing (Brocki & Bohlin, 2004; McAuley & White, 2011; Williams et al., 1999). 

Individual differences in understanding the purpose of the line-up task may also have 

an influence on children’s performance. The Criterion Shift explanation (Ebbesen & 

Flowe, 2002) proposes that an eyewitness will use a ‘response criterion’ in which 

they will compare a line-up member to their memory of the target and decide if the 

evidence is strong enough to identify the individual as the target person. Hence if a 

child has an understanding that the line-up may not necessarily contain the target 

person, they are more likely to use a stricter response criterion when making an 

identification decision. Consequently, they may then acquiesce with the purpose of 

the task correctly, which is to only choose a line-up member if the evidence is strong 

enough to identify the individual as the target. Hence, increasing children’s 

understanding of the line-up task may be key to improving their identification 

performance. 

This experiment therefore aims to provide a Vygotskian style scaffolding for 

children in the form of training to help them reach their full potential and hopefully 

an understanding that the line-up does not necessarily contain the target. The practice 

line-up implemented will be based on toys and is anticipated to be a much lower 
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level of difficulty for the children compared to previous research (faces and animals) 

to clearly demonstrate that a line-up task does not necessarily contain the target.  

The effectiveness of the practice procedure was also compared to the 

wildcard procedure as implemented in experiment 1. It was anticipated that this 

would provide a better understanding of the degree to which a misunderstanding of 

the line-up task and an immature response inhibition influences children’s 

performance. It was expected that the implementation of both the wildcard and prior 

training with practice line-ups would result in fewer incorrect identifications of a foil 

when viewing target absent line-ups, compared to the standard line-up procedure. 

It was further anticipated that practice line-ups would raise the children’s 

response criterion, in needing a higher level of evidence before making an 

identification decision. Therefore, in line with the Criterion Shift explanation 

(Ebbesen & Flowe, 2002), it was expected that training with practice line-ups would 

result in fewer selections being made from the line-up compared to a standard 

procedure which did not include prior training.  

For response latency, in line with Charman and Wells (2006) theory (as 

discussed in Chapter 1) and the findings of Dunlevy and Cherryman’s (2013) 

experiment, it was expected that correct responses will be made significantly faster in 

target present conditions compared to correct responses in target absent conditions. 

Further, it is predicted that in target present conditions, children that give correct 

responses will show significantly faster response times compared to children that 

give incorrect responses. 
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The hypotheses of this experiment were: 

1) In target absent conditions, children that have taken part in the practice 

line-up procedure will make fewer incorrect identifications of a foil compared to 

children in the standard procedure with no prior practice. 

2) In target absent conditions, children will make fewer incorrect 

identifications of a foil when viewing the wildcard presentation of the line-up, 

compared to children that have viewed the standard presentation of the line-up. 

3) Training with practice line-ups will result in fewer selections being made 

from the line-up of faces when compared to the standard procedure with no prior 

training.  

4) Correct responses will be made faster in target present conditions 

compared to correct responses in target absent conditions.   

5) In target present conditions, children that give correct responses will show 

faster response times compared to children that give incorrect responses. 

Method 

Design 

This experiment has three (line-up procedure: standard vs. practice vs. 

wildcard) by two (target status: target present vs. target absent) independent groups 

design. The first dependent variable was identification accuracy. A correct response 

was the identification of the target in target present conditions and the choice of the 

tree photograph, or a verbal ‘not here’ or ‘don’t know’ response in target absent 

conditions. An incorrect response was the identification of a foil in any condition and 

the choice of the tree photograph, or a verbal ‘not here’ or ‘don’t know’ response in 

target present conditions. The second dependent variable was choosing behaviour. 

Any selection from the line-up regardless of accuracy was considered a choice and 

any verbal rejection of the line-up was considered a non-choice. The third dependent 
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variable was response latency. This was measured as the amount of time (in seconds) 

that elapsed between the presentation of the line-up and the identification response.  

Participants  

One hundred and forty children (72 females and 68 males) aged between six 

years and seven years-11 months (M = 7 years, 4.421 months, SD = 6.902 months) 

participated in this experiment. The children were recruited from schools on the Isle 

of Wight, UK. Schools were recruited by the use of an explanatory letter introducing 

the research and sent to the head teacher. The study was conducted in accordance 

with the guidelines of the British Psychological Society and prior approval was 

obtained from the Department of Psychology ethics committee at the University of 

Portsmouth. Please see appendix 9 for ethical approval. 

Materials 

The stimulus event 

In the stimulus event, exposure to the target was achieved with a film presented by 

DVD to groups of approximately 25 children. The event was similar to the one used 

in the previous experiment, reported in Chapter 3, save for this event being presented 

via DVD rather than via a live event. The film presented a demonstration by a fifty-

four-year old male of how to make a rice shaker. The male who later became the 

target to be identified was unknown to the children. The craft event itself lasted just 

over 18 minutes. The total timing of the exposure to the target was nine minutes and 

22 seconds. The total timing of the rice shaker activity was nine minutes and five 

seconds. These timings were the same as in experiment 1 and although the ‘exposure 

to target’ time was longer than for similar studies, this has been balanced with a 

retention interval of one week which is longer than the retention intervals 

implemented by previous similar studies. Please see Chapter 2 for a more detailed 
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explanation of ‘exposure to target’ time and retention intervals and please see 

appendix 2 for a schedule of these timings. 

Firstly, the target demonstrated how to make a rice shaker and secondly, he 

then repeated the entire process with pauses at each stage of the task. At each stage 

of the task, the DVD was paused to allow the children to accomplish what the target 

had demonstrated to them. Each child was provided with the required materials 

consisting of two colourful plastic party cups, a small quantity of rice, sticky tape to 

adhere the cups together, colourful stickers to decorate the rice shaker and a self-

adhesive name label. The event concluded with the children singing a song with the 

research assistant, using the rice shakers as musical instruments. During both the 

pauses in the demonstration repeat phase and the singing phase, a still of the DVD 

showing the target was immediately next to the researcher and visible to the children. 

Line-ups 

A match to description method was used to construct the photographic 

simultaneous line-ups. Pilot studies and Tredoux E (1998) analysis (as recommended 

by Malpass, Tredoux & McQuiston-Surrett, 2006) was used to ascertain line-up 

fairness. All line-up member photographs were below the critical ratio of 1.96, 

indicating no bias. Please see Chapter 2 for a more detailed discussion of the pilot 

studies and line-up construction. 

For the standard presentation, each line-up contained eight photographs of 

adult males (head and shoulders), each measuring 9 x 13 centimetres and presented 

horizontally in two rows of four. To avoid any effects of the target appearing in one 

particular position of the line-up, the position of every line-up member (target and 

foils) was counterbalanced from position 1 to position 8 as recommended by Turtle, 

Lindsay, and Wells, 2003). Consequently, the standard presentation contained 
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sixteen versions of the line-up, eight of which included the target person (target 

present) and eight of which did not include the target person (target absent).  

The wildcard presentation of the line-up contained the same target and foils 

with their position counterbalanced in the same way as in the standard presentation 

(also resulting in sixteen versions) but in addition they included a photograph of a 

tree as an alternative nonverbal rejection option. The photograph of the tree was the 

same size as the photographs of the line-up members and was positioned to the right 

of all the line-up members in all sixteen versions. Eight versions of the wildcard line-

up were target present and eight versions were target absent. 

Practice line-ups 

The two practice line-ups contained eight pictures of toys each measuring 9 x 

13 centimetres. The pictures were presented horizontally in two rows of four. In one 

practice line-up, the target toy (a boat) was present and in the other, the target toy (a 

boat) was absent. An individual picture of the target toy was used to provide a 

stimulus. Please see chapter 2 for a detailed description of the practice line-ups. 

Video recorder 

All interviews were videotaped to aid the analysis of results. 

Procedure  

Individual interviews/testing sessions with the children were conducted one week 

later to obtain identification decisions. The interviews began with the researcher 

spending a few moments interacting with the child to build up a rapport and each 

child was told that everyone would be viewing different pictures. All children 

received a target absent warning prior to taking part in the line-ups (both faces and 

practice). For the standard/control condition, 25 children were allocated to target 

present line-ups and 25 children were allocated to target absent line-ups. For the 

wildcard condition, 23 children were allocated to target present line-ups and 21 
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children were allocated to target absent line-ups. For the practice condition, 23 

children were allocated to target present line-ups and 23 children were allocated to 

target absent line-ups. 

For the standard procedure (control), each child viewed one of sixteen 

versions of the line-up. Eight of the line-ups were target present and the other eight 

were target absent. The presentation of the line-ups was counterbalanced across 

participants for both target presence and the position that the target appeared in the 

line-up (to avoid position effects). The wildcard procedure was conducted in the 

same way as the standard procedure with all sixteen versions of the line-up being 

counterbalanced for both target presence and target position. For the practice 

procedure, children took part in a practice session prior to taking part in the standard 

line-up procedure. These children were shown a picture of a toy boat for 

approximately five seconds after which each child viewed two practice line-ups (one 

target present and one target absent). The practice line-ups were counterbalanced 

across participants to avoid recency effects, so that half of the children viewed the 

practice target present line-up first and half of the children viewed the practice target 

absent line-up first. When the procedure began, they were asked for each of the two 

line-ups, to point to the target if they could see it or to respond with a verbal ‘not 

here’ if they could not see it or give a verbal ‘don’t know’ if they did not know. All 

of the children that participated in the experiment responded correctly on every 

practice line-up.  

In all procedures, in addition to the target absent warning, children were 

requested to look at the pictures carefully. For all presentations of the line-ups (both 

people and toys), when the child was ready to begin, a white laminated sheet that had 
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been covering the line-up during the rapport building stage of the interview was 

removed. Each child then viewed one version of the line-up. 

In the standard line-up procedure, the children were told that if they could see 

a picture of the target, they should point to his picture, or to respond with a verbal 

‘not here’ if they could not see him or give a verbal ‘don’t know’ if they did not 

know. In the wildcard procedure, the children were given the same instructions and 

response options as in the standard procedure but additionally given the option of 

pointing to the tree picture if they considered the target may be standing behind the 

tree.  

Verbatim instructions 

Control condition 

Last week you saw a video of a man called Gerry making a rice shaker and then you 

made a rice shaker of your own. I am going to show you some pictures. There might 

be a picture of the man in the rice shaker video or there might not be. I want you to 

think very hard about what the man in the video looked like. Then I want you to help 

me by looking at each of the pictures very carefully to see if his picture is here.  

The children were asked if they would like to have a look at the pictures or if they 

would prefer not to.  

Now (child’s name), in a moment I will show you some pictures of people. I want you 

to look at the pictures very carefully to see if you can see a picture of the man in the 

rice shaker video but remember, his picture might not be here. If you can see his 

picture will you please show me by pointing to it? If you cannot see his picture, 

please tell me that it is not here.  If you don’t know if his picture is here then that’s 

fine, just tell me that you don’t know. 

The child if still happy to participate was shown the line-up. 
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Wildcard condition 

Last week you saw a video of a man called Gerry making a rice shaker and then you 

made a rice shaker of your own. I am going to show you some pictures. There might 

be a picture of the man in the rice shaker video or there might not be. I want you to 

think very hard about what the man in the video looked like. Then I want you to help 

me by looking at each of the pictures very carefully to see if his picture is here.  

The children were asked if they would like to have a look at the pictures or if they 

would prefer not to.  

Now (child’s name), in a moment I will show you some pictures of people and a 

picture of a tree. I want you to look at the pictures very carefully to see if you can see 

a picture of the man in the rice shaker video but remember, his picture might not be 

here. If you can see his picture will you please show me by pointing to it? If you 

cannot see his picture, please tell me that it is not here.  If you don’t know if his 

picture is here then that’s fine, just tell me that you don’t know. Or if you think that 

the man in the rice shaker video may be standing behind the tree will you please 

point to the tree picture.  

The child if still happy to participate was shown the line-up. 

Practice condition 

I am going to show you a picture and I would like you to look at it very carefully. 

Target picture was shown for five seconds and then placed face down. 

Now (child’s name), in a moment I will show you some more pictures. There may be 

a picture the same as I have just shown you but there may not be. I want you to look 

at the pictures very carefully to see if the picture is here picture but remember it 

might not be here. If you can see the picture will you please show me by pointing to 
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it? If you cannot see the picture, please tell me that it is not here. If you don’t know if 

the picture is here then that’s fine, just tell me that you don’t know.  

The children were asked if they would like to have a look at the pictures or if they 

would prefer not to. If the children were happy to participate, they were shown one 

version of the practice line-up (either target present or target absent) and given time 

to respond. 

Now (child’s name), I am going to show you some more pictures. There may be a 

picture the same as the first picture I showed you but there may not be. I want you to 

look at the pictures very carefully to see if the picture is here picture but remember it 

might not be here. If you can see the picture will you please show me by pointing to 

it? If you cannot see the picture, please tell me that it is not here. If you don’t know if 

the picture is here then that’s fine, just tell me that you don’t know.  

If the child was happy to participate, they were shown one version of the practice 

line-up (either target present or target absent counterbalanced with their first 

viewing) and given time to respond. 

At conclusion of the interview, the children were thanked for participating 

and no children left the interview believing that they had made an incorrect choice. 

To obtain measurements of response latency, video recorded interviews were 

analysed with video-editing equipment to establish the time lapse between 

presentation of a line-up and a response being made. A Pearson correlation test was 

used to investigate inter-rater reliability for recorded response times in making 

identification decisions. A significant relationship was found between the response 

times recorded by the researcher and the response times recorded by an independent 

rater, r (35) = 0.99; p<0.001. 
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Inter-rater reliability for the identification line-ups was performed due to the 

researcher having both presented the event and administered the line-ups, thus 

introducing potential line-up administrator bias. An independent rater viewed a film 

of each child being given instructions by the line-up administrator and the child’s 

decision-making stage prior to making an identification decision. A Cohen's κ test 

found poor agreement between the correct responses known by the line-up 

administrator and the perceived correct responses of the independent rater, κ = -.599.  

Results 

Loglinear analysis was found unsuitable for analysis due to low expected cell 

frequencies. Hence, as recommended by Kinnear and Gray (2009), Pearson 

independent samples chi-square tests were used for the analysis. The main findings 

concerning identification decisions are summarized in table 4.1. 

Table 4.1. Correct Responses as a Function of the Line-up Procedure Type 

(Standard vs. Practice vs. Wildcard) and the Target Status (Present vs. Absent). 

__________________________________________________________________ 

 
         Standard procedure                Practice procedure              Wildcard procedure  

                  (N = 50)                     (N = 46)                                    (N = 44) 

                                   Correct        Incorrect              Correct        Incorrect            Correct       Incorrect                        

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Target present        14 (56%)   11             8 (35%)          15                   10 (43%)         13  

  (N = 71) 

 

Target absent              13 (52%)   12             16 (70%)         7                    12 (57%)          9  

(N = 69) 

 

Total (N=140)        27 (54%)   23             24 (52%)         22                  22 (50%)         22 

___________________________________________________________________       

Table 4.1 reveals that the fewest incorrect decisions were in the practice 

procedure, target absent condition (30%) and the greatest proportion were in the 

practice procedure, target present condition (65%). There was little difference in the 
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proportion of incorrect responses in target absent conditions between the standard 

procedure (48%) and the wildcard procedure (43%). 

Failing to support Hypotheses 1 and 2, in target absent conditions, Chi square 

analyses revealed no significant association between type of procedure and the 

incorrect identification of a foil, 2(2, N = 69) =1.598, p = .450 ns. However, in the 

practice procedure, Chi square analyses revealed a significant association between 

target presence and accuracy 2(1, N = 46) = 5.576, p = .018;  = - .348, p < .05) 

with more children responding correctly in the target absent condition (N = 16, 70%), 

compared to the target-present condition (N = 8, 35%). 

For an investigation of choosing behaviour, only the standard and practice 

procedures have been examined. The wildcard procedure is designed to encourage 

choosing with a nonverbal rejection option and hence had been excluded from the 

analysis. The findings for choosing behaviour are summarized in table 4.2. 

Table 4.2. Eyewitness line-up behaviour as a function of line-up procedure and 

choice. (Standard vs. Practice) and choice (Choosers vs. Non-Choosers). 

 
                   Standard procedure                                      Practice procedure             

                                (N = 50)                                         (N = 46)                                        

                                           Choosers       Non-choosers                        Choosers       Non-choosers     

 

Target present                    18(72%)                7(28%)                           10 (43%)             13(57%)     

(N=48) 

 

Target Absent                    12(48%)                13(52%)                          7(30%)                16(70%) 

(N=48) 

 

 

Total                                   30(60%)                20(40%)                         17(37%)              29(63%) 

N=96 

          

 

Supporting Hypothesis 3, Chi square analyses revealed a significant association 

between type of procedure and choosing behaviour 2(1, N = 96) = 5.091, p = .024,  

= - .230, p < .05. Children in the practice procedure made fewer selections from the 
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line-up (N = 17, 37%) compared to children in the standard procedure (N = 30, 60%). 

In target present conditions, children in the practice procedure made significantly 

fewer selections from the line-up (N = 10, 43%) compared to the standard procedure 

(N = 18, 72%), 2(1, N = 48) = 4.009, p = .045,  = - .289, p < .05. However, for the 

target absent conditions, no significant association was found between the type of 

procedure and choosing behaviour 2(1, N = 48) = 1.545, p = .214 ns, although the 

children still made nominally fewer selection from the line-up in the practice 

procedure (N = 7, 30%) compared to the standard procedure (N = 12, 48%).  

A one-way between subjects ANOVA was conducted to compare the 

response times for correct responses in target present and target absent conditions. 

Failing to support Hypothesis 4, no significant difference was found between target 

status and the speed at which correct responses were made F1,66  = .466, p = .497 ns. 

Additionally, and failing to support Hypothesis 5, a one-way between subjects 

ANOVA revealed no significant difference in target present conditions, between the 

type of response (correct / incorrect) and the speed at which the responses were made 

F1,65  = .024, p = .877 ns.  

Discussion 

 

 Providing children with practice line-ups of toys prior to administering a line-

up containing people was significantly associated with a reduction in choosing 

behaviour overall, irrespective of accuracy. This is in line with the Criterion Shift 

explanation (Ebbesen & Flowe, 2002) and Vygotsky’s theory of scaffolding. A close 

look at the data reveals the possibility of a criterion shift, where stronger evidence is 

required to make a decision. In the practice procedure, more than half of the children 

in the target present condition rejected the line-up as not containing the target. It is 

possible that the additional training with practice sessions resulted in an 
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acknowledgement that the target may not be contained within the line-up and 

consequently required stronger evidence for his identity to make an identification 

decision. It may be, however, that some of the children misunderstood the purpose of 

the practice sessions and believed that the target would not be contained within the 

line-up. This second explanation seems less likely as all the children in the practice 

procedure took part in both a target present and target absent line-ups of toys which 

were counterbalanced to avoid any recency effects. Hence it is unlikely that the 

implementation of these practice line-ups would encourage the children to think that 

the target would be absent from the line-up containing faces. 

It is possible that many children that take part in target present line-ups make 

a choice even when uncertain. As the target is likely to be the child’s best match to 

memory it is possible that some correct identifications are lucky guesses. The finding 

that practice line-ups significantly reduce choosing from the line-up also supports the 

idea that children’s immature response inhibition is not solely responsible for their 

poorer performance compared to adults. Rather it appears that children’s 

performance is likely to be impacted by several other factors including a 

misunderstanding of the line-up task and a weaker memory trace for the target 

compared to adults.  

 The target absent condition of the practice procedure was not significantly 

associated with the children making fewer selections from the line-up although there 

was a non-significant trend. The findings did not support the prediction that fewer 

incorrect identifications of a foil would be made. This is in line with the findings of 

Parker and Myers (2001), Parker and Ryan (1993), and Pozzulo and Lindsay, (1997) 

that used practice line-ups based on faces and animals and reported no significant 

increase in accuracy. Children in the practice procedure also showed significantly 
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less accuracy in the target present condition compared to performance in the target 

absent condition. This finding is due to the higher rate of rejecting the line-up as 

rejection is the correct response in target absent conditions but not in target present 

conditions. This finding is also not in line with the majority of previous research 

findings which report higher accuracy in target present conditions compared to target 

absent conditions (Bruer & Pozzulo, 2014; Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Pozzulo & 

Balfour, 2006).  

This experiment also found that the use of the wildcard procedure did not 

reduce incorrect identifications of a foil compared to the standard procedure. This is 

an unexpected finding that is not in line with the previous experiment (Dunlevy & 

Cherryman, 2013) or with the findings from other research that has implemented a 

nonverbal rejection option (Havard & Memon, 2013; Karageorge & Zajac, 2011; 

Zajac & Karageorge, 2009). Curiously, compared to the previous experiment 

reported in Chapter 3, children’s accuracy in this experiment is much lower.  

The pattern of responding is also different in terms of response latency. For 

example, in experiment 1, children made correct responses significantly faster in 

target present conditions compared to target absent conditions. Additionally, in 

experiment 1, children in target present conditions made correct responses 

significantly faster compared to incorrect responses. In the present experiment there 

was very little difference in the response times regardless of target status or whether 

the responses were correct or incorrect. In general, the children took quite a bit 

longer to respond in the present experiment compared to experiment 1. This indicates 

that in general there were few fast-absolute judgements made and may suggest along 

with the lower findings for accuracy, that memory for the target in this experiment 

was not as good as in the previous experiment.  
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The main limitation of the present experiment is that the children’s exposure 

to the target person was not live as in the previous experiment and hence the children 

did not have the rich experience of a live event. Both the Dunlevy and Cherryman 

(2013: Chapter 3) experiment and the present experiment have implemented the 

same line-ups for the same target person with the same exposure duration and 

retention interval of one week. The only difference in the methodology of the two 

experiments, save for the practise sessions, is that the previous experiment used a 

live event for the children’s exposure to the target whereas this present experiment 

utilised a film presented by DVD depicting the same event. The methodology of 

exposure was changed in an attempt to have greater control over the encoding phase, 

to help ensure equivalence of experience. Any difference in accuracy due to this 

methodological change was not anticipated to be as large as the findings suggest. As 

the literature has reported that the use of live targets in live ‘to be remembered’ event 

results in higher accuracy rates with children when compared to exposure by slides 

(Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1998) or both slides and film (Roebers, Gelhaar, & Schneider, 

2004), this difference in methodology may have a bearing on the reduction in 

eyewitness identification accuracy from the last experiment to the present 

experiment. However, the Havard and Memon ‘mystery man’ experiment (2013) 

who also used a film to expose participants to the target person and elicited only 

slightly higher overall correct identifications than this present experiment, still 

yielded a significant reduction in incorrect identifications of a foil. In view of this it 

is unlikely that the difference in methodology was solely responsible for the null 

results. The sample size was smaller than desired but as there was no real trend in 

accuracy, it is unlikely that a larger sample would have yielded more promising 

results. 
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Conclusions 

As predicted, training with practice line-ups of toys prior to administering a 

line-up containing people was significantly associated with a reduction in choosing 

behaviour but this was at a cost to correct identifications. The predictions that both 

the practice and wildcard procedures would significantly reduce incorrect 

identifications of a foil in target absent conditions were not supported. Accuracy in 

general was worryingly quite low and this also appeared to be related to response 

latency as unlike experiment 1, there was really very little difference in response 

times between correct and incorrect responses. The findings do not provide such a 

positive outlook compared to the previous experiment, but it cannot be known for 

certain why the positive effects of the wildcard procedure have not generalised from 

one experiment to another. It is anticipated that the findings from this experiment 

will help towards an explanation for children’s tendency to choose from a line-up as 

children’s immature response inhibition does not appear to provide a complete 

explanation. Further research could investigate other methods of increasing 

children’s understanding of the line-up task. For example, cautionary instructions 

have been found to be effective (Beresford & Blades, 2006) but little attention has 

been paid to this implementation relative to other procedures. 
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Chapter 5, Experiment 3 

 

Rationale for this experiment 

 

Experiments 1 and 2 focussed on children’s eyewitness identification 

performance. However, as adults are not immune from making incorrect 

identifications (Horry, Halford, Brewer, Milne, & Bull, 2014; Horry, Memon, 

Wright, & Milne, 2012; Memon, Havard, Clifford, Gabbert, & Watt, 2011) it is 

important to be able to compare children’s line-up accuracy to the accuracy of adults. 

Since use of the wildcard procedure has been a subject of investigation in the two 

previous experiments, with the same target and line-up members, it was of interest to 

this programme of research to have to be able to compare the findings from this line-

up with an adult sample, to those of experiments 1 and 2 and to the findings of 

similar studies. In addition, as experiment 2 found that providing children with 

training on simple practice line-ups reduced choosing from the line-up, this 

experiment aims to investigate the effectiveness of providing adults with practice 

sessions. It was anticipated that the use of practice line-ups would reduce choosing 

behaviour and both the practice and wildcard procedures would reduce incorrect 

identifications of foils in target absent conditions.  

Abstract 

This experiment compared the effectiveness of a nonverbal selection option 

(wildcard) and practice line-ups in helping young adults to correctly reject target 

absent line-ups. It was predicted that both experimental procedures would reduce 

incorrect identifications in target absent conditions and that additionally, practice 

line-ups would reduce choosing from the line-up. One hundred and thirty-three 

young adults watched a film of how to make rice shakers demonstrated by an adult 

male who then became the target to be identified. Failing to support the hypotheses, 
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there was no decrease in choosing behaviour resulting from the practice sessions, 

likewise there was no decrease in incorrect identifications following use of the 

wildcard. However, the practice line-ups were associated with a significant increase 

in accuracy in the target present condition. Finally, and also supporting the 

hypotheses, response latency was associated with accuracy. The implications of these 

findings to theory are discussed. 

Introduction 

On April 15th, 1985 in Fort Lauderdale USA, eight-year-old Shandra 

Whitehead died from injuries sustained from an attack in her home by a burglar. Her 

mother who glimpsed the perpetrator leaving her home through the living room 

window and two neighbours who had seen a man outside Shandra’s home, provided 

the police with a description. This led to the arrest of Frank Lee Smith aged 37 years 

who had been in the local area. One of the neighbours identified Frank Lee Smith as 

the perpetrator from a police photo line-up and then also later identified him as the 

perpetrator at his court trial. He was found guilty of murder and rape at trial and the 

jury unanimously recommended the death penalty. His death warrant was signed in 

1989. Frank Lee Smith died from cancer on January 30th, 2000 after spending 14 

years on death row. After his death, blood tests were taken for DNA analysis and 

compared to the DNA results from a semen sample taken from the victim of the 1985 

murder. The DNA analysis excluded Frank Lee Smith as the depositor of the semen 

and instead identified the true perpetrator, Eddie Lee Mosley, a convicted rapist and 

murderer. The only evidence in the case against Frank Lee Smith was a mistaken 

eyewitness identification (Innocence Project 2017).  

The first two experiments in this programme of doctoral research 

concentrated on the identification abilities of children but as the above example 
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illustrates, adults are not immune from making incorrect identifications. Real life 

field studies have reported that adult eyewitnesses frequently make errors (Horry et 

al., 2014; Horry et al., 2012; Memon et al., 2011), sometimes leading to profound 

consequences. Mistaken eyewitness identification has been reported to be the most 

frequently occurring error in the wrongful convictions of DNA exonerated 

individuals at rates of 90 percent (Wells et al., 1998), 84 percent (Scheck & Neufeld, 

2002), 76 percent (Gross & Shaffer (2012), and 75 percent (The Innocence Project, 

2014).  

The way in which an eyewitness behaves during an identification line-up 

procedure may be partly shaped by their individual perceptions of the police. For 

example, the Crime Survey for England and Wales (Office of National Statistics, 

2014) reported that overall 78 percent of people aged 16 years and over had 

confidence in the police and 67 percent were confident in their ability to catch 

criminals. Additionally, according to the National Youth Engagement Report 

(National Police Chiefs Council, 2017), a survey of over 5000 young people aged 

ten- to 24-years reported that most children and young people see police officers as 

authority figures. Hence when a police officer asks an eyewitness of a crime to view 

a line-up, some eyewitnesses, due to their confidence in the police’s ability to catch 

criminals, may be under the impression that the line-up is likely to contain the true 

perpetrator of a crime. 

Individual differences in perceptions and confidence in police procedures 

may also shape an eyewitness’s response in an identification procedure. For example, 

the Criterion Shift explanation (Ebbesen & Flowe, 2002), as discussed in Chapter 1, 

proposed that an eyewitness will use a ‘response criterion’ in which they consider if 

the evidence is strong enough to make a decision that one of the people in the line-up 
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is the actual perpetrator. Hence if an eyewitness has the awareness that the police 

sometimes make mistakes and the true perpetrator may not be included in the line-

up, s/he is more likely to be concerned about identifying an innocent suspect and use 

a strict response criterion. However, if the eyewitness believes that the police have 

apprehended the perpetrator and that s/he will appear in the line-up, the eyewitness is 

more likely to adopt a more lenient response criterion.  

The Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984, Code D, 2017), states that the 

eyewitness must receive a warning that the perpetrator might not be included in the 

line-up. A meta-analysis of 18 research studies (Steblay, 1997) found that warning 

participants that the target they have been asked to identify may not be included in 

the line-up is effective in reducing choosing from target absent line-ups and hence 

increasing accuracy. The target absent warning has also been found to reduce 

incorrect identifications from target absent conditions with children aged 10- to 14-

years alongside adults (Keast, Brewer, & Wells, 2007). These findings indicate that 

without this warning there may be an implicit assumption by some individuals that 

the line-up will contain the target person. Additionally, although these findings also 

suggest that in general both adults and children do take notice of the target absent 

warning, there may be individual differences in either remembering the warning 

attending to it. For example, when participants have been asked if they remembered 

the target absent warning, ‘yes’ or ‘no’ responses revealed that nine percent of young 

adults and 25 percent of older adults responded negatively (Rose, Bull, & Vrij, 

2003). Another experiment found that when participants were asked to recall the 

instructions they had been given, 32 percent of younger adults and 54 percent of 

older adults did not respond verbally with the target absent warning (Rose, Bull, & 

Vrij, 2005).   
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Based on the dual-process theory of acquiescence (Knowles & Condon,1999) 

as discussed in Chapter 1, if an eyewitness believes that the police investigation has 

found the true perpetrator of the crime, some individuals may not place too much 

importance on the warning. Hence, being motivated to fulfil their civil duty, some 

individuals may acquiesce with what they consider to be the expectations of the 

police line-up and also possibly of an authority figure by selecting a person from the 

line-up. Similarly, in experimental eyewitness identification research, some 

individuals may consider the line-up administrator is knowledgeable and would not 

present a line-up to them unless it included the target person. Consequently, they 

may not attend to the target absent warning and select someone from the line-up. As 

illustrated in the above studies (Rose et al., 2003; 2005), some participants may 

either not remember the target absent warning or not place too much importance on 

it. 

Efforts to improve eyewitness identification with adults has been focussed on 

improving instructions (Charman, Carol, & Schwartz, 2018) and also a large amount 

of research has been conducted on the sequential procedure (Meisters, Diedenhofen, 

& Musch, 2018), on which current UK practice is based (Police and Criminal 

Evidence Act 1984, Code D, 2017). Wildcard procedures which provide 

eyewitnesses with a nonverbal rejection option such as the tree picture in 

experiments 1 (Dunlevy & Cherryman, 2013) or a silhouetted figure with a question 

mark (Havard & Memon, 2013; Karageorge & Zajac, 2011; Zajac & Karageorge, 

2009) have reported success with children in reducing incorrect identifications in 

target absent line-ups. The use of this procedure has produced some mixed results 

when implemented with adults. For example, the wildcard technique has been found 

to reduce incorrect identifications in target absent conditions for young adults with 

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorStored=Charman%2C+Steve+D
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorStored=Charman%2C+Steve+D
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorStored=Carol%2C+Rolando+N
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorStored=Carol%2C+Rolando+N
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorStored=Schwartz%2C+Shari+L
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/action/doSearch?ContribAuthorStored=Schwartz%2C+Shari+L
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an average age of 21-years, in high similarity line-ups (Bruer, Fitzgerald, Therrien, & 

Price, 2015). Another study found that older adults aged 60- to 84-years benefitted 

from a wildcard procedure with a reduction in incorrect identifications in target 

absent conditions without a negative effect on target present conditions. However, 

they did not find the procedure beneficial to younger adults aged 19- to 36-years 

(Havard, Laybourn, & Klecha, 2017). Other research has reported no benefit of a 

wildcard procedure for younger adults (Pica & Pozzulo, 2018; Pozzulo, Reed, 

Pettalia, & Dempsey, 2016) or for older adults (Pica & Pozzulo, 2018). Whilst it is 

acknowledged that the previous experiment did not find any effect of the wildcard 

procedure, both experiment 1 with children (Dunlevy & Cherryman, 2013) and 

previous research with adults (Bruer et al., 2015) have found a reduction in incorrect 

identifications in target absent line-ups. Hence, it is of interest to this programme of 

research to test the wildcard procedure with young adults and compare the findings 

with similar studies.  

It is also of interest to this programme of research to investigate the 

effectiveness of providing young adults with training via practice line-ups prior to 

taking part in an identification line-up containing faces. Experiment 2 found that 

using a Vygotsky (1978) style scaffolding with children in the form of practice line-

ups, resulted in significantly reduced choosing from the line-up. It is acknowledged 

that the reduced choosing did not result in a reduction in incorrect identifications, 

however, increased accuracy has been previously reported for both children 

(Goodman, Bottoms, Schwartz-Kennedy & Rudy, 1991; Parker & Myers, 2001) and 

for adults when implementing a practice procedure. For example, practice line-ups 

have been found to result in fewer incorrect identifications for both younger and 

older adults in target absent conditions (Wilcock & Bull, 2010). Hence it was 
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anticipated that the implementation of the practice procedure prior to the presentation 

of the line-up of faces will reduce incorrect identifications of a foil in the target 

absent condition compared to the standard procedure without prior training. It was 

further anticipated that in line with the Criterion Shift explanation (Ebbesen & 

Flowe, 2002) the implementation of practice line-ups for the young adults in this 

experiment will result in fewer selections from the line-up. 

For the wildcard procedure, in line with previous findings (Bruer et al., 2015; 

Dunlevy & Cherryman, 2013; Havard & Memon, 2013) it is expected that the use the 

wildcard procedure will also result in fewer incorrect identifications of a foil in the 

target absent condition.  

Additionally, in line with Charman and Wells’ (2006) theory of line-up 

identification, as discussed in Chapter 1, and the findings of the Dunlevy and 

Cherryman (2013) experiment, it is expected that correct responses will be made 

significantly faster in target present conditions compared to target absent conditions. 

It is also expected that in target present conditions, young adults that give correct 

responses will show significantly faster response times compared to young adults 

that give incorrect responses.  

The hypotheses of this experiment were: 

1) In target absent conditions, young adults that have taken part in the 

practice line-up procedure prior to the line-up of faces, will make fewer incorrect 

identifications of a foil compared to young adults in the standard procedure with no 

prior practice. 

2) In target absent conditions, young adults will make fewer incorrect 

identifications of a foil when viewing the wildcard presentation of the line-up, 

compared to young adults that have viewed the standard presentation of the line-up. 
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3) Young adults that have received training with practice line-ups will make 

fewer selections from the line-up of faces when compared to the standard procedure 

with no prior training.  

4) Young adults will make correct responses faster in target present 

conditions compared to correct responses in target absent conditions.   

5) In target present conditions, young adults that give correct responses will 

show faster response times compared to young adults that give incorrect responses. 

Method 

Design 

A three (line-up presentation: standard vs. practice vs. wildcard) by two 

(target status: target present vs. target absent) independent groups design was 

implemented for this experiment. For the dependent variable of identification 

accuracy, a correct response was the identification of the target in target present 

conditions and the choice of the tree photograph, or a verbal ‘not here’ or ‘don’t 

know’ response in target absent conditions. An incorrect response was the 

identification of a foil in any condition and the choice of the tree photograph, or a 

verbal ‘not here’ or ‘don’t know’ response in target present conditions. The second 

dependent variable was choosing behaviour. Any selection from the line-up was 

considered a choice and any verbal rejection of the line-up was considered a non-

choice. For the third dependent variable of response latency, this was the amount of 

time (in seconds) that elapsed between first viewing the line-up and the identification 

decision.  

Participants  

One hundred and thirty-three older adolescents / young adults (96 females 

and 37 males) aged between sixteen years-10 months and twenty years-5 months (M 

= 17 years, 10.92 months, SD = 8.863 months) participated in this experiment. All 
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participants were psychology students and were recruited from the University of 

Portsmouth and 6th form colleges on the Isle of Wight, UK. Students at the 

University of Portsmouth were recruited via a participant pool of volunteers and 

obtained credits for their participation. Students at 6th form colleges were recruited 

by a letter to the head of year. The study was conducted in accordance with the 

guidelines of the British Psychological Society and prior approval was obtained from 

the Department of Psychology ethics committee at the University of Portsmouth. 

Please see appendix 9 for ethical approval. 

Materials 

The stimulus event 

Groups of approximately 25 participants viewed a film presented by DVD of a fifty-

four-year old male demonstrating how to make a rice shaker. The film was the same 

as shown to the children in experiment 2. The male depicted in the film later became 

the target to be identified was unknown to the participants. For the film, the target 

first demonstrated how to make a rice shaker and then he repeated the entire process 

with pauses at each stage of the task. The stimulus event lasted just over 18 minutes 

but as participants took part in a filler task, the total timing of the exposure to the 

target from the film was nine minutes and 22 seconds as in experiments 1 and 2 with 

children. Although this exposure time is longer compared to previous similar studies, 

this has been balanced with a retention interval of one week which is longer than the 

retention intervals implemented by previous similar studies. Please see Chapter 2 for 

a more detailed explanation of ‘exposure to target’ time and retention intervals and 

please see appendix 2 for a schedule of these timings. 
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Questionnaire 

A four-part questionnaire regarding participation in craft activities was 

developed as a filler task to replace the craft activity as in experiment 2 with 

children. A pilot study was conducted with three volunteer individuals to ensure that 

the time it took to complete each part of the questionnaire was not less than the time 

it took for the children in experiment 2 to complete each stage of the craft activity. 

The timing of the questionnaire was important to ensure that the young adults did not 

have longer exposure to the target than the children in experiment 2. The 

questionnaire can be viewed in appendix 11. 

Line-ups 

A match to description method was used to construct the photographic 

simultaneous line-ups. Pilot studies and Tredoux E (1998) analysis (as recommended 

by Malpass, Tredoux & McQuiston-Surrett, 2006) was used to ascertain line-up 

fairness. All line-up member photographs were below the critical ratio of 1.96, 

indicating no bias. Please see Chapter 2 for a more detailed discussion of the pilot 

studies and line-up construction. 

The standard presentations of the line-up contained eight photographs of 

adult males (head and shoulders), each measuring 9 x 13 centimetres. The 

photographs were presented horizontally in two rows of four. The position of every 

line-up member (target and foils) was counterbalanced from position 1 to position 8 

to avoid any effects of the target or other line-up members appearing in one 

particular position of the line-up (as recommended by Turtle, Lindsay, and Wells, 

2003). In the resulting sixteen versions of the line-up, eight versions included the 

target person (target present) and eight versions did not include the target person 

(target absent). These line-ups can be viewed in appendix 3.  
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The wildcard presentation of the line-up contained nine photographs, eight 

photographs of the same line-up members as the standard presentation and one 

photograph of a tree. Each photograph measured 9 x 13 centimetres. The 

photographs of the line-up members were presented horizontally in two rows of four 

and line-up members position was counterbalanced in the same way resulting in 

sixteen versions of the line-up. Eight for the target present condition and eight for 

target absent condition. In addition, a photograph of a tree as a nonverbal rejection 

option (wildcard) was positioned to the right of all the line-up members in all sixteen 

versions. These line-ups can be viewed in appendix 3. 

Practice line-ups 

The two practice line-ups contained eight pictures of office equipment each 

measuring 9 x 13 centimetres. The pictures were presented horizontally in two rows 

of four. In one practice line-up, the target item (a chair) was present and in the other 

it was replaced by a photocopier (target absent). An individual picture of the target 

item was used to provide a stimulus. Please see chapter 2 for a detailed description of 

the practice line-ups which can be viewed in appendix 6. 

Video recorder 

All interviews were video recorded. 

Procedure  

For exposure to the target (a fifty-four-year old male), participants watched a 

film presented by DVD of a craft making activity in which the target demonstrated 

how to make and decorate a rice shaker. The film consisted of two phases. In the first 

phase the target demonstrated how to make the rice shaker from beginning to end. In 

the second phase, the target repeated the demonstration, one step at a time. At the 

end of each stage of the task, the film was paused for instructions and to allow 

participants to fill in one part of a four-part questionnaire about craft activities. The 
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timings of the four parts of the filler task represented the average time it took 

children aged 6- to 7-years to complete each step of the craft activity. Please view 

appendix 2 for these timings. The participants were warned that they may not be able 

to totally complete each part of the questionnaire but that was to be expected. This 

instruction was put in place to avoid participants continuing with the filler task 

instead of continuing to watch the film and care was taken to make sure that all 

participants were viewing the film at the appropriate time. At the end of the film, the 

research assistant spent a few minutes rapport building for the scheduled interviews 

due to take place one week later and also thanking everyone for their participation. 

During the introduction, the pauses in the demonstration, and the rapport building 

phase at the end, the research assistant stood immediately next to the film still of the 

target person and was visible to the participants. The complete session lasted 

approximately just over 18 minutes.  

One week later, individual interviews were conducted to obtain identification 

decisions. The interviews began with the researcher spending a few minutes 

interacting with the participant and as with the child participants in the previous 

experiment, they were told that everyone would be viewing different line-ups and 

warned that the person they were being asked to identify may not be present. 

Participants were also informed that it was imperative that they received the same 

instructions that had been given to children in the study. Keeping the instructions 

consistent was an important control, but it was also very important that the 

participants did not feel the interviewer was being patronising. All participants 

received a target absent warning including the practice line-ups.  

For the standard/control condition, 22 participants were allocated to target 

present line-ups and 22 participants were allocated to target absent line-ups. For the 
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wildcard condition, 23 participants were allocated to target present line-ups and 22 

participants were allocated to target absent line-ups. For the practice condition, 22 

participants were allocated to target present line-ups and 22 participants were 

allocated to target absent line-ups. 

In the standard procedure (control), each participant viewed one of sixteen 

versions of the line-up, either target present or target absent which were 

counterbalanced across participants. To avoid position effects, the presentation of the 

line-ups was counterbalanced across participants for the position that the target and 

foils appeared in the line-up. The wildcard procedure was conducted in the same way 

as the standard procedure with all sixteen versions of the line-up being 

counterbalanced for both the position that the line-up members appeared in and for 

target presence. 

For the practice procedure, each participant took part in a practice session 

prior to taking part in the standard line-up procedure. Participants were shown a 

picture of the stimulus (an office chair) for approximately five seconds. Participants 

then viewed two practice line-ups (one target present and one target absent) and 

asked after each viewing, if they could identify the picture they had just seen. The 

practice line-ups were counterbalanced across participants to avoid recency effects, 

with half of the participants viewing the practice target present line-up first and the 

other half viewing the practice target absent line-up first. All young adults that 

participated in the experiment responded correctly on every practice line-up.  

For all presentations of the line-ups (both people and office equipment), when 

the participant was ready to begin, a white laminated sheet that had been covering the 

line-up was removed and the participant then viewed one version of the line-up. 

Young adult participants were given very much the same instructions as the children 
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in experiment 2. In the standard procedure, participants were told that if they could 

see a picture of the target, they should point to his picture, or to respond with a verbal 

‘not here’ if they could not see him or give a verbal ‘don’t know’ if they did not 

know. In the wildcard procedure, participants were given the same instructions and 

response options as in the standard procedure but additionally given the option of 

pointing to the wildcard if they considered the target may be standing behind the tree.  

Verbatim instructions 

Control condition 

Last week you saw a video of a man called Gerry making a rice shaker. I am going to 

show you some pictures. There might be a picture of the man in the rice shaker video 

or there might not be. I want you to think very hard about what the man in the video 

looked like. Then I want you to help me by looking at each of the pictures very 

carefully to see if his picture is here.  

The participants were asked if they would like to have a look at the pictures or if they 

would prefer not to.  

Now (paticipant’s name), in a moment I will show you some pictures of people. I 

want you to look at the pictures very carefully to see if you can see a picture of the 

man in the rice shaker video but remember, his picture might not be here. If you can 

see his picture will you please show me by pointing to it? If you cannot see his 

picture, please tell me that it is not here.  If you don’t know if his picture is here then 

that’s fine, just tell me that you don’t know. 

The participants if still happy to take part were shown the line-up. 

Wildcard condition 

Last week you saw a video of a man called Gerry making a rice shaker. I am going to 

show you some pictures. There might be a picture of the man in the rice shaker video 
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or there might not be. I want you to think very hard about what the man in the video 

looked like. Then I want you to help me by looking at each of the pictures very 

carefully to see if his picture is here.  

The participants were asked if they would like to have a look at the pictures or if they 

would prefer not to.  

Now (participants’s name), in a moment I will show you some pictures of people and 

a picture of a tree. I want you to look at the pictures very carefully to see if you can 

see a picture of the man in the rice shaker video but remember, his picture might not 

be here. If you can see his picture will you please show me by pointing to it? If you 

cannot see his picture, please tell me that it is not here.  If you don’t know if his 

picture is here then that’s fine, just tell me that you don’t know. Or if you think that 

the man in the rice shaker video may be standing behind the tree will you please 

point to the tree picture.  

The participants if still happy to take part were shown the line-up. 

Practice Condition 

I am going to show you a picture and I would like you to look at it very carefully. 

Target picture was shown for five seconds and then placed face down. 

Now (participant’s name), in a moment I will show you some more pictures. There 

may be a picture the same as I have just shown you but there may not be. I want you 

to look at the pictures very carefully to see if the picture is here picture but 

remember it might not be here. If you can see the picture will you please show me by 

pointing to it? If you cannot see the picture, please tell me that it is not here. If you 

don’t know if the picture is here then that’s fine, just tell me that you don’t know.  

If the participant was happy to take part, they were shown one version of the practice 

line-up (either target present or target absent) and given time to respond. 
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Now (participant’s name), I am going to show you some more pictures. There may be 

a picture the same as the first picture I showed you but there may not be. I want you 

to look at the pictures very carefully to see if the picture is here picture but 

remember it might not be here. If you can see the picture will you please show me by 

pointing to it? If you cannot see the picture, please tell me that it is not here. If you 

don’t know if the picture is here then that’s fine, just tell me that you don’t know.  

The participants were shown one version of the practice line-up (either target present 

or target absent counterbalanced with their first viewing) and given time to respond. 

At the conclusion of the interview, participants were thanked and debriefed at the 

end of the interview. For response latency, video recorded interviews were analysed 

with video-editing equipment to establish the time lapse between presentation of a 

line-up and a response being made. A Pearson correlation test was performed to 

investigate inter-rater reliability for recorded response times. A significant 

relationship was found between the response times recorded by the researcher and 

the response times recorded by an independent rater, r (35) = 1.00; p<0.001. 

As in experiments 1 and 2, due to the potential for line-up administrator bias, 

Cohen's κ was run to determine if there was an association between the line-up 

administrator’s knowledge of the correct identification responses and the 

independent rater’s perception of what the correct responses should be, based on the 

behaviour of the administrator. Inter-rater reliability for the identification line-ups 

was assessed by the independent rater viewing film of the line-up administrator 

giving each participant line-up instructions and the decision-making stage prior to the 

participant making an identification decision. There was poor agreement between 

correct responses known by the line-up administrator and the perceived correct 

responses of the independent rater, κ = -.624.  
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Results 

Due to the occurrence of low expected cell frequencies the use of loglinear 

analysis was rejected in favour of Pearson independent samples chi-square tests as 

recommended by Kinnear and Gray (2009). The main findings for identification 

decisions are summarised in table 5.1. 

Table 5.1. Correct Responses as a Function of the Line-up Procedure Type 

(Standard vs. Practice vs. Wildcard) and the Target Status (Present vs. Absent). 

__________________________________________________________________ 

        Standard procedure             Practice procedure           Wildcard procedure  

                 (N = 44)                               (N = 44)                             (N = 45) 

                                  Correct        Incorrect          Correct        Incorrect        Correct       Incorrect  

_______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Target present     14 (64%)        8(36%)        20 (91%)         2(9%)        18 (78%)        5(22%)  

  (N = 67) 

 

Target absent           12 (55%)       10(45%)          12 (55%)         10(45%)     16 (73%)        6(27%)  

(N = 66) 

 

Total (N=133)          26 (59%)       18(41%)          32 (73%)   12(27%)      34(76%)       11(24%) 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

         

Table 5.1 reveals that for target present conditions, the fewest incorrect 

decisions were made in the practice procedure (9%) and the greatest proportion of 

incorrect decisions were made in the standard procedure (36%). For target absent 

conditions the fewest incorrect decisions were made in the wildcard procedure (27%) 

with both the standard and practice procedures yielding the highest proportion of 

incorrect decisions (45%). 

Failing to support Hypotheses 1 and 2, for target absent conditions, Chi 

square analyses revealed no significant association between presentation type and the 

incorrect identification of a foil, 2(2, N = 66) = 2.031, p = .362 ns.  

In target present conditions, a significant association was found between two 

procedure types and correct identifications 2(1, N = 44) = 4.659, p = .031;  = - 
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.325, p < .05. Young adults in the practice procedure made more correct 

identifications (N = 20, 91%) compared to the standard procedure (N = 14, 64%). 

Target presence was found to be significantly associated with accuracy, 2(1, 

N = 133) = 4.509, p = .034;  = .184, p < .05. Young adults that took part in target 

present conditions showed higher accuracy (N = 52, 78%) compared to target absent 

conditions (N = 40, 61 %).   

For the investigation of choosing behaviour, only the standard and practise 

procedures have been examined. The wildcard procedure has been excluded from the 

analysis as the rationale for this procedure is to encourage choosing from the line-up 

with a nonverbal rejection option. The findings for choosing behaviour are 

summarised in table 5.2.  

Failing to support Hypothesis 3, Chi square analyses found no significant 

association between procedure type and choosing behaviour 2(1, N = 88) = .051, p = 

.821 ns. Frequencies of choosing from the line-up was similar in the practice 

procedure (N = 30, 68%) compared to the standard procedure (N = 29, 66%).  

A one-way between subjects ANOVA was conducted to compare the 

response times for correct responses in target present and target absent conditions. 

Supporting Hypothesis 4, correct responses were made significantly faster in target 

present conditions (N = 49, M = 12.282, SD = 2.878), compared to target absent 

conditions (N = 39, M = 19.431, SD = 3.548), F1,87 = 108.941, p = .001; p
 = .559, a 

large effect size. 

Supporting Hypothesis 5 for response times in target present conditions, a 

one-way between subjects ANOVA revealed a significant difference in response 

times between correct and incorrect responses, F1,63  = 26.982, p = .001, p
 = .303, a 
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large effect size. Correct responses were made faster (N = 49, M = 12.282, SD = 

2.878) compared to incorrect responses (N = 15, M = 17.812, SD = 5.407). 

Table 5.2. Eyewitness line-up behaviour as a function of line-up procedure and 

choice. (Standard vs. Practice) and choice (Chooser vs. Non-Chooser). 

___________________________________________________________________ 

                  Standard procedure                                      Practice procedure              

                             (N = 44)                                                      (N = 44)                                        

                                          Choosers       Non-choosers                         Choosers       Non-choosers  

_________________________________________________________________________________                        

 

Target present              19 (86%)               3 (14%)                          20 (91%)               2 (9%)               

    (N = 44) 

 

 

Target absent                    10 (45%)              12 (55%)                          10 (45%)               12 (55%)              

   (N = 44) 

 

Total (N=88)              29 (66%)              15 (34%)                                    30 (68%)               14 

__________________________________________________________________________________            

 

Discussion 

This experiment found that training young adults via practice line-ups to 

reject line-ups prior to them taking part in an identification line-up containing faces, 

failed to improve their accuracy in target absent conditions. This is inconsistent with 

the Criterion Shift explanation (Ebbesen & Flowe, 2002) and the findings of a 

previous study with adults (Wilcock & Bull, 2010) but does align with the findings 

of an earlier study with adults (Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1997). Despite training, which 

was anticipated to clearly demonstrate to the young adults that the target person may 

not be included in the line-up, in the target absent condition, almost half of the 

participants incorrectly identified a foil. However, in target present conditions, 

practice was significantly associated with accuracy, with more correct identifications 

in the practice procedure compared to the standard procedure. The only two incorrect 

responses in the practice target present condition were line-up rejections. As there 
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were no incorrect identifications made, it would be encouraging to believe that 

training had prompted caution or created a criterion shift resulting in more careful 

inspection of the line-up members. However, as almost half of the participants 

incorrectly identified a foil in the target absent condition, this is unlikely to be the 

case and the significant finding for the target present condition should be viewed 

with caution. 

The use of these practice line-ups (that aimed to encourage participants to 

make fewer choices in target absent conditions in general, and in target present 

conditions if s/he was unsure), failed to lead to fewer selections being made from the 

line-up. This finding is not in line with the previous experiment with children. It is 

unlikely that the young adults were using a stricter decision criterion compared to the 

children in experiment 2 as they showed similar poor performance in target absent 

conditions. The higher accuracy of young adults in target present conditions may be 

due to having a stronger memory for the target, hence compared to the children, they 

may have been able to recognise him better. However, when the target did not appear 

in the line-up, the young adults appear to have been just as vulnerable to making an 

incorrect identification as were the children. During the debriefing after the 

interviews, some participants mentioned that, despite a warning, they had expected 

the target person to appear in the line-up.    

Providing young adults with a wildcard to reject the line-up did not reduce 

incorrect identifications of a foil in target absent conditions. This finding is in line 

with the majority of previous research (Havard et al., 2017; Pica & Pozzulo, 2018; 

Pozzulo et al., 2016) but not consistent with the Bruer et al. (2015) experiment. 

There was however a trend for higher accuracy with the wildcard manipulation in the 

target absent condition compared to either the standard or practice procedures and 
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this was without a significant cost to correct identifications in the target present 

condition. Although no adult participants used the wildcard to reject the line-up, 

some participants commented after their interviews that this wildcard (the tree 

picture) had acted as a warning or as some eloquently reported, a “red flag” that the 

identification task may not be what they expected it to be. It is therefore possible that 

the wildcard option had, at least for some participants, prompted caution or created a 

criterion shift resulting in a more careful inspection of the line-up members.  

The findings for response latency are consistent with the findings of the 

Dunlevy and Cherryman (2013) experiment and are in line with the Charman and 

Wells (2006) theory of line-up identification. In target present conditions, correct 

responses were made significantly faster than incorrect responses. This indicates that 

correct identifications have been driven by fast absolute judgements based on 

recognition. Whereas for incorrect responses, these participants did not have a good 

memory for the target (as evidenced by selecting foils from the line-up despite the 

target being present) and were unable to base their decision on recognition. Hence 

prior to making an incorrect identification, they are more likely to have used a 

relative judgement with the time-consuming strategy of comparing the line-up 

members before making a decision. Similarly, the young adults made correct 

responses faster in target present line-ups compared to correct responses in target 

absent line-ups. A correct response in a target present line-up as previously noted is 

likely to involve fast absolute judgements based on recognition. Whereas for a 

correct response in a target absent line-up, again in line with the Charman and Wells 

(2006) theory, an individual may need to use a relative judgement strategy taking the 

time to compare the line-up members before deciding the target is not present and 

rejecting the line-up. This longer response latency for incorrect responses in the 
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target present conditions and correct responses in target absent conditions indicates 

that the young adults had an initial expectation that the target was included in the 

line-up. 

Comparison between experiments 2 and 3  

In the present experiment, during the stimulus event, the young adults took 

part in a filler task instead of making rice shakers as the children had. This difference 

in methodology was used to control for the frequency and duration of exposure to the 

target person. Additionally, the practise line-ups for young adults (office equipment) 

were different to those used for the children (toys) to make them more age 

appropriate. Hence, the comparison between the two studies is approximate rather 

than precise.  

Although the young adults in this experiment showed higher overall accuracy 

(69 percent) compared to the children in experiment 2 (52 percent), this was due to 

their higher rate of correct identifications. In target present conditions, young adults 

correctly identified the target more frequently (78 percent) compared to the children 

(45 percent). However, for target absent conditions there was little difference in 

accuracy between the young adults (61 percent) and the children (59 percent). Young 

adults made their decisions faster overall compared to the children and their faster 

responses in target present conditions were more likely to result in correct 

identifications. This may be due to the young adults having a stronger memory trace 

for the target compared to the children but their motivation to attend to the target 

person during the exposure phase may also have been stronger. The young adults 

were all psychology students and were aware that they were taking part in an 

experiment. Although they were unaware that the experiment concerned eyewitness 

identification, it is probable that when shown the film featuring the target person, 

many of them attended carefully and tried to remember details of the viewing. 
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Whereas the children in experiment 2 did appear to attend to the film without 

becoming distracted but they may not have had such a strong motivation to 

remember the details of the presenter. 

For choosing behaviour (in which the analyses were restricted to the standard 

and practice procedures), the young adults made more overall selections from the 

line-up (67 percent) compared to the children (49 percent). For target present 

conditions, young adults made more selections from the line-up (89 percent) 

compared to children (58 percent) but this appears to have resulted in more correct 

identifications for the young adults for both the standard and practice procedures. In 

target absent conditions, young adults also chose slightly more from the line-up (45 

percent) compared to the children (40 percent) although their accuracy was similar.  

Despite the sample size in this experiment being smaller than desired, 

perhaps the largest limitation was the saliency of the stimulus event. In the present 

experiment, young adults were exposed to the target person by a film instead of a 

live event as in experiment 1 with children (Dunlevy & Cherryman, 2013). This 

change in methodology was implemented in an attempt to have greater control over 

variables. However, this change in methodology may have resulted in a reduction in 

saliency compared to experiment 1, consequently leading to a weaker memory trace 

for the target person and hence lower accuracy. In experiment 1, when the target was 

included in the line-up, the children aged 6- to 7-years correctly identified the target 

at a higher rate (84 percent) compared to the present study (78 percent). This finding 

is not in line with previous research that has reported findings of higher accuracy for 

adults compared to children in target present conditions (Fitzgerald & Price, 2015). 

Apart from the method of exposure being changed from live to film in this 

experiment compared to experiment 1, all other variables (target, exposure duration, 
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time interval between the event and testing phase, and line-ups) were the same. 

Hence, it is reasonable to conclude that the method of exposure may well have had a 

negative impact on the present experiment.  

Another limitation of this experiment is that as it was not forensic in nature 

and hence the participants response to the exposure phase in terms of memory, may 

be quite different to the response of real life witnesses to crime. Witnesses to a real 

crime may be subject to anxiety, arousal, stress and fear which have been reported to 

have a negative impact on eyewitness accuracy (Deffenbacher, Bornstein, Penrod, & 

McGorty, 2004; MacLin, MacLin, & Malpass, 2001; Valentine & Mesout, 2009). 

Conclusions 

Although training with practice line-ups prior to administering a line-up 

containing people was significantly associated with higher accuracy in the target 

present condition, the lack of a similar finding in the target absent conditions calls 

into question the usefulness of practice line-ups for young adults. Additionally, 

practice line-ups did not result in reduced choosing behaviour as in the previous 

experiment with children. The predictions that both the practice line-ups and the 

wildcard would reduce incorrect identifications of a foil in target absent conditions 

were also not supported although there was a trend for higher accuracy with the 

wildcard manipulation. The positive relationship between response time and 

accuracy was apparent in these young adults which may indicate that correctly 

identifying the target and correctly rejecting a line-up are driven by different 

strategies. Experiment 1 with children (Dunlevy & Cherryman, 2013) revealed a 

relationship between the two, but this was not replicated with the children in 

experiment 2. Thus, although these are mixed findings, there may be value in 

examining this further, especially with adults. The young adults in this experiment 
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performed at a higher level of accuracy compared to the children in experiment 2 for 

target present conditions but for target absent conditions their performance was 

equally as poor.  
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Chapter 6, Experiment 4 

Rationale for this experiment 

The previous research reported in this thesis has used experimental designs to 

examine eyewitness identification performance with the aim of understanding and 

enhancing children’s identification performance when identifying a once seen 

person. Children, more than adults, tend to choose from a line-up regardless of 

whether or not the target is present and are more likely to make a mistaken 

identification (Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1998; Roebers & 

Schneider, 2001). The first experiment found, in line with previous research (Bruer, 

Fitzgerald, Therrien, & Price, 2015; Havard & Memon, 2013; Karageorge & Zajac, 

2011), that the use of a nonverbal rejection option (wildcard) to enable an active 

choice to be used to reject a line-up (in this case, a picture of a tree) is associated 

with a reduction in incorrect identifications in target absent conditions.  In the 

following experiment (presented in Chapter 4) there was a reduction in children’s 

choosing behaviour following taking part in practice line-ups to demonstrate 

adequately that the target is not always present, although this was not associated with 

accuracy. The third experiment (presented in Chapter 5), aimed to gauge choosing 

behaviour in young adults in order to provide a comparison with the child study to 

ensure that the line-up used in this programme of research is in line with findings 

from other similar research, especially concerning the wildcard.  

The simultaneous line-up used in these three studies are part of a frequently 

used experimental procedure in examining variables that may have an effect on the 

accuracy of identifications. These experimental procedures, however, are quite 

different from current police procedures in England and Wales for eyewitness 

identification line-ups. Despite the reported dangers of errors following opportunities 
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to compare and therefore make relative judgements from multiple viewing of a line-

up (Horry, Memon, Wright & Milne, 2012; Memon, Havard, Clifford, Gabbert, & 

Watts, 2011; Steblay, Dietrich, Ryan, Raczynski, & James, 2011), the official line-up 

procedures involve exactly that. A mandatory twice repeated viewing of the (usually) 

filmed line-up, is followed by the eyewitnesses having the opportunity to have 

limitless additional viewings of the whole, or part of, the line-up, including 

individual faces (The Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984, Code D, 2017). 

Although real life jurors are likely to be given information about whether the 

child identified the police suspect or not, it may be that they receive no explanation 

as to how many times the child viewed the line-up before making a decision. This is 

concerning in view of findings that repeated viewings of a line-up are associated with 

increased error (Horry et al., 2012; Memon et al., 2011; Steblay et al., 2011). This 

study aims to investigate juror eligible participants’ sensitivity to how an 

identification decision is made in an attempt to provide information for potential 

expert witnesses employed to inform juries regarding the nature of the child’s 

response. The more times the child views either the police line-up or individual 

faces, the more opportunity the child has to make a relative judgement which may be 

the closest match to their memory of the perpetrator but may be less reliable than 

when an absolute identification decision is made.  

This questionnaire study therefore aims to determine whether mock jurors 

would be sensitive to possible errors in identification decisions according to the 

number of additional viewings a witness chooses to have over and above the 

mandatory two viewings. Further, given children’s tendency to choose from a line-up 

and higher rate of mistaken identifications compared to adults, we aim to examine 

whether potential jurors are conscious of this danger by also manipulating age of the 
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witness. Given that it is the jury that will decide the guilt or innocence of a suspect 

after a positive identification, the question as to whether members of a jury are 

sensitive to the limitations of child eyewitness reliability and to the issue of repeated 

line-up viewings is an important one.   

Abstract 

This experiment aimed to examine mock jurors’ perceptions of eyewitness 

credibility, confidence and guilt of the defendant following a positive eyewitness 

identification by a witness. There was a specially developed case vignette of a 

violent crime perpetrated by an adult male, witnessed by a single female bystander 

witness in good viewing conditions. The vignette was manipulated for age of witness 

(7- years or 29-years) and witness choices for additional viewings of the line up or 

line-up members. All three levels of the line-up viewing choices, in line with current 

legal procedures in England and Wales (PACE 1984 Code D, Annex A, 2017) 

included the mandatory twice through followed by, 1) no additional viewings, 2) an 

additional complete viewing of the line-up, and 3) an additional viewing of two line-

up members. Participants were 218 people that were of a similar age to those eligible 

for jury service (i.e. between the ages 18 and 75-years). Each completed one of six 

randomly assigned conditions of the questionnaire, that included the vignette, via the 

online survey platform, Qualtrics. Ratings of credibility and confidence for the 

witness account and for the credibility of eyewitness identification, and also ratings 

of perceived guilt of the defendant were examined. As expected, supporting the two 

tailed hypothesis, there was a significant difference in ratings of credibility of the 

witness account, with the child being perceived as being more credible and confident 

than the adult witness. However, there was no difference for age of witness in ratings 

of credibility of eyewitness identification decision or for ratings of guilt. There was, 
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as hypothesised, a difference in eyewitness identification credibility ratings 

according to identification line-up choice, with the ratings for credibility being 

higher for the no additional viewing compared with the additional viewing of two 

individual faces. Failing to support the hypothesis, and despite the differences in 

credibility ratings, there were no differences in ratings of guilt according to 

eyewitness age or identification viewing choices, nor was there a difference in 

perceived confidence of the eyewitness in making an accurate identification. The 

possible implications of these findings concerning mock juror perceptions of 

children’, compared with adults’, eyewitness identifications are discussed. 

Introduction 

Juries frequently place great weight on eyewitness testimony during 

deliberations and in conviction decisions (Thompson, 2008; Vallas, 2011; Wells & 

Loftus, 2013), often leading to catastrophic consequences for the innocent police 

suspect. The awareness of miscarriages of justice resulting from misidentifications 

(Gross & Shaffer, 2012; Scheck & Neufeld, 2002; Wells et al., 1998) has resulted in 

a focus on attempts to understand better how mistaken identifications are made, how 

identification procedures can be improved to reduce error and also importantly, how 

jurors perceive and understand eyewitness identification evidence when presented at 

trial. This experiment will examine mock juror’s perceptions of either a child or an 

adult after having made a positive identification according to line-up choice (in line 

with PACE 1984, Code D). In practice, ADVOKATE (based on R v Turnbull’s 

guidelines, 1977) provides a series of questions to be explored by the police within 

the witness interview to assess the viewing conditions of a perpetrator. This system is 

designed to assess competency and reliability of eyewitness identification decisions. 

This guidance (known as the Turnbull Rules) is then used to form a warning by the 
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judge at trial in England and Wales as to individual witness reliability (Bromby, 

MacMillan, & McKellar, 2007). This experiment will use ‘ADVOKATE’ when 

designing the case vignette in a questionnaire to ensure that conditions presented will 

reflect generally favourable viewing conditions. 

As children have increasingly become active participants in the criminal 

justice system their reliability in comparison to adults for eyewitness identification 

has also been subject to much investigation (Memon et al., 2011; Memon, Vrij, & 

Bull, 2003; Pike, Brace, & Kynan, 2002). In the UK, the frequency of children taking 

part in police identification procedures has been reported at 12 percent (Pike et al., 

2002) and 27 percent (Memon et al., 2011). Additionally, children compared to 

adults may be more likely to make mistaken identifications (Memon et al., 2011; 

Pike et al., 2002). Indeed, children are far more likely than adults to select someone 

from the line-up and far less likely to reject the line-up as not containing the 

perpetrator (Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1998; Roebers & 

Schneider, 2001). Thus, in experimental studies, children generally perform well 

when the perpetrator is present in the line-up, but rather poorly when the perpetrator 

is absent. This is precisely the type of identification error that could lead to an 

innocent police suspect being charged with a crime and their subsequent subjection 

to a court trial. 

Simulated trials that have included an experimental eyewitness identification 

procedure, have reported that, in comparison to adults, mock jurors perceived child 

witnesses as less credible (Newcombe & Bransgrove, 2007; Pozzulo, Lemieux, 

Wells, & McCuaig, 2006) and as having less integrity (Bruer & Pozzulo, 2014). 

Conversely other research has reported no differences in mock juror perceptions 

between adult and child witnesses (Holcomb & Jacquin, 2007; Sheahan, Pozzulo, 
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Reed, & Pica, 2018). As witnesses providing an account in general, on the one hand, 

children have been perceived as less credible than adult witnesses (Goodman, 

Golding, Helgeson, Haith, & Michelli, 1987; Newcombe & Bransgrove, 2007) and 

younger children as less credible than older children (Newcombe & Bransgrove, 

2007). On the other hand, in contrast to these findings, other studies have found that 

in general, children were perceived as more credible than adults (Ross, Dunning, 

Toglia, & Ceci, 1990) and just as credible as adults in the case of being a victim of a 

crime (Pozzulo & Dempsey, 2009). Neal, et al., (2012) found more mock juror guilty 

verdicts when the witness was a child rather than an adult but also noted that less 

knowledgeable mock jurors appeared to underestimate the limitations of child 

eyewitness reliability.  

Eyewitness evidence appears to be among the less reliable forms of evidence, 

but judges and juries are not well informed about this (Cutler & Penrod, 1995; Jones 

& Penrod, 2018; Reinhart, 2011). Mock jurors have been reported to overestimate 

the accuracy of eyewitness identifications (Beaudry et al., 2015; Lindsay, Wells, & 

Rumpel, 1981; Wells, Lindsay, & Ferguson, 1979) and are highly influenced by the 

confidence of the witness (Beaudry et al., 2015; Pica, Sheahan, Pozzulo, Vallano & 

Pettalia, 2018). Witness confidence has been reported to inflate mock juror 

judgements of the witness, regardless of whether the witness’s testimony was 

consistent or inconsistent (Brewer & Burke, 2002) and regardless of evidence 

suggesting that the witness was inaccurate (Lindsay, Wells, & O’Connor, 1989). 

Interestingly, judges have perceived children as more honest than adult witnesses 

(Bala, Ramakrishnan, Lindsay, & Lee, 2005).  

Based on previous findings for mock jurors’ perceptions of eyewitness 

identification (Bruer & Pozzulo, 2014; Newcombe & Bransgrove, 2007; Pozzulo, 
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Lemieux, Wells, & McCuaig, 2006) it was expected that the child witness will be 

perceived as less credible compared to the adult witness and also the child witness 

will be perceived as less confident than the adult witness.  

Given the conflicting findings for mock jurors’ perceptions of eyewitness 

accounts of the crime event (Goodman, Golding, Helgeson, Haith, & Michelli, 1987; 

Newcombe & Bransgrove, 2007; Ross, Dunning, Toglia, & Ceci, 1990), we could 

not predict a direction, but it was expected that there would be a difference between 

ratings of credibility for the child witness compared with the adult witness. Further it 

was expected that higher credibility ratings would be associated with higher 

confidence. Although it was not possible to predict a direction, it was expected that 

differences in perceived credibility ratings due to the age of the witness may result in 

a difference in ratings of guilt of the suspected perpetrator.  

A further factor manipulated in this study is the line-up presentation choice of 

the witness.  In the England and Wales, in line with PACE 1984 (and the 

accompanying Codes of Practice; Code D, 2017) eyewitnesses take part in a 

sequential video line-up which must be viewed a minimum of twice prior to the 

witness making an identification decision. After these two presentations the 

eyewitness can request additional viewings of the complete line-up and can also view 

individual faces from the line-up as many times as they wish. This repetition of the 

line-up and of individuals within the line-up fails to account for the robust evidence 

from both laboratory and field studies that repeated viewings are associated with an 

increase of incorrect identifications of a foil. For example, experimental findings 

suggest that if a line-up is shown twice compared to once only, more selections are 

made from the line-up and more errors are made (Steblay et al., 2011). Real life field 

studies (in line with PACE 1984) have also found that requests for additional 
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viewings of the line-up or requests to view part of the line-up again (after the first 

two compulsory viewings) have resulted in fewer suspect identifications and an 

increase in foil identifications (Memon et al., 2011). Horry et al. (2012) reported that 

witnesses who requested at least one additional viewing of the line-up were almost 

two and a half times more likely to incorrectly identify a foil compared to those who 

did not.  

There appears to be a dearth of published findings examining mock jurors’ 

understanding of eyewitness performance in line-ups with repeated viewings. 

Increased error with repeated viewings may be due to an increase in relative 

judgements by witnesses. Relative judgements occur when witnesses compare the 

line-up members and choose the line-up member that looks most similar to their 

memory of the target person, rather than making an absolute judgement as to whether 

or not the target person is included in the line-up (Charman & Wells, 2006). Hence 

repeated viewings of the line-up may encourage inappropriate choosing due to 

increased opportunities to compare line-up members.  

As mentioned above, current line-up procedures allow an eyewitness to 

request repeated viewings of the line-up (after the compulsory twice through) and 

repeated viewings have been found to increase error in identifications (Horry et al., 

2012; Memon et al., 2011), this study aimed to investigate mock juror sensitivity to 

this issue. As an eyewitness is given options to either view the complete line-up 

again or view individual faces, both additional line-up viewing choices were 

included in the study vignette together with the line-up viewing choice of the 

compulsory twice through only. It was expected that identification credibility ratings 

will be higher when the witness viewed the line-up for the standard two viewings 
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only compared to when the witness requested to view additional line-ups or 

additional faces after the standard two viewings. 

Although there appears to be no real relationship between children’s 

confidence and their accuracy (Keast, Brewer, & Wells, 2007; Leippe, Eisenstadt, & 

Rauch, 2009; Brewer & Palmer, 2010), confidence may be persuasive in a courtroom 

(Brewer & Burke (2002). Since confident children are generally perceived as more 

credible than non-confident children (Ruva & Bryant, 2004) this may be generalised 

to a mock juror population. Hence when the witness (in addition to the compulsory 

two viewings) has either chosen to view the line-up an additional time or compare 

two individuals from the line-up, they may be perceived as lacking confidence in 

their decision. It was therefore expected that mock jurors will rate the witness as 

being more confident when she makes a decision after only the compulsory two 

viewings of the line-up.  

In general children compared to adults are more impulsive with their decision 

making. This is due to children’s less mature response inhibition. Response 

inhibition is the cognitive process inhibits an individual’s response to stimuli until 

s/he can be certain of the most appropriate response under the circumstances (Brocki 

& Bohlin, 2004; McAuley & White, 2011; Williams, Ponesse, Schachar, Logan, & 

Tannock, 1999). It is expected that the mock jurors will be aware that children are 

more impulsive than adults and it is possible that the additional viewing of individual 

faces may be perceived differently for the child witness compared with the adult 

witness. It is considered possible that a requested additional viewing of particular 

individuals by an adult witness will be viewed by the mock jurors as the witness 

simply wanting to be certain. For the child witness however, it is considered possible 

that the mock jurors will perceive the witness as being uncertain. It is expected the 
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request for an additional viewing to compare particular individuals will raise mock 

juror’s doubt more for the child witness than the adult witness. Therefore, it was 

expected that there will be an interaction effect with guilty ratings when the child, 

but not the adult, compared additional individuals from the line-up. 

Finally, due to the media attention concerning miscarriages of justice due to 

mistaken eyewitness identifications, it is possible that witness identification 

credibility may be viewed rather differently from witness account credibility. 

Research by Beaudry et al. (2015) conducted an experiment in which mock jurors 

observed either a videotape of an adult witness making an identification from a line-

up or an adult witness giving testimony. The authors reported that mock jurors were 

five times more likely to believe the witness made an accurate identification decision 

when they viewed the eyewitness giving testimony compared to when they viewed 

the witness making an identification from a line-up. Therefore, to draw a very clear 

distinction between the two aspects of witness testimony, questions to the mock 

jurors will be directly related to either the witness identification or the witness 

account of the crime event. It was expected that credibility ratings will be higher for 

witness account compared to witness identification of the police suspect.  

The hypotheses of this experiment were: 

1) For eyewitness identification, the child witness will be perceived as less 

credible compared to the adult witness.  

2) For eyewitness identification, the adult witness will be perceived as more 

confident compared to the child witness.  

3) For providing an account of the crime event, there will be a difference in 

credibility ratings between the child witness and the adult witness. 
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4) For witness account of the crime event, there will be a difference in 

perceived confidence ratings between the child witness and the adult witness. 

5) Higher ratings of credibility according to age will result in higher ratings 

of guilt of the suspected perpetrator. 

6) Ratings for eyewitness identification credibility will be higher when the 

witness viewed the line-up for the standard two viewings only compared to when the 

witness requested to view additional line-ups or additional faces after the standard 

two viewings. 

7) The witness will be perceived as more confident when making an 

identification decision after the standard two viewings only compared to when the 

witness requested to view additional line-ups or additional faces after the standard 

two viewings. 

8) Child witnesses that request additional viewings from the line-up 

compared to the compulsory twice through only will result in more guilty ratings 

from the mock jurors. 

9) Credibility ratings will be higher for the witness account of the crime event 

compared to witness identification of the police suspect. 

Method 

Design 

A 2 (eyewitness age; 7-year-old vs. 29-year-old) X 3 (line-up viewing 

choices; compulsory two complete viewings vs. three complete viewings vs. 

compulsory two complete viewings plus one extra viewing of two individuals) 

design examined the effects of eyewitness age and identification performance on 

mock jurors’ judgements of witness credibility.  
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The dependent variables included three measures for a verdict of guilt or 

innocence (dichotomous, continuous, and verdict confidence). Additional dependent 

variables were ratings of witness account credibility, witness identification 

credibility, perceived confidence of the witness and mock jurors’ beliefs about the 

factors that influence the correct identification of a police suspect in both the present 

crime scenario and in general. 

Participants                                                                                                                                                              

Participants were 218 adults from a general population (137 females and 81 

males) aged between 18-years and 75-years, in line with eligibility for UK jury 

service (M = 49.63 years; SD = 14.68 years). The participants were recruited by 

Qualtrics (the survey platform that we employed to collect the data) according to our 

inclusion criteria, our added request for participants from different age bands to be 

included in the study, and that our own invitation to participate be also included in 

this recruitment process. All were paid a small fee of under £4.00 (determined by 

Qualtrics’ payment schedule that is based on the length of the questionnaire and the 

time taken (i.e. 25 minutes to complete the questionnaire). Participants took part in 

the study online, through the Qualtrics survey platform.  

This study was approved by the Science Faculty Ethics Committee of the 

University of Portsmouth. In line with this approval, documents to inform 

participants of the nature of the study (i.e. Invitation to Participate, Participant 

Information Sheet, Informed Consent Form) were developed and presented to 

provide potential participants to have sufficient information to be make an informed 

decision about whether or not to participate in this study. Please see appendix 10 for 

ethical approval. 
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Materials 

Vignette 

 A single vignette was designed to provide an eyewitness account of the 

crime events, a description of the perpetrator and his clothing, a report of a 

subsequent arrest, and a report of the eyewitness’s performance on the police 

identification line-up procedure. The vignette described a single serious violent crime 

of robbery and was designed to be serious but not fatal. Also, the vignette was 

designed to make it clear to the mock juror that no other forensic evidence was 

available apart from the testimony of the witness and their identification of the police 

suspect from a line-up. As the lack of other forensic evidence potentially rendered 

the design of the vignette vulnerable to flooring effects, the vignette was designed to 

illustrate that the witness had good viewing conditions of the perpetrator based on 

ADVOKATE. Further, in cases where innocent people are convicted, it is likely that 

there is circumstantial evidence to persuade the jurors of the ‘guilt’ of the suspect. 

The vignette, therefore, also included several clear cases of circumstantial 

information (details of the jacket and specific details of the type of shoes – both of 

which represented popular products bought by many at that time). The eyewitness 

claimed to have had a clear view of the crime being committed together with a clear 

memory of the perpetrator. Both the victim and the witness were female whilst the 

perpetrator was male. The victim was known to the witness. In applied settings the 

police use the mnemonic ADVOKATE to remind them to cover in interview the 

‘Turnbull Rules’ that are based on R v Turnbull’s guidelines, 1977 (Bromby et al., 

2007). When developing the vignette, ADVOKATE was used as a guide to ensure 

the vignette contained information concerning good viewing conditions.  
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Here is a list of the items included in ADVOKATE together with information 

concerning how each element related to the present vignette: 

A - The perpetrator being seen by the witness for a long time.  

The perpetrator was exposed to the witness for in excess of five minutes. 

D - Only a very short distance between the witness and the perpetrator.  

The witness was approximately six feet away from the perpetrator. 

V - Good visibility, the scene of the crime was well-lit.  

There was good light the crime happened in summer at 6pm and the account 

confirms that it was bright. 

O - Absence of any obstructions between the witness and perpetrator of the crime. 

There was an obstruction-free view of the perpetrator through a hole in the fence. 

K - The witness had seen the perpetrator previously or knew the perpetrator. 

The vignette made no mention of the perpetrator being previously known to the 

witness. 

A - There is a special reason for the witness to remember the suspect.  

It was unusual for someone unknown to be hanging around in the alleyway, and the 

witness told police that she thought the target looked a little like her cousin. 

T - A short time lapse between witnessing the crime and viewing the line-up. 

There was a two-week delay between witnessing the crime viewing the line-up. 

E - Few errors between the description of the perpetrator and the person’s actual 

appearance. 

The suspect had been apprehended as a result of the description provided by 

the witness. However, this was based on clothing and external details of the 

appearance (rather than internal facial features). Thus, the vignette included details of 

a crime perpetrated in generally good viewing conditions and the eyewitness 
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positively identified the police suspect. Participants, through the vignette, were 

informed of the standard procedures of viewing the complete line up twice prior to 

making an identification decision. This information was included both generally and 

when the actual viewing choices for each condition were included.   

Once the vignette was completed it was then manipulated for the independent 

variables to add in additional information on the age of the witness (manipulated for 

child aged 7- years or adult aged 29- years) and for the choices the witness made 

concerning the numbers of times she viewed the line-up (the mandatory twice 

through; the mandatory twice through and a choice to view the whole line up again; 

or the mandatory twice through and a choice to additionally view two individual 

faces from the line-up. The vignette was checked for comprehension, and since it 

was found to be too lengthy, it was edited to streamline the content. The vignette was 

piloted formally as part of the full questionnaire, please see below for the details of 

the pilot study.  

At the end of each vignette was a ‘summary of main point to be presented in 

court’ that provided an opportunity to reiterate the manipulations of the independent 

variables in that condition.  

The questionnaire  

 Following the vignette was a series of questions based on the perceptions of 

witness account credibility and confidence, witness identification credibility and 

confidence, ratings of guilt and two sets of questions focusing on general viewing 

conditions both in general and concerning the vignette. An initial large bank of 

statements was condensed into six questions concerning the witness account and six 

questions concerning the eyewitness identification. The ratings of agreement were 
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collected using a five-point scale, with 1 being strongly disagree, through to 5 being 

strongly agree. 

Credibility of witness account 

Holly remembered much information about what happened building up to and during 

the crime.  

Holly’s account of what happened that day is entirely believable.  

Holly’s details about what happened that day should not be believed. (Reversed) 

The witness Holly gave an accurate account of what happened in the public pathway 

that day.  

Confidence of witness account 

Holly was confident in what she told the police about the crime.  

Holly lacked confidence in her account of what she saw regarding the crime. 

(Reversed) 

Credibility of witness identification 

Holly correctly identified the man she saw committing the crime from the line-up.  

Holly can be relied upon to remember the man and make a correct identification of 

him from the Police line-up. 

Holly may have made a mistake when making her identification of a man in the line-

up. (Reversed) 

I believe that Holly made the right identification decision.  

Holly was unable to remember the man well enough to be able to be relied upon to 

make a correct identification from the Police line-up. (Reversed) 

Confidence of eyewitness identification 

Holly was really sure that she had chosen the correct person from the Police line-up.  
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The three questions concerning guilt, a dichotomous guilty/ not guilty, a percentage 

rating of probability of guilt and a percentage of confidence in the dichotomous 

decision were also included in the questionnaire.  

Pilot study 

 The questionnaire was piloted using a ‘soft launch’ by Qualtrics, meaning 

that once 20 responses were complete, the data collection would pause for pilot 

analyses. Inclusion criteria for this soft launch were identical to the main study 

concerning age and residence of the participants. 

 Because 20 participants is fewer than desirable for Cronbach’s Alpha, we 

aimed to use Bivariate correlational analyses (Pearson’s) when Cronbach Alpha 

scores were lower than Field’s (2009) .7. This was not, however necessary since all 

three dependent variables resulted in Cronbach Alpha scores of over .7. 

Reliability analyses revealed that the four questions that concerned witness 

account credibility had high reliability Cronbach’s Alpha of .814; The two questions 

for witness account confidence, achieved a Cronbach Alpha of .775; and the five 

questions concerning eyewitness identification credibility had a Cronbach’s Alpha of 

.718. All of the questions were therefore retained in the final version of the 

questionnaire and these 20 participants were included in the final data set. Please see 

appendix 7 for the vignette with questionnaire. 

Procedure 

Participants were recruited by Qualtrics, the online survey platform according 

to our invitation and inclusion criteria. On using the link to the study, participants 

were presented with the Participant Information Sheet that included the researcher 

and supervisor’s contact details in order to ask questions prior to completing the 

informed consent and, following that, the study. Each participant was randomly 
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assigned to one of the six conditions, all of which required participants to read a case 

vignette, manipulated for the independent variables, that was followed by 

manipulation (or attention) checks to ensure that the participants would be answering 

questions with the manipulated information in mind (i.e. age of child and viewing 

choice of the eyewitness in the line-up). Those failing one or both of these 

manipulation checks did not progress past this point. Following the launch of the 

survey, a pilot study was conducted on the first 20 participants. Given that no 

changes were made following the results of this pilot, these 20 participants were 

included in the final data set. 

Those completing or partially completing the study were presented in a data 

file that was downloaded from Qualtrics. Of the 448 in the data file, 230 responses 

were only partially completed and therefore removed from the data set. Of the 

remaining 218, an error in the Qualtrics database meant that for ten participants the 

randomisation of the questionnaires was unreported and thus these ten were also 

removed from the data set. Because of this error, Qualtrics agreed to recruit 10 more 

participants to replace the missing data, leaving a final number of 218 participants. 

These 218 participants had been allocated to the experimental cells as 

follows. For the child eyewitness condition, 37 participants were allocated to line-up 

condition 1 (line-up twice through), 37 participants were allocated to line-up 

condition 2 (line-up three times through), and 38 participants were allocated to line-

up condition 3 (line-up twice through plus viewing of two extra faces). For the adult 

eyewitness condition, 33 participants were allocated to line-up condition 1 (line-up 

twice through), 35 participants were allocated to line-up condition 2 (line-up three 

times through), and 38 participants were allocated to line-up condition 3 (line-up 

twice through plus viewing of two extra faces). 
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The final data set 

The data were transferred directly from the online survey application 

‘Qualtrics’ to SPSS, cleaned and recoded for reversed questions. Reliability 

calculations were performed for the four questions for witness account credibility 

(account of events), the five questions for witness identification credibility, and the 

two questions for perceived witness account confidence. The questions for both 

witness account credibility and, separately, witness identification credibility had 

Cronbach’s Alpha score of >.820. For each of these two variables the relevant 

number of questions were combined, separately, to give a single variable for each of 

witness account credibility and witness identification credibility. Reliability analysis 

for the two questions for perceived confidence of the witness account, however, 

achieved a low Cronbach’s Alpha score of .550. Since the two questions were almost 

identical save for one of them being reversed, as participants are more likely to make 

errors due to lack of attention or be confused by reversed questions (van Sonderen, 

Sanderman & Coyne, 2013), the single non-reversed question was used for the 

variable concerning perceived confidence of the witness account. The single question 

that focussed on perceived eyewitness identification confidence of the witness was 

used for this variable. Since there was a high significant correlation for guilt 

probability and for participants’ confidence in their guilt rating, in order to guard 

against a type one error, only the probability of guilt was included.   

Statistical analyses 

MANOVA calculations were performed with the fixed factors of ‘witness 

age’ and ‘line-up viewing choices’, and the dependent variables of ‘witness account 

credibility’, ‘witness account confidence’, ‘eyewitness identification credibility’, 

‘eyewitness identification confidence’, ratings of ‘guilty/not guilty’ and ‘probability 
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of guilt’. Wilk’s Lambda was used to test the main effects due to it being robust 

(Beasley & Sheehan, 1994).  

Results 

MANOVA calculations revealed significant main effects for age of the 

witness, Wilk’s Lambda, F5,208 = 2.640, p = .024, p
 = .060, and for line-up choice, 

again using Wilk’s Lambda, F10,416 = 2.866, p = .002, p
 = .064. Thus, the univariate 

findings for age and for line-up choice can be considered. There was however no 

main interaction effect for age and line-up choice, F10,416 = .959, p = .479, ns. 

Witness Age 

Failing to support hypothesis 1, univariate calculations revealed no 

significant effect for age on ratings of eyewitness identification credibility, F1,212 = 

.342, p = .559, ns. Ratings of eyewitness identification credibility were similar for 

the child witness and the adult witness.  

Failing to support hypothesis 2, for perceptions of witness confidence for 

their eyewitness identification, there was no difference between the child and the 

adult witness, F1,212 = 2.462, p = .118, ns.  

In support of hypothesis 3, the univariate calculations revealed there to be a 

significant effect for age of witness on ratings of witness account credibility, F1,212 = 

2.462, p = .019, 2 tailed, p
 = .026, a small effect size and supporting the two tailed 

hypothesis. When the witness was a child (aged 7-years) her witness account was 

rated as significantly more credible (M = 4.531, SD = .559) than when she was an 

adult (M = 4.335, SD = .683).  

In support of hypothesis 4, univariate calculations revealed a significant 

effect for age on witness account confidence, F1,212 = 8.032, p = .005, 2 tailed, p
 = 

.037. When the witness was a child (aged 7-years) she was rated as significantly 
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more confident in her account of events (M = 4.630, SD = .617) than when the 

witness was an adult (M = 4.360, SD = .807).  

Failing to support hypothesis 5, there was no significant effect of age for 

perceived probability of guilt according to age of the witness, F2,212 = 1.701, p = .194, 

ns. Reported probability of guilt was no higher when the witness was an adult 

compared to when the witness was a child.   

Line-up viewing choices 

MANOVA calculations revealed there to be a significant difference for 

eyewitness identification credibility according to viewing choice condition, F2,212 = 

3.626, p = .028, 2 tailed, p
 = .033. Partially supporting hypothesis 6, Tukey’s HSD 

post hoc test showed that witness eyewitness identification ratings were significantly 

higher (p = .022) when the witness viewed only the standard presentation of two 

compulsory viewings of the line-up (M = 4.137, SD = .786), compared with the 

standard two compulsory viewings followed by the witness selecting to view 

additional individual line-up members (M = 3.779, SD = .811. There was however 

no difference between three complete viewings of the line up (M = 3.892, SD = 814) 

and either two complete viewings (p = .169) or the witness choosing to view two 

individual line-up members after the compulsory two viewings (p = .673).  

Failing to support Hypothesis 7, there was no difference in confidence ratings 

according to the line-up condition, F2,212 = 2.319, p = .051, one tailed, ns.  

Interactions 

MANOVA calculations revealed no significant interaction effects for guilt 

ratings and could not be explored. Thus, hypothesis 8 has not been supported. 

Eyewitness identification credibility and witness account credibility  
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In support of hypothesis 9, a repeated measures multivariate calculation 

showed a significant effect for credibility ratings according to whether these were for 

the witness account compared with the eyewitness identification, F1,212 = 204.064, p 

< .001, p
 = .490, a large effect size, with greater ratings for the witnesses account 

credibility (M = 4.436, SD = 0.629) compared with witnesses identification 

credibility ratings (M = 3.931, SD = 0.814). Further, this effect was apparent 

according to age, F1,212 = 3.835, one tailed, p < .026, p
 = .018, a small effect size. 

The child witness condition revealed significantly higher credibility ratings for their 

account (M = 4.531, SD = 0.559) compared to their identification performance (M = 

3.964, SD = 0.777). Likewise, in the adult witness condition, credibility ratings were 

significantly higher for their account of events (M = 4.335, SD = 0.683) compared to 

identification performance (M = 3.896, SD = 0.854). 

This repeated measures test also revealed an effect for credibility according to 

line up choice, F2,212 = 8.771, p < .001, p
 = .076. This latter finding is described 

further in Figure 6.1, below. 

 

Figure 6.1. Mean ratings of witness account credibility and eyewitness account 

credibility according to the additional viewing choices of the witness after the initial 

mandatory two viewings of the line-up.  
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Figure 6.1 demonstrates that, as well as the witness account being greater 

than the eyewitness identification credibility ratings across all conditions, the latter 

ratings reduced across the conditions. As reported above, the difference between no 

additional viewing choice and the choice to compare two faces achieved levels of 

significance. 

 Guilty/ not guilty decisions 

 The data for guilty/not guilty decisions was unable to be analysed statistically 

due to a ceiling effect in that only 35 of the 218 participants found the person to be 

not guilty. Given that children tend to choose from line-ups regardless of whether or 

not the perpetrator is present in the line-up, the sixteen participants that made a 

decision of not guilty after having received the child condition did so fairly evenly 

across the three line-up conditions. This was not the case for those having received 

the adult conditions. These findings are presented in table 6.1. 

 

Table 6.1. Not guilty verdicts as a function of the line-up condition 

 

 

Line-up Viewings by Eyewitness Choice 

 

 Total line-up 

viewings 

   Twice 

    n (%) 

 

Three times 

     n (%) 

Twice + 2 

faces n (%) 

Total 

n 

 Child (age 7- years)     4 (25)    6 (38) 6 (38) 16 

 Adult (age 29- years)     1 (5)    9 (47) 9 (47) 19 

 Total     5 (28) 

 

   15 (43) 

 

15(43) 

 

35 
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Table 6.1 shows that of the 35 (16.1%) of participants deciding that the perpetrator 

was not guilty, when the witness was an adult only one did so after the compulsory 

presentation of twice through the line-up, compared with nine each when the witness 

chose an additional viewing after the compulsory two line-ups. When the witness 

was a child, the ‘not guilty’ decisions were spread more evenly across conditions.  

Finally, an exploratory aspect of this research concerned mock jurors’ 

perceptions of the usefulness of each of the aspects in ADVOKATE in judging the 

likely reliability of an eyewitness identification decision, and whether viewing 

conditions in the vignette did present good viewing conditions.  

 

Figure 6.2. Mean ratings of perceived helpfulness of items in ADVOKATE in making 

reliability of identification decision judgements, and perceived quality of conditions 

of ADVOKATE items within the vignette.  

 

Figure 6.2 demonstrates that the participants rated six items (75%) as being 

useful in helping the police to make judgements of the reliability of an eyewitness 

identification decision. The two lower mean scores were for ‘the perpetrator already 

known or seen before’ (M=3.60, SD=1.375) and ‘there being a reason to remember 

the perpetrator’ (M=3.97, SD=1.051) and these were still above the mid-point of 3.5. 

Figure two also shows that the only item not mentioned within the vignette 
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‘perpetrator already known or seen before’ was rated least concerning the perceived 

quality of the information within the vignette. 

Discussion 

This study found that mock jurors (and consequently jury eligible members of 

the public) may be sensitive to potential problems with police eyewitness 

identification line-ups. Perceptions of credibility were significantly higher with 

regard to the witness’s account of the crime event compared to the witness’s 

identification of the police suspect. In line with expectations, this finding was true for 

perceptions of both the child witness and the adult witness. This would suggest that 

there was an acknowledgement that even if the witness is credible in their account of 

events, the identification of the correct perpetrator of a crime may be a far more 

difficult task for the witness. This finding is in line with the previous research of 

Beaudry et al. (2015). These perceptions may have been fuelled by media coverage 

of miscarriages of justice through mistaken identifications of a police suspect (Gross 

& Shaffer, 2012; Scheck & Neufeld, 2002; The Innocence Project, 2014).  

Further support for this contention comes from the finding that mock jurors 

were also sensitive to the witnesses’ behaviour during the police identification task. 

In line with expected findings, perceptions of credibility were significantly higher 

when the witness identified the police suspect after viewing the line-up for just the 

standard compulsory twice through compared to when the witness additionally 

requested further viewings of two particular faces from the line-up. However, and 

failing to support the hypothesis, there was no difference in credibility ratings 

between viewing the line-up twice and viewing the line-up three times. This is a 

worrying finding considering that increased viewing of line-ups may result in more 
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mistaken identifications (Horry et al., 2012; Memon et al., 2011; Steblay et al., 

2011). 

Perceptions of credibility may have been influenced by the supposition that 

viewing the complete line-up an additional time may be due to the witness 

attempting to confirm an identification decision, whereas a request to view two 

additional faces may be due to the witness experiencing problems with the 

identification, being unsure and therefore needing to make a comparison. However, 

this possible explanation may relate only to children rather than adults choosing to 

compare individual faces. Further, since reported confidence of the witness for their 

performance on the police identification line-up did not differ between viewing the 

line-up twice compared with the witness additionally requesting to view two 

particular faces from the line-up. It appears that the mock jurors’ ratings were 

influenced more by witness behaviour on the police identification line-up than how 

confident the witness appeared. This finding may indicate that mock jurors may be 

sensitive to the idea that confident witnesses may be mistaken. 

For the witness account of events, the child witness was perceived as 

significantly more credible than the adult witness. Although these findings are not in 

line with most previous findings (Goodman et al., 1987; Newcombe & Bransgrove, 

2007), they are compatible with a minority of previous findings (Pozzulo & 

Dempsey, 2009; Ross et al., 1990). This is in support of our expected finding of there 

being a difference for age. Additionally, in line with this finding for credibility for 

the witness account of events, the child witness was also perceived as significantly 

more confident compared to the adult witness. It appears that age (child or adult) 

alone does not consistently predict how credible the witness will appear. The 

apparent inconsistencies in previous findings may stem from differences in 
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methodology. For example, Bala et al. (2005) reported that although judges 

perceived children to be generally more honest than adults, they did acknowledge 

that compared to adults, judges considered children as more likely to make errors due 

to limitations of their memory and communication skills and being more vulnerable 

than adults to suggestive questioning. It is possible that mock jurors have similar 

perceptions and as this present study involved a simple and uncomplicated crime 

scenario, they may have considered the child witness as less prone to error compared 

to methodologies that include more complicated crime scenarios or studies that have 

been manipulated to investigate the impact of error in witness reporting. 

However, perceived credibility for eyewitness identification of the police 

suspect did not differ as a function of age. Hence, although the mock jurors 

demonstrated a sensitivity to potential issues with witness identification of a police 

suspect and also witness performance on an identification task, the mock jurors did 

not show sensitivity to age related differences in identification performance. This is 

concerning given the findings that children are less reliable than adults on 

identification tasks (Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1998; Roebers & 

Schneider, 2001).  

The crime vignette included no evidence of the suspect’s guilt apart from the 

fact that he matched the description of the perpetrator, including commonly worn 

clothing, and that he was identified as being the perpetrator by the witness during a 

police eyewitness identification procedure (in line with PACE 1984 procedures). 

Hence the vignette was designed to illustrate that the witness had good viewing 

conditions of the perpetrator (based on ADVOKATE), otherwise poorer viewing 

conditions and the lack of any other evidence may have resulted in floor effects. 

However, only 35 of the 218 mock juror participants found the police suspect to be 
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not guilty, creating a ceiling effect and hence the data could not be analysed 

statistically with regard to the guilty/not guilty decisions. This did limit the scope of 

the study and may have influenced the credibility ratings to be higher than they 

otherwise would have been had fewer mock jurors believed in the guilt of the police 

suspect. However, the examination of juror sensitivity to both the age of the 

eyewitness and their line-up viewing choices did yield the interesting findings 

concerning the different profile of the ‘not guilty’ decisions. 

Another limitation in this experiment was that the Qualtrics online platform 

produced an error in which the slider for mock jurors to rate the probability of guilt 

stopped working. Hence this data was not available for analysis and an investigation 

of the effect of age and line-up choices on probability of guilt ratings was not 

possible.  

As with any mock juror study, the acknowledgement on behalf of the 

participant that their judgements will have no impact on the life of any real person, 

may render them far less conservative than they would be as a juror in a real court 

trial. Hence the findings cannot be generalised. However, the participants that took 

part in this experiment were aged between 18-years and 75-years, in line with 

eligibility for UK jury service, and it is anticipated that this sample may be more 

representative of the general public than samples limited to University students.   

Further research  

It is possible that some mock jurors considered the witness request for an 

additional viewing of the complete line-up as confirmatory step and the witness 

request for a viewing of two additional faces as uncertainty. Future research could 

examine whether mock jurors perceive the eyewitness choosing to have additional 
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viewings (either by additional complete runs through of the line-up or by viewing 

additional faces) as being confirmatory or as evidence of the witness’s uncertainty.  

By focusing only on the single variable of choice of identification procedure 

and increasing the number of conditions of additional viewings (for example, 

additional viewing of only one face rather than two faces and viewing the whole line-

up four times) may help us to create a better understanding of how mock jurors 

perceive performance on an identification task and hence inform current police 

practice in England and Wales. 

Conclusion 

Mock jurors (and consequently jury eligible members of the public) may be 

sensitive to potential problems with police eyewitness identification line-ups even 

when they consider the witness to be credible in their account of events. However, 

they do not appear to be fully sensitive to either age related differences or the 

increased likelihood of errors following increased opportunities for making relative 

judgements. As this is just one study, further research on mock jurors’ perceptions of 

both age-related differences and repeated viewings of the line-up may help to 

ascertain whether real life jurors would benefit from clear instructions regarding 

these issues. 
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Chapter 7, Discussion 

This thesis has examined children’s eyewitness identification abilities to 

investigate the efficacy of implementing a nonverbal rejection option (wildcard) or 

practice line-ups for improving children’s accuracy. Further this thesis has examined 

the perceptions of mock jurors with regard to their awareness of both age-related and 

performance related differences, pertaining to both identifying a once seen person 

and witness testimony. Experiment one investigated the effectiveness of proving a 

nonverbal rejection option which allowed children to reject the line-up, when unsure 

of the target’s identity, by making a choice of the wildcard. In line with the 

hypothesis and previous findings (Havard & Memon, 2013; Karageorge & Zajac, 

2011; Zajac & Karageorge, 2009), the wildcard procedure resulted in significantly 

less incorrect identifications of a foil in the target absent condition, whilst 

maintaining correct identifications. All children who rejected the target absent line-

up in the wildcard procedure, chose to do so by selecting the wildcard (tree picture) 

rather than responding with a verbal ‘not here’ or ‘don’t know’ response. This 

supports the idea that children have a preference for choosing from the line-up rather 

than rejecting it and this is consistent with previous findings (Fitzgerald & Price, 

2015; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1998; Roebers & Schneider, 2001). 

This observed preference to choose from a line-up is also in line with the 

dual-process theory of acquiescence (Knowles & Condon, 1999). Although it cannot 

be ascertained if incorrect identifications occurred due to mistaken identifications or 

uncertain identifications, the choice of the wildcard instead of faces does suggest that 

some of the face selections in experiment one were due to uncertainty. It appears 

likely that many of the children had the belief that the target person was included in 

the line-up despite the target absent warning. In the target absent condition of the 
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standard procedure many children appeared to acquiesce with what they may have 

considered to be the purpose of the task by selecting a person from the line-up, 

resulting in an incorrect response. Conversely, in the target absent condition of the 

wildcard procedure, many children may have acquiesced with this expectation by 

choosing the tree picture, behind which the target may have been concealed. Thereby 

the presence of the wildcard may have enabled the children to acquiesce with what 

they considered to be the purpose of the task, resulting in a correct response. 

The findings of experiment one could also partly be explained in terms of the 

wildcard procedure reconciling with an immature response inhibition as it is 

considered that response inhibition does not begin to mature until around the age of 

8-years (Brocki & Bohlin, 2004; McAuley & White, 2011; Williams, Ponesse, 

Schachar, Logan, & Tannock, 1999). However, the finding that some children 

rejected the line-up regardless of whether or not the target was included suggests that 

response inhibition alone is not entirely responsible for children’s tendency to 

choose. 

The positive findings from experiment one did not generalise to the second 

experiment with children or the third experiment with young adults. This finding was 

unexpected and not in line with previous findings from some other researchers 

(Bruer, Fitzgerald, Therrien, & Price, 2015; Havard & Memon, 2013; Karageorge & 

Zajac, 2011; Zajac & Karageorge, 2009) but is consistent with some other studies 

(Havard, Laybourn, & Klecha, 2017; Pica & Pozzulo, 2018; Pozzulo, Reed, Pettalia, 

& Dempsey, 2016). An analysis of the standard and wildcard procedures, when the 

target was included in the line-up, 84 percent of the children in experiment one 

correctly identified the target. However, in experiment two only 50 percent of the 

children correctly identified the target. Correct identifications for experiment three 
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with young adults was higher than for the children in experiment two but still 

showed lower accuracy than was found in the first experiment. Throughout the three 

experiments looking at eyewitness identification, both the children and the young 

adults were not told that they would later be asked to identify a target person. As all 

the young adults were Psychology students it is possible that compared to the 

children, they had more motivation to remember details of the demonstration in 

anticipation of further memory testing and this may have partially influenced 

accuracy rates. 

The three experiments implemented the same line-ups for the same target 

person. The context of the exposure was the same (the target demonstrating how to 

make rice shakers) as was the duration of exposure. The retention interval of one 

week from exposure to testing was also the same. The only difference in the 

methodology of the three experiments, apart from the practise line-ups not being 

included in the first experiment, is that experiment one used a live event for the 

children’s exposure to the target whereas experiments two and three utilised a film 

presented by DVD. The film was implemented in the second and third experiment to 

have greater control over the encoding phase. However, it may have been the use of 

the film rather than a live event that has impacted negatively on memory of the target 

person for both the children and the adults as evidenced by the drop in correct 

identifications. The difference in accuracy based on correct identifications between 

the three experiments is in line with a previous finding that live exposure results in 

higher accuracy rates when compared to exposure by film (Roebers, Gelhaar, & 

Schneider, 2004).  

The quality of encoding for a memory is related to the strength of a memory 

trace, and the length of delay between encoding and retrieval may have an effect on 
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this memory trace, since with time the memory trace is likely to become weaker and 

sometimes contaminated with other incorrect information rendering it unreliable 

(Wells et al., 2000). Unsurprisingly, eyewitness identification research has found a 

negative relationship between time delay and correct suspect identification 

(Deffenbacher, Bornstein, McGorty, & Penrod, 2008; Horry et al., 2012). Hence, the 

sooner a witness to crime engages in a police identification procedure, the more 

reliable an identification is likely to be. A UK field study (Davis et al., 2015), 

although failing to report the number of child participants in the study, reported that 

police suspects were significantly more likely to be identified from line-ups 

conducted within seven days in comparison to those conducted more than seven days 

after the offence. However, in forensic practice the process of finding a suspect and 

subsequently arranging an identification procedure can take far longer than desired. 

For example, the Horry et al. (2012) field study reported that in the UK only 23 

percent of line-ups were conducted within one week of the crime with a median 

delay of 31 days. Hence, it is anticipated that the retention interval of one week 

implemented for the first three experiments of this thesis provided a balance between 

reasonably expected accuracy rates and relevance to recommendations for forensic 

practice. 

The findings for response latency also differed between the first and second 

experiment and the second and third studies. In both experiment one with children 

and experiment three with young adults, correct identifications were made 

significantly faster compared to correct rejections of the line-up. Consistent with the 

Charman and Wells (2006) line-up theory, it appears that when the target was 

present, many participants made fast decisions based on recognition. Whereas the 

participants that were able to correctly reject the target absent line-up appear to have 
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taken longer to make their decision, comparing the faces until they could decide that 

they were unable to identify the target. The longer response time for making a correct 

rejection of the line-up in target absent conditions, indicates that the participants had 

an initial expectation for the target to be included. On conclusion of the interviews, 

several young adults expressed the opinion that although they understood that the 

target may not be present in the photographs, they thought it more likely that he 

would be included rather than not included. 

In contrast, in experiment two, there was very little difference in the response 

times between the children who correctly identified the target and children who 

correctly rejected the line-up. In view of the lower accuracy for correct 

identifications in experiment two compared to experiments one and three, this may 

indicate that due to having a weaker memory trace for the target person, perhaps 

many of the children participated in relative judgements, comparing all of the faces 

in both target present and target absent line-ups. Hence, for the target present line-

ups, it is probable that many of the children in experiment one made fast decisions 

based on recognition whereas the children in experiment two are likely to have 

engaged in relative judgement strategies, comparing the faces and then choosing the 

face that was the closest match to their memory. If correct this would suggest that if a 

memory trace for the target is poor, children will not find a target present line-up task 

any easier than a target absent line-up, as indicated by their very similar response 

time for both conditions. For target-absent line-ups, compared to experiment two, the 

children in experiment one having a good memory for the target may have had more 

confidence that the target was not included in the line-up and consequently chose the 

wildcard option to reject, as indicated by the higher wildcard accuracy rates. 

Whereas, the children in experiment two, if having a poorer memory for the target 
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person, may have been less confident that the target was not included and were less 

likely to use the wildcard option. 

Experiment two additionally examined the efficacy of providing children 

with simple practice line-ups containing toys prior to viewing a line-up of people. 

Practice line-ups were found to be significantly associated with a reduction in 

choosing behaviour overall. This finding is in line with the Criterion Shift 

explanation (Ebbesen & Flowe, 2002) and the theory of scaffolding (Vygotsky, 

1978). It is unlikely that the reduction in choosing behaviour occurred due to the 

practice sessions encouraging children to believe that the line-up does not contain the 

target person, as all of the children viewed both target present and target absent line-

ups with toys which were counterbalanced to avoid recency effects. It is more likely 

that many of the children benefitted from the practice line-ups and acknowledged 

that the line-up task does not necessarily contain the target person. It is also possible 

that children’s clearer understanding of the task resulted in a criterion shift and the 

children required stronger evidence to make a positive identification from the line-

up. In the target present condition, more than half of the children rejected the line-up 

as not containing the target. However, as previously discussed, some correct 

identifications may be uncertain identifications, which by virtue of the target being 

the children’s best match to memory may ultimately be lucky guesses. The reduction 

in choosing behaviour after training also supports the idea that children’s immature 

response inhibition is not solely responsible for their higher tendency to choose 

compared to adults. Children’s performance is likely to be influenced by a variety of 

factors including a misunderstanding of the line-up task and compared to adults, 

poorer impulse control and a weaker memory trace for the target person.  
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Disappointingly, in experiment two, the practice line-ups did not result in a 

reduction of incorrect identifications of a foil in the target absent condition, and 

neither did it reduce choosing behaviour or reduce incorrect identifications for the 

young adults in experiment three. The lack of an increase in accuracy is not in line 

with some previous studies (Goodman, Bottoms, Schwartz-Kennedy, & Rudy, 1991; 

Wilcock & Bull, 2010) but it is consistent with the findings of some other researchers 

(Parker & Ryan, 1993; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1997). Interestingly, for the young adults, 

practice line-ups were significantly associated with accuracy in the target present 

condition, with more correct identifications in the practice procedure compared to the 

standard procedure. The young adults did not make any incorrect identifications of a 

foil from the target present line-up, only two rejections. It would be tempting to 

believe that that training had prompted more careful inspection of the line-up 

members from a criterion shift but as the young adult’s accuracy was relatively poor 

on the target absent line-up, this finding should be viewed with caution. 

 Despite the sample sizes in experiments two and three being smaller than 

desired, the pattern of responding does suggest that a larger sample is unlikely to 

achieved more promising results. It is considered that there is a good possibility that 

the overall fall in accuracy from experiment one to experiments two and three could 

have been caused by the change from live exposure of the target to an exposure by 

film. This is not to suggest that film exposure should not be used in experimental 

research as it does normally allow for greater control over variables. However, it may 

be the quality of the film and the quality of exposure that is really important. For 

example, the film used in experiments two and three may not have shown close 

enough views of the target’s face. 
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It is possible that findings of higher accuracy for live exposure compared to 

film exposure are not purely due to the quality of memory encoding.  Motivation for 

retrieval may influence the strength of the memory. For example, the children that 

took part in a live craft event with a real target person in Experiment 1 may have 

enjoyed a more enriching experience compared to the children in Experiment 2 that 

viewed a filmed craft demonstration. Hence, the children in Experiment 1 may have 

had more motivation to retrieve and consider that memory. As memory retrieval is 

considered to strengthen a memory trace (Wells, 1993), it is possible that higher 

memory retrieval may have influenced identification accuracy. 

For future research, piloting studies to examine any differences in accuracy 

between the same target person being viewed live and being viewed by film could 

potentially guide researchers as to the reliability of their exposure method and create 

opportunities to improve materials. The benefit of the wildcard should be further 

explored. The promising findings from Experiment 1 and from other researchers 

implementing a wildcard technique (Havard & Memon, 2013; Karageorge & Zajac, 

2011; Zajac & Karageorge, 2009) does suggest that this procedure does benefit 

children in eyewitness identification line-ups and importantly it does not appear to 

reduce correct identifications. It is possible that the appearance of the wildcard itself 

may cause a slight criterion shift. For example, in Experiment 3, although no young 

adults used the wildcard to reject the line-up, several participants commented at the 

conclusion of their interview that the wildcard had acted as a warning or ‘red flag’ 

that line-up task might not be what they had expected it to be. Combining a wildcard 

with another procedure may also yield some helpful findings. For example, a 

wildcard combined with an elimination technique termed the ‘face off’ procedure 

increased correct rejections without negatively affecting correct identifications with 
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children (Price & Fitzgerald, 2016). The practice procedure implemented in 

Experiment 2 did reduce choosing behaviour and does suggest that some children 

have a misunderstanding of the line-up task. Combining a wildcard with a simple 

practice procedure as used in Experiment 2 could also increase children’s accuracy 

by potentially addressing both misunderstanding and immature response inhibition. 

Combining the wildcard with other methods of training such as cautionary 

instructions could fulfil the same purpose.  

In the three eyewitness identification studies, exposure to the target was 

timed at nine minutes and 22 seconds and the retention interval was one week. When 

testing the above suggested combined procedures, implementing different exposure 

times and retention intervals may help to inform forensic practice as to the 

probability of accuracy based on how long the child was exposed to the perpetrator 

of a crime and within which time frame the child took part in a police identification 

procedure. As the three eyewitness identification studies implemented the same 

target person, future research could implement multiple target faces to test the 

generalisability of any given procedure. 

Given children’s poorer performance in eyewitness identification tasks when 

compared to adults (Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1998; Roebers & 

Schneider, 2001), experiment four investigated whether potential jurors were aware 

of the children’s limitations in identifying a once seen face. Concerningly, this was 

not the case. The mock jurors perceived the child witness as just as credible as the 

adult witness for their eyewitness identification of a police suspect and there was no 

difference in guilty verdicts according to age. This is in line with other findings that 

have reported no difference in perceptions between a child or an adult for their 

eyewitness identification (Holcomb & Jacquin, 2007; Sheahan, Pozzulo, Reed, & 
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Pica, 2018). In contrast, however, other studies found that compared to adult 

witnesses, child witnesses are perceived as less credible (Newcombe & Bransgrove, 

2007; Pozzulo, Lemieux, Wells, & McCuaig, 2006) and as having less integrity 

(Bruer & Pozzulo, 2014).   

For their account of the crime event, the child witness was perceived as 

significantly more credible and confident compared to the adult witness, similar to 

the findings of Ross, Dunning, Toglia and Ceci (1990). Conversely, Goodman, 

Golding, Helgeson, Haith and Michelli (1987) and Newcombe and Bransgrove 

(2007) reported that compared to adults, the testimony of a child was perceived as 

less credible. The difference in findings may be due to the design of each individual 

study. For example, the crime event described to the mock jurors in the present 

experiment was quite simple and uncomplicated with reported good viewing 

conditions. It is possible that the mock jurors considered that the child was old 

enough to report accurately what she had witnessed. Whereas if a crime event is 

more complicated the mock jurors may consider a child as less able to understand 

and report the event accurately. 

For example, it was noted that judges regarded child witnesses to be generally 

more honest than adults but they also considered that child witnesses were more 

vulnerable to memory errors and suggestive questioning and can have limited 

communication skills (Bala, Ramakrishnan, Lindsay, & Lee, 2005). Hence 

perceptions of a child witnesses may be influenced by the context and difficulty of 

the testimony.  

Encouragingly, mock jurors did appear to be sensitive to witness behaviour 

during a police line-up. The eyewitness was judged as significantly more credible 

(both child and adult) when she did not request any additional viewings after the 
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mandatory twice through compared to when the witness chose to additionally view 

two individual line-up members. However, there were no age or performance related 

differences in ratings of guilt. Unfortunately, there was no difference in perceptions 

of the witness, either child or adult, if they chose to view the line-up for one addition 

complete viewing after the mandatory twice through. This is also concerning given 

findings that repeated viewing lead to more errors (Steblay, Dietrich, Ryan, 

Raczynski, & James, 2011). Mock jurors also perceived both the child and the adult 

witness as significantly more credible for her account of the crime event compared to 

her eyewitness identification. This indicates that mock jurors and consequently 

potential jurors do have some kind of understanding about the issues surrounding 

error in eyewitness identification. This finding is in line with Beaudry et al. (2016) 

and perceptions may have been influenced by media coverage of miscarriages of 

justice through mistaken identifications of a police suspect (Gross & Shaffer, 2012; 

Scheck & Neufeld, 2002; The Innocence Project, 2014). Future research could 

further examine mock jurors’ sensitivity to eyewitness additional viewings on line-up 

procedures as currently in England and Wales, there is no limit as to how many 

additional viewings a police witness can have. Future research could additionally 

investigate mock juror perceptions of child witnesses based on both the context and 

the complexity of the crime event they had witnessed. 

Limitations of the research 

Both presentation of the event which exposed the eyewitnesses to the target 

person and the administration of the line-ups at interview one week later was 

facilitated by the same person. Hence the majority of the children in Experiments 1 

and 2, and the young adults in Experiment 3 were aware that the line-up 

administrator knew whether or not the target person was included in the line-up. This 
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would not be the case in forensic practice. Due to the potential for line-up 

administrator bias, Cohen's κ was run to determine if there was an association 

between the line-up administrator’s knowledge of the correct identification 

responses, and the independent rater’s perception of what the correct responses 

should be, based on the behaviour of the administrator. For all three experiments, 

there was poor agreement between correct responses known by the line-up 

administrator and the perceived correct responses of the independent rater. Although 

this may indicate that the line-up administration was not biased it cannot be known 

for certain and should be viewed as a limitation. 

In forensic practice an eyewitness will normally be asked to identify a person 

that they have seen in a real-life situation and not in a film. Given the findings that 

exposure to the target by film reduced children’s identification accuracy when 

compared to live exposure, it is possible that the results from the film exposure in 

Experiment 2 may underestimate the abilities of children for either correctly 

identifying the perpetrator of a crime or correctly rejecting a line-up containing an 

innocent police suspect. Additionally, in forensic practice, a witness to a crime is 

likely to be told about the possibility of taking part in a police line-up to see if they 

can identify the perpetrator. This possibility may create a reason for the witness to 

consider and retrieve their memory for the perpetrators face and hence strengthen 

their memory of the person. As the children in Experiments 1 and 2 were not 

informed that they would later be asked to identify the target person, this may also be 

an issue in relating these findings to the real-life identification accuracy of children. 

A further limitation in this research is that only one target face was 

implemented for Experiments 1, 2, and 3. During the design of the line-up, Tredoux 

E (1998) was used to examine line-up reliability and it did not indicate a line-up bias. 
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However, it is still possible that the target face was distinctive compared to the other 

line-up members and therefore the results may not be generalizable to other line-ups 

illustrating different faces. 

Due to ceiling effects in Experiment 4 with mock jurors, it was not possible 

to statistically analyse the data with regard to the guilty/not guilty decisions. The 

ceiling effects may also may have influenced the credibility ratings to be higher than 

they otherwise would have been if fewer mock jurors had believed in the guilt of the 

police suspect. Additionally, the Qualtrics online platform implemented to collect the 

data produced an error in which the slider for mock jurors to rate the probability of 

guilt stopped working. Hence this data was not available for analysis. Unfortunately, 

these issues limited the scope of the study. 

Finally, caution should always be exercised in generalising from 

experimental studies of eyewitness identification performance to real life situations 

as the conditions experienced by research participants are unlikely to be equivalent to 

the conditions faced by real life eyewitnesses. 

Practical implications 

The first two eyewitness identification experiments were not forensic in 

nature and designed to be a child friendly method of investigating possible reasons 

why children compared to adults, experience difficulty in rejecting target absent line-

ups. However, the experience of the children’s participation in these experiments 

cannot be compared to the experience of children who have witnessed a crime, it is 

hoped that the findings will be useful in terms of contributing towards an explanation 

and hopefully help to guide directions for future research, with particular relevance 

to combined procedures. The wildcard appears to aid some children and training with 

practice line-ups appears to help others. Children’s immature response inhibition 

only provides a partial explanation for their tendency to choose from target absent 
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line-ups as evidenced by the children who were able to correctly reject a target 

absent line-up. Likewise, training with practice line-ups appeared to help some 

children, but not others, understand that the line-up does not necessarily contain the 

target. It is likely that children’s errors occur for both reasons and this may vary from 

one individual child to another.  

Although it is acknowledged that compared to the wildcard procedure, the 

practice procedure did result in a reduction of correct identifications due to more 

children rejecting target present line-ups. This is not really a negative finding when 

considered in terms of real-life forensic practice. The children that rejected the target 

present line-ups, did so because they were not certain about the identity of the target. 

This is precisely the type of development that is needed in real-life identification 

procedures to prevent an innocent police suspect being wrongfully convicted and 

imprisoned. 

In Experiment 3, although neither training young adults via practice line-ups 

or the implementation of a wildcard resulted in an increase in accuracy, feedback 

from the participants after the interviews, revealed that in some instances, there was 

an expectation for the target person to appear in the line-up, despite the target absent 

warning. For some eyewitnesses this may be the case in real life. Just as the 

eyewitness in experimental research may not consider the administrators motive in 

presenting the line-up if it does not contain the target person, the eyewitness to the 

crime may, due to their confidence in the police’s ability to catch criminals, be under 

the impression that the line-up is likely to contain the true perpetrator of a crime.  

The findings of Experiment 4 indicated that the mock jurors were aware of 

potential issues with the identification of police suspects but did not appear to show 

sensitivity to age related differences in identification performance. This is a 
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concerning finding given that children compared to adults are more prone to the error 

of making mistaken identifications. (Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; Pozzulo & Lindsay, 

1998; Roebers & Schneider, 2001). Additionally, although the findings indicate that 

some of the mock jurors were sensitive to the eyewitness requesting viewings of 

individual faces from the line-up after the compulsory twice through, there appeared 

to be no sensitivity to the eyewitness requesting one additional viewing of the whole 

line-up. This is also a concerning given that Horry et al. (2012) reported that 

witnesses who requested at least one additional viewing of the line-up were almost 

two and a half times more likely to incorrectly identify a foil compared to those who 

did not. Hence, the importance of guidance from knowledgeable experts in the 

courtroom cannot be emphasised enough. 

 Conclusion 

This thesis has investigated two different procedures that were anticipated to 

help children reject line-ups if they could not be certain of an individual’s identity. 

Although experiment one generated encouraging results with a wildcard procedure 

unfortunately this did not generalise to the second experiment. Providing training 

with simple practice line-ups was effective in reducing choosing behaviour in 

children but this was at a cost to correct identifications. This does however suggest 

that some children make uncertain identifications rather than mistaken 

identifications, possibly due to a misunderstanding of the line-up task. Given that it is 

ultimately the juries that will make a decision about the guilt or innocence of a police 

suspect if incorrectly identified, this is of concern if jurors do not understand that 

compared to adults, children are more likely make mistaken identifications.   
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It is hoped that value will be found in the contents of this thesis in terms of 

contributing to the understanding of why children make errors in eyewitness 

identification line-ups. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 – Script for the target person  

Protocol for the craft event  

– “Hello everybody, my name is Gerry and I’m going to show you how to make rice 

shakers.”  

Hold up a pre-prepared rice shaker – “Here’s one I made earlier and if you shake 

them they will make a noise. You can use them as a musical instrument”  

“Now I am going to show you how to make the shakers so please watch and listen 

very carefully.”  

Hold up an empty cup and put rice into it – “First of all we take an empty cup and 

then we put some rice inside the cup so that when the shaker is finished the rice 

will make a noise.”  

Hold up another empty cup – “Now we need another empty cup to go on the top”.  

Demonstrates how to fix the cups together with sellotape – “Now we are going to fix 

the cups together with sellotape. The sellotape goes around the cups like this so 

that the cups stay fixed together and the rice will not fall out”.  

“Now I am going to decorate my rice shaker. I have some colourful stickers here 

and I am going to stick some on the cups”.  

“I am going to put my name on this rice shaker so I need a plain white label like 

this. .....Hold up a sticker..... I am going to write my name on the label ...............and 

now I am going to stick my name label on the shaker”  

Hold the rice shaker up and shake it. “I’ve finished. I will show you once more how 

to make your rice shakers.  



187 
 

Hold up an empty cup and put rice into it – “First of all we take an empty cup and 

then we put some rice inside the cup so that when the shaker is finished the rice 

will make a noise.”  

PAUSE  

Hold up another empty cup – “Now we need another empty cup to go on the top”.  

Demonstrates how to fix the cups together with sellotape – “Now we are going to fix 

the cups together with sellotape. The sellotape goes around the cups like this so 

that the cups stay fixed together and the rice will not fall out”.  

PAUSE  

“Now I am going to decorate my rice shaker. I have some colourful stickers here 

and I am going to stick some on the cups”.  

PAUSE  

“I am going to put my name on this rice shaker so I need a plain white label like 

this. .....Hold up a sticker..... I am going to write my name on the label ...............and 

now I am going to stick my name label on the shaker”  

Hold the rice shaker up and shake it. “Here is the finished rice shaker. I hope you 

have all enjoyed making your rice shakers. Goodbye everyone.”  
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Appendix 2 – DVD timing  

The timing and organisation of the DVD exposure to the target person is as 

follows.  

1 minute – DVD still of target showing on screen immediately by researcher 

thanking the participants for taking part in the study and giving forward instructions 

on their participation.  

2 minutes 40 seconds - Initial phase of DVD.  

15 seconds – DVD still of target showing on screen whilst giving a short repeat of 

instructions – “I am now going to play the DVD demonstration in stages. At the end 

of each stage I will ask you to make that part of your rice shaker/complete one part 

of the questionnaire”.  

45 seconds – DVD second phase part 1.  

5 seconds – DVD still of target showing on screen whilst instructing participants to 

make a part of their rice shaker/complete part one of the questionnaire.  

40 seconds – Participants make a part of their rice shaker/complete part one of 

questionnaire.  

32 seconds – DVD second phase stage 2  

5 seconds – DVD still of target showing on screen whilst instructing participants to 

make a part of their rice shaker/complete part two of the questionnaire.  

4 minutes – Participants make a part of their rice shaker/complete part two of 

questionnaire. 217  
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28 seconds – DVD second phase stage 3  

Appendix 2 – DVD timing (continued)  

5 seconds – DVD still of target showing on screen whilst instructing participants to 

make a part of their rice shaker/complete part three of the questionnaire.  

3 minutes 25 seconds – Participants make a part of their rice shaker/complete part 

three of the questionnaire.  

11 seconds – DVD second phase stage 4  

5 seconds – DVD still of target showing on screen whilst instructing participants to 

make a part of their rice shaker/complete part four of the questionnaire.  

1 minute – Participants make a part of their rice shaker/complete part four of the 

questionnaire.  

11 seconds – DVD second phase stage 5  

3 minutes – DVD still of target showing on screen whilst debriefing the participants  

Total time – 18 minutes and 27 seconds  

Exposure to target – 9 minutes and 22 seconds  

Making rice shaker or completing questionnaire – 9 minutes and 05 seconds 
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Appendix 3 – Line-ups for both standard and wildcard procedures  

 
 

                        
 

Standard line-up /target-present (v.3)                             Standard line-up /target-absent (v.2)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

          
 

Wildcard line-up /target-present (v.3)                          Wildcard line-up /target-absent (v.2) 
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Appendix 4 – Practice line-ups for children 

 

 

 

 

                     
                   

                         
 

 

Practice line-up for children – Target-present (toy boat) 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

                      
 

                         
 

 

 

 

Practice line-up for children – Target-absent (toy boat replaced with toy train) 
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Appendix 5 – Practice line-ups for adults (1st version) 

 

 

 

 

              
 

 

                        
 

 

 

 

Initial practice line-up for young adults – Target-present (photocopier) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                   
 

 

                                 
 

 

 

 

Initial practice line-up for young adults – Target-absent (photocopier replaced with a 

printer) 
 

 

 

 



193 
 

Appendix 6 – Practice line-ups for adults (2nd version) 

 

 

 

 

                         
 

                                  
 

 

 

Practice line-up for young adults – Target-present (chair) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                          
 

 

                                       
 

 

 

Practice line-up for young adults – Target-absent (chair replaced with photocopier) 
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Appendix 7 – Vignette and questionnaire for experiment 4  

 

Please read the following case vignette (case study) carefully – You are 
acting as a juror in the criminal trial concerning this case! 
 
The crime 
 
On August 24th 2015, Police and Paramedics responded to a 999 call that reported an 
assault on a public footpath at the rear of Keswick Gardens, Andover. The victim, Nina Allen 
(aged 24) was found unconscious on the ground, with fresh bruising marks around her neck 
area, but no open wounds. The contents of her handbag, including her emptied purse, were 
scattered on the ground nearby. Due to her loss of consciousness the victim remembers 
nothing of her attack or her attacker. She was hospitalised overnight. 
 
The victim later confirmed that there was more than £80 in cash in her purse, as she had just 
been paid.  
 
The witness account 
 
Holly Brown (aged 7 years / aged 29 years old) witnessed the assault. Holly told police that 
she had gone into the garden when the 6 O’clock (18.00 hours) BBC news started (she lived 
with her mother who was keen to watch the news uninterrupted!). Holly heard a shuffling 
sound coming from the alley at the back of the garden, and therefore peered through a hole 
in the fence. The hole in the fence was later confirmed to be 2 inches wide by 4 inches deep 
(5cm wide by 10cm deep), and just below eye level. She reported seeing a man scraping the 
bottom of his shoe against some loose gravel on the public footpath, which made her look at 
his trainers which she described as having a Nike logo on them. She said that he was slim 
and tall and his head came to about the top of the fence. Holly said that he had short fair hair 
and was wearing blue denim jeans, a black leather jacket and was wearing gloves, which 
she had thought was strange because it wasn’t cold outside.  
 
Holly said that he was standing by Mrs Jones’ gate (which, police later noted, is around 6 
feet / 1.83 metres from the hole in the fence) and he was mainly facing towards her. He was 
holding a mobile phone to his ear for quite some time but did not say anything. Holly said 
that she wondered what he was doing. She said that she was worried about moving because 
he was so close that he might hear her. She could see him clearly through the hole in the 
fence because he was very near, it was bright and there was nothing else in the alley to 
obstruct her view.  
 
Still peering through the hole, she heard footsteps and she saw her neighbour Nina (the 
victim), heading towards her home. The man quickly lunged towards Nina as she was 
passing him, trying to pull her handbag from her. Nina held onto her handbag and shouted 
“let go – get off” at the man as she struggled to get away with her handbag. The man let go 
of the handbag strap but instead put his hands around Nina’s neck and appeared to be 
strangling her. Holly (ran inside to tell her mother who then immediately made a 999 call 
to report the assault / ran inside to make a 999 call to report the assault). The 999 call 
was recorded as being at 6.08pm (18.08 hrs) and Holly had therefore had around six 
minutes to observe the perpetrator. Nina Allen sustained significant bruising to her neck and 
regained consciousness whilst being attended to by the paramedics. There is no blood, DNA 
or CCTV evidence and the case against James Johnson therefore rests on the sole 
eyewitness, Holly Brown.  
 
Based on the description of the perpetrator made by Holly, James Johnson was 
apprehended by the Police at 7.20pm (19.20 hrs), less than a mile (1.6 kilometres) away 
from where the assault had taken place. He was wearing a black jacket, a white t shirt, jeans 
and Nike Air trainers which matched the description of the clothing. He also had short fair 
hair, was of slim build and was fairly tall at a little under 6 feet (1.83 metres). He had a 
mobile phone and almost £100 in cash.  
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Two weeks after the crime took place Holly, the witness, took part in a police eyewitness 
identification procedure (in line with PACE 1984 procedures).  
 
Official PACE procedures involve the witness viewing video clips of nine individual people 
(the line-up). This includes the police suspect and eight other people thought to resemble the 
suspect and match the witness description. Each video clips features the head and 
shoulders (front and both side profiles) of one individual person and lasts for approximately 
fifteen seconds. The witness views one video clip at a time.  
 
Eyewitnesses must view the entire line-up twice before making a decision. After these two 
presentations the eyewitness can ask to see the complete line-up again for the third time or 
as many times as requested and they can also view individual video clips from the line-up as 
many times as they wish.  
 
Once (and if) an eyewitness selects an individual from the line-up as being the perpetrator, 
they are shown that particular video clip again to confirm the identification. 
 
On this occasion, James Johnson, the suspect, had chosen to be placed in position number 
four. Holly viewed the line-up twice as required by the Police and then (identified number 
four in the line-up as the perpetrator / asked to view the entire line-up once more 
before identifying number four in the line-up as the perpetrator / asked to see the 
person in position 4 and the person in position 6 before choosing number four in the 
line-up as the perpetrator). Holly said that she was confident that she had identified the 
perpetrator. 
 
The Crown Prosecution Service decided that the case should progress to Crown Court and 
you are a member of the jury. 
 
Summary of the main points to be presented in court. 
Holly (aged 7/ aged 29) was a witness to a robbery in which the victim was assaulted. Two 
weeks later, because Holly had seen the perpetrator commit the crime, she took part in an 
identification procedure. She (identified number four, the suspect, in the line-up as the 
perpetrator / asked to view the entire line-up once more before identifying number 
four, the suspect, in the line-up as the perpetrator / asked to see the person in 
position four, the suspect, and the person in position six before choosing number 
four in the line-up as the perpetrator). 
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Questionnaire 
                                                                                                                                                                          
The eyewitness’s identification of the suspect was the primary evidence and the reason for 
the charges made against James Johnson.   
 
Please consider yourself to be a member of the jury in the court trial for this case. You will be 
asked to render a verdict of guilty or not guilty.  
 
Please give your verdict and answer all questions as if you are a juror in an authentic 
court trial. 
 
 
Is the defendant guilty or not guilty of the offence? Please tick one of the options below:   
                     Guilty                                               Not guilty               
 
 
 
Still focusing on the guilt or innocence of the defendant, what is the probability that the 
defendant committed the assault? Please give a percentage between 0% and 100% 
0% being “Not at all Guilty” and 100% being “Completely Guilty”  ________________% 
 
 
How confident are you in your guilty or not guilty verdict decision on a scale of 1 to 5? Please 
tick one of the boxes below: 
 
            1                                    2                                  3                                 4                               
5                        
Not at all confident      A little bit confident     Somewhat confident      Very confident       
Completely confident 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PLEASE let us know how much you agree with the following statements by ticking one of the 
answers below. 
 
1. Holly remembered much information about what happened building up to and during the 
crime. 
       1                                    2                                     3                                     4                                     
5                                                                                                                                                                                                              
Disagree                        Disagree                    Neither agree                       Agree                              
Agree                                         strongly                         somewhat                    nor disagree                     
somewhat                         strongly                                                                
                                                                                                                                                    
 
 
 
2. Holly identified the man she saw committing the crime from the line-up. 
      1                                    2                                     3                                     4                                     
5                                                                                                                                                                                                              
Disagree                        Disagree                    Neither agree                       Agree                              
Agree                                         strongly                         somewhat                    nor disagree                     
somewhat                         strongly 
                                                               
                                                                                                                                              
 
 
3. Holly lacked confidence in her account of what she saw regarding the crime. 
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      1                                    2                                     3                                     4                                     
5                                                                                                                                                                                                              
Disagree                        Disagree                    Neither agree                       Agree                              
Agree                                         strongly                         somewhat                    nor disagree                     
somewhat                         strongly                                                                
                                                                                                                                                    
 
 
 
4. Holly can be relied upon to remember the man and make a correct identification of him 
from the Police line-up.  
      1                                    2                                     3                                     4                                     
5                                                                                                                                                                                                              
Disagree                        Disagree                    Neither agree                       Agree                              
Agree                                         strongly                         somewhat                    nor disagree                     
somewhat                          
 
 
 
 
5. Holly’s account of what happened that day is entirely believable.  
      1                                    2                                     3                                     4                                     
5                                                                                                                                                                                                              
Disagree                        Disagree                    Neither agree                       Agree                              
Agree                                         strongly                         somewhat                    nor disagree                     
somewhat                         strongly    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6. Holly may have made a mistake when making her identification of a man in the line-up. 
      1                                    2                                     3                                     4                                     
5                                                                                                                                                                                                              
Disagree                        Disagree                    Neither agree                       Agree                              
Agree                                         strongly                         somewhat                    nor disagree                     
somewhat                         strongly 
                                                               
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7. Holly was confident in what she told the police about the crime. 
      1                                    2                                     3                                     4                                     
5                                                                                                                                                                                                              
Disagree                        Disagree                    Neither agree                       Agree                              
Agree                                         strongly                         somewhat                    nor disagree                     
somewhat                         strongly                                                                
                                                                                                                                                    
 
 
 
8. I believe that Holly made the right identification decision. 
      1                                    2                                     3                                     4                                     
5                                                                                                                                                                                                              
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Disagree                        Disagree                    Neither agree                       Agree                              
Agree                                         strongly                         somewhat                    nor disagree                     
somewhat                         strongly                                                                
                                                                                                                                                    
 
 
 
9. Holly’s details about what happened that day should not be believed.  
      1                                    2                                     3                                     4                                     
5                                                                                                                                                                                                              
Disagree                        Disagree                    Neither agree                       Agree                              
Agree                                         strongly                         somewhat                    nor disagree                     
somewhat                         strongly                                                                
                                                                                                                                                    
 
 
 
10. Holly was really sure that she had chosen the correct person from the Police line-up.  
      1                                    2                                     3                                     4                                     
5                                                                                                                                                                                                              
Disagree                        Disagree                    Neither agree                       Agree                              
Agree                                         strongly                         somewhat                    nor disagree                     
somewhat                         strongly                                                                
                                                                                                                                                    
 
 
 
11. The witness Holly gave an accurate account of what happened in the public pathway that 
day.  
      1                                    2                                     3                                     4                                     
5                                                                                                                                                                                                              
Disagree                        Disagree                    Neither agree                       Agree                              
Agree                                         strongly                         somewhat                    nor disagree                     
somewhat                         strongly                                                                
 
 
 
 
12. Holly was unable to remember the man well enough to be able to be relied upon to make 
a correct identification from the Police line-up.  
      1                                    2                                     3                                     4                                     
5                                                                                                                                                                                                              
Disagree                        Disagree                    Neither agree                       Agree                              
Agree                                         strongly                         somewhat                    nor disagree                     
somewhat                         strongly                                                                
                                                                                                                                                    
 
 
13. Please rate (in the table below) how much each of the following items might be helpful 
towards an accurate identification from a Police line-up. Please consider identification 
evidence in general and not about this particular case. Please assume the best 
conditions possible for each of the items. 
 

    1  
No  
help 

  
2 

  
3 
 

  
4 

  5 
Much 
help 

 
The perpetrator being seen by the witness for a long time. 
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Only a very short distance between the witness and the 
perpetrator. 
 

 
Good visibility, the scene of the crime was well-lit. 
 

     

 
Absence of any obstructions between the witness and 
perpetrator of the crime. 
 

     

 
The witness had seen the perpetrator previously or knew the 
perpetrator. 
 

     

 
There is a special reason for the witness to remember the 
suspect. 
 

     

 
A short time lapse between witnessing the crime and viewing 
the line-up. 
 

     

 
Few errors between the description of the perpetrator and 
the person’s actual appearance. 
 

     

 
 
 
Please will answer the following questions about the case vignette (case scenario). 
 
14. What age was the eyewitness Holly Brown? Please tick one of the boxes below: 
 
   7 years 
 
   18 years 
 
   29 years 
 
   42 years 
 
 
15. How many times did the witness view the video line-up prior to identifying the defendant 
as the perpetrator of the serious assault? Please tick one of the boxes below:  
 
   Twice through the whole line-up (the minimum required in the identification procedure). 
 
   Three times (the minimum, plus one extra viewing of the entire line-up). 
 
   Twice through, then the witness asked to view one individual person again before a 
making a decision. 
 
   Twice through, then the witness asked to view two individual people again before a 
making a decision. 
 
 
16. Thinking back to the crime scenario, please rate the quality of the conditions when 
Holly viewed the perpetrator. Please rate in the table below (from poor to good), the better 
the condition, the higher the number. 
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 1  
Poor 

2 3 
 

4 5 
Good 

 
Length of time the perpetrator was seen for. 
 

     

 
The distance between the witness and the perpetrator. 
 

     

 
The visibility in terms of how well-lit the crime scene was. 
 

     

 
Any obstructions between the witness and perpetrator of the 
crime. 
 

     

 
Whether the perpetrator was known to, or previously seen by, the 
witness. 
 

     

 
Any special reason for the witness to remember the suspect. 
 

     

 
Time lapse between witnessing the crime and viewing the line-
up. 
 

     

 
Any errors between the description of the perpetrator and the 
person’s actual appearance. 
 

     

 
 
17. When the accuracy of an identification is being assessed, the age of the eyewitness may 
be important. Which one of the statements below do you think best describes the actual 
relationship between age and identification accuracy? Please select one statement 
only. 
 
   The ability to recognise a previously seen face increases steadily with age until early 
adulthood and then remains the same until a decline after the age of 60 years.       
 
   The ability to recognise a previously seen face increases up until 7-8 years of age and 
then remains constant through to old age.  
 
   Face identification ability remains relatively constant in accuracy after 3-4 years of age.  
 
   Because of their much greater experience, people over age 60 years have a greater 
ability to recognise faces than do young adults.  
 
 
 
Thank you for completing the vignette and related questionnaire. There is now just a 
small amount of demographic information we would like, please. Please tick the relevant 
boxes. 
 
What is your gender? 
 
   Male 
 
   Female 
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   Prefer not to disclose  
 
 
What is your age (use only numerals, e.g. 72)   ……… 
 
   Prefer not to disclose – but I confirm that I am between 18 and 75 years. 
 

What is your occupation?  
………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
   Prefer not to disclose 
 
 
How many children, if any (including adult children), do you have?    .......... 
 
   Prefer not to disclose  
 
 
What are the ages of any of your children that are under 16?    
................................................................... 
 
   Prefer not to disclose  
 
 
Do you or have you at any time in the past worked with children over five years old (e.g. as a 
teacher or childminder)?  
 
   Yes 
 
   No 
 
   Prefer not to disclose 
 
 
Ethnicity (optional question): Please indicate which ethnic group you would consider yourself 
to belong to 
 
   White (e.g., European)  
 
   Black (e.g. African, Caribbean)  
 
   Asian 
 
   Prefer not to disclose 
 
Other, please specify:    ………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
 
 
THANK YOU FOR TAKING PART IN THIS STUDY 
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Appendix 8 – Ethical approval for experiment 1 
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Appendix 9 – Ethical approval for experiments 2 and 3 
 

 

Part C Information for Submissions to the 

Ethics Committeep for Full Review 

Title of proposed research  CHILDREN'S PooR PERFORMANCE IN TARGET ABSENT 
 cAT.i.oN. LIN E:DP.S ..if•te.  .om 

SELECTI
ON OPTLON Name of researcher(s): 

 

This Ethics submission is for (please tick one of the following two options): 

 1) Full review for the first time 

2) Expedited review (please tick one box) 

Q A revision in response to Ethics Committee feedback. Please attach an 

additional sheet that details your responses to the concerns listed 

previously, along with the original submission. 
Modification of already approved project — attach full previously 

approved proposal with a list of modifications or changes on a separate sheet a 
Departmentally-funded summer bursaries (or equivalent) 

 Practicals (i.e. 1 or 2nd year undergraduate) 

Q M.Sc. unit with short deadlines (N.B. This does not include the dissertation) 

Checklist for  and full reviews: Check that each of the following documents is enclosed 

with this form: 

(a) Written responses to the items 1-19, 

(b) Recruitment information (e.g. letters to parents, information sheet, Participant Pool 

poster, if applicable), 

(c) Informed Consent Form (required), 

(d) Debriefing Form  

(e) All questionnaires / Interview schedule — (if applicable). 

 

a Favourable opinion with provision [make the changes indicated on the 

proposal — no need to re-submit]. 

a Unfavourable opinion - consult with your supervisor, tutor and/or 

mentor to rectify or address the concerns noted on the proposal, then 

resubmit following the instructions below: 

a No opinion possible [see proposal for details] 

p  
Favourable  opinion 
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N,B, Revised proposals should be submitted in the Coursework 
box, Floor I King Henry Building. Remember to tick the first 
box under 2 above, tick the front sheet (Expedited review) and 
include (i) the original submission, (ii) the revised proposal 
(including a new cover sheet), and (iii) a list of your responses 
to the feedback, 
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Appendix 10 – Ethical approval for experiment 4 

 

Science Faculty Ethics 

Committee  

Science Faculty Office  

University of Portsmouth  

St Michael’s Building  

White Swan Road  

   PORTSMOUTH  

  PO1 2DT  

Mrs Julie Dunlevy    

Department of Psychology  023 9284 3379  

University of Portsmouth  ethics-sci@port.ac.uk  

    

julie.dunlevy@port.ac.uk  19 March 2018  

  

  

  

FAVOURABLE ETHICAL OPINION – FOLLOWING RESUBMISSION  

  

Study Title: Investigating factors that influence mock jurors’ verdicts and 

perceptions of eyewitness memory  

  

Reference Number: SFEC 2016-121 Date Resubmitted: 14 March 2018  

  

  

Thank you for resubmitting your application to the Science Faculty Ethics 

Committee (SFEC) for ethical review in accordance with current procedures, 

for making the requested changes following the first SFEC review, and for 

the clarifications provided.  

  

I am pleased to inform you that SFEC was content to grant a favourable 

ethical opinion of the above research on the basis described in the submitted 

documents listed at Annex A, and subject to standard general conditions 

(See Annex B).  

  

Please note that the favourable opinion of SFEC does not grant permission 

or approval to undertake the research.  Management permission or approval 

must be obtained from any host organisation, including the University of 

Portsmouth or supervisor, prior to the start of the study.  

  

Wishing you every success in your research  
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Dr Jim House  

Chair, Science Faculty Ethics Committee  

  

  

Annexes  

  

A - Documents reviewed  

B - After ethical review - Guidance for researchers  

  

  

  

Information:  

  

Dr Julie Cherryman - PhD Supervisor  

Professor Lorraine Hope - PhD 2nd Supervisor  

Professor Aldert Vrij - PhD 3rd Supervisor  

Rose Barrand - Faculty Administrator  

  

  

  

Statement of compliance  

  

SFEC is constituted in accordance with the Governance Arrangements set 

out by the University of Portsmouth    

  

  

After Ethical Review  

  

If unfamiliar, please consult the advice After Ethical Review (Annex B), which 

gives detailed guidance on reporting requirements for studies with a 

favourable opinion, including, notifying substantial amendments, notification 

of serious breaches of the protocol, progress reports and notifying SFEC of 

the end of the study.  

  

  

Feedback  

  

You are invited to give your view of the service that you have received from 

the Science Faculty Ethics Committee.  If you wish to make your views 

known please contact the administrator at ethics-sci@port.ac.uk  
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2   

ANNEX A  Documents reviewed  

  

The documents ethically reviewed for this application  

   

Document     Version     Date     

A-2016-121 DUNLEVY PI Submission Email - RE_ Ethical 
application  

 n/a  14 Dec 2016  

B-2016-121 DUNLEVY Julie Dunlevy - Ethics application 14-
122016 (3)  

V1  14 Dec 2016  

C-2016-121 DUNLEVY - Questions Following Ethical Review  n/a  10 Jan 2017  

D-2016-121 DUNLEVY Julie Dunlevy - Ethics application 22-
22017  

V2 (but 
marked V1)  

30 Nov 2016, but 
received 22 Feb 
2017  

E-2016-121 DUNLEVY Ethics review answer to questions 22-
22017  

n/a  22 Feb 2017  

F-2016-121 DUNLEVY - Questions Following 2nd Ethical Review  n/a  1 Mar 2017  

G-2016-121 DUNLEVY Submission email SFEC 2016-121  n/a  14 Mar 2018  

H-2016-121 DUNLEVY - Ethics aV3, following ethical Q's letter  V3  14 Mar 2018  

I-2016-121 DUNLEVY Letter SFEC 14-3-2018  n/a  14 Mar 2018  

J-2016-121 DUNLEVY Email from Qualtrics 7-2-2018 (1)  n/a  14 Mar 2018  

  

  

   

  A - 1 ANNEX B - After ethical review - Guidance for researchers  

  

1. This Annex sets out important guidance for researchers with a 

favourable opinion from a University of Portsmouth Ethics Committee. Please 

read the guidance carefully. A failure to follow the guidance could lead to the 

committee reviewing and possibly revoking its opinion on the research.   

  

2. It is assumed that the research will commence within 1 year of the 

date of the favourable ethical opinion or the start date stated in the 

application, whichever is the latest.  

  

3. The research must not commence until the researcher has obtained 

any necessary management permissions or approvals – this is particularly 

pertinent in cases of research hosted by external organisations. The 

appropriate head of department should be aware of a member of staff’s 

research plans.     

  

4. If it is proposed to extend the duration of the study beyond that stated 

in the application, the Ethics Committee must be informed.  

  

5. Any proposed substantial amendments must be submitted to the 

Ethics Committee for review. A substantial amendment is any amendment to 

the terms of the application for ethical review, or to the protocol or other 
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supporting documentation approved by the Committee that is likely to affect 

to a significant degree:   

(a) the safety or physical or mental integrity of participants   

(b) the scientific value of the study  

(c) the conduct or management of the study.  

  

5.1  A substantial amendment should not be implemented until a 

favourable ethical opinion has been given by the Committee.  

  

6. Researchers are reminded of the University’s commitments as stated 

in the Concordat to Support Research Integrity  viz:  

  

• maintaining the highest standards of rigour and integrity in all 

aspects of research  

• ensuring that research is conducted according to appropriate 

ethical, legal and professional frameworks, obligations and standards  

• supporting a research environment that is underpinned by a 

culture of integrity and based on good governance, best practice and 

support for the development of researchers  

• using transparent, robust and fair processes to deal with 

allegations of research misconduct should they arise  

• working together to strengthen the integrity of research and to 

reviewing progress regularly and openly.  

  

7. In ensuring that it meets these commitments the University has 

adopted the UKRIO Code of Practice for Research.  Any breach of this code 

may be considered as misconduct and may be investigated following the 

University Procedure for the Investigation of Allegations of Misconduct in 

Research. Researchers are advised to use the UKRIO checklist as a simple 

guide to integrity.  

B  - 1  
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Appendix 11 – Experiment 3 adult questionnaire 
 

Questionnaire 

                                                                                                                                 Participant 

number  ......... 

Part 1 

What was the name of the demonstrator?    

........................................................................................... 

During the first demonstration of how to make a shaker, the demonstrator said that it could 

be used as something in particular. What did the demonstrator say it could be used as?   

...................................... 

What ingredient was used in the shaker to produce a sound?   

.............................................................. 

_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
______________________________ 

 

Part 2 

The ingredient used in the shaker to produce sound was originally held in a separate cup. 

What colour was that cup?   

...................................................................................................................................................

.... 

What material was used to seal the cups together?   

.............................................................................. 

 

How would you describe your past participation in craft activities? Please tick the appropriate 

box.  

Often                                 Occasional                                     Rare 

 

How would you describe your motivation if you were to participate in a craft activity? Please 
tick the appropriate box. 

For pleasure 
 
For pleasure but only for certain activities                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
                                                                                                                    
For the pleasure of someone else (possibly a child)                                                                                                             
                                                       
Out of necessity (possibly something that would otherwise be expensive to purchase) 
 

 

 

How many of the following craft activities have you engaged in? Please tick any appropriate 

box. 

Painting or drawing during childhood                                                                                                              
 
Painting or drawing as an adult                                                                                                                               
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Model making during childhood                                                                                                                              
 
Model making as an adult                                                                                                                                                
 
Making a greeting card for a family member during childhood                                
 
Making your own personalised greeting cards or invitations as an adult  
 
Making a decoration during childhood (possibly for a celebration)      
 
Making a decoration as an adult (possibly for a celebration)                                    
  

 
 
 
 
 

How would you rate your enjoyment of the following activities on a scale of 1 to 5 (with 5 

providing the most enjoyment)? Please rate your anticipated enjoyment if you have not 

participated in any of the following activities. Please indicate your level of enjoyment by 

circling a number.  

 
 
 
Drawing                                                                                         
 
Painting                                              
 
Pottery                                                
 
Card making                                       
 
Making decorations for a celebration  
 
Model making from kits                       
 
Jewellery making                                
 
Decoupage                                         
 
Furniture restoration                           
 
Knitting                                               
 
Calligraphy 
 
Carpentry                                           
 
Needlecraft                                         
 
Flower arranging                                
 
Metalworking                                      
                                        

    Least  
enjoyment 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 

 
 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 

 
 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 

 
 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 

    Most  
enjoyment 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 

 

 

 How would you describe your past participation in DIY activities? Please tick the appropriate 

box. 

Often                             Occasional                                   Rare                                    Never 
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How would you describe your motivation if you were to participate in a DIY activity? Please 

tick the appropriate box. 

For pleasure 
 
For pleasure but only for certain projects                                                                                                                                                                                                         
 
For the pleasure of someone else                                                                                                                                       
  
Out of necessity (for example, when no one else is available to do it for you) 

 

 

_________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________
______________________________ 

 

Part 3 

Which of the following DIY activities have you engaged in? Please tick any appropriate box. 

Assembling flat pack furniture 
 
Erecting shelves                                                                         
 
Painting                                                                                                       
  
Wallpapering                                                                                                                    
 
Wallpaper stripping                                                
  
Plastering                                                                                              
 
Vehicle maintenance                                         
 
Home brewing                                                                       
  
Mowing a lawn                                                          
 
Weeding a garden                                                       
 
Growing vegetables                                           
 

 

 

 

How would you rate your enjoyment of the following DIY activities on a scale of 1 to 5 (with 5 

providing the most enjoyment)? Please rate your anticipated enjoyment if you have not 

participated in any of the following DIY activities. Please indicate your level of enjoyment by 

circling a number.   

 
 
 
Assembling flat pack furniture 
                                                                                      
Erecting shelves                                                                         
                                              

    Least  
enjoyment 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 

 
 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 

 
 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 

 
 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 

    Most  
enjoyment 
 
      5 
 
      5 
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Painting                                               
 
Wallpapering 
 
Wallpaper stripping                                                
 
Plastering      
 
Vehicle maintenance    
 
Home brewing                                                                       
                                       
Mowing a lawn                                                          
 
Weeding a garden                                                       
                                             
Growing vegetables 
                                        
                                      

       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
       1 
 
 

      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
      2 
 
 

      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
      3 
 
       

      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
      4 
 
       

      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
 
      5 
      

 

 

How many pieces of the adhesive material did the demonstrator use to seal the cups 

together?   .................. 

What did the demonstrator do with the shaker immediately after the cups had been sealed 

together?   ..........   

...................................................................................................................................................

.........................  

What did the demonstrator use to decorate the shaker?   

................................................................................. 

What did the demonstrator do for the final stage of the shaker making task?   

................................................. 

__________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________ 

 

Part 4 

Have you made an improvised musical/percussion instrument in the past? 

................................................... 

The demonstrator used rice in the shaker to produce a sound. Please name any other 

ingredients that could be used in a shaker to produce a similar sound   

................................................................................................... 

What age group of children do you consider the shaker making activity suitable for? Please 

tick any appropriate box. 

 3 – 4 years  
 
5 – 6 years                                                                                                                                                                                                        
 
7 – 8 years                                                                                                                                       
  
9 – 10 years 
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Thank you for completing this questionnaire. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 


