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Double-Blind Photoarray Administration as a Safeguard
Against Investigator Bias

Mark R. Phillips, Bradley D. McAuliff, Margaret Bull Kovera, and Brian L. Cutler

Florida International University

This experiment examined whether a photoarray administrator’s knowledge of a suspect’s
identity increased false identification rates. Fifty participant-administrators (PAs) pre-
sented 50 participant-witnesses (PWs) two perpetrator-absent photoarrays following a live
staged crime involving two perpetrators. For one photoarray per trial, the experimenter
revealed the suspect’s identity to the PA. Each PA presented the photoarrays sequentially or
simultaneously in the presence or absence of an observer. When the observer was present, PA
knowledge of the suspect’s identity had a biasing effect in sequential photoarrays only. This
pattern did not emerge when the observer was absent. The experimental manipulations did not
affect PAs’ and PWs’ ratings of photoarray fairness or PWs’ ratings of pressure to make an
identification. These data suggest that only administrators who are blind to the suspect’s
identity should present sequential photoarrays.

The vagaries of eyewitness identification are well-known. . . .
A major factor contributing to the high incidence of miscar-
riage of justice from mistaken identification has been the
degree of suggestion inherent in the manner in which the
prosecution presents the suspect to witnesses for pretrial
identification. . . . Suggestion can be created intentionally or
unintentionally in many subtle ways.

~—Supreme Court Justice William Brennan, writing for the
majority in United States v. Wade (1967)

In the excerpt above, Justice Brennan made reference to
biased eyewitness identification procedures, including line-
ups in which an eyewitness is asked to identify a possible
criminal perpetrator embedded among a group of distrac-
tors. Legal psychologists have long recognized the potential
for bias in such a procedure, which has made eyewitness
identification one of the most-studied and best-understood
areas in all of applied psychology (Wells et al., 1998). In an
effort to provide researchers with a framework for studying
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eyewitness identification, Wells and Luus (1990; also see
Doob & Kirshenbaum, 1973) drew an analogy between a
methodologically sound social psychology experiment and
a properly conducted lineup. This lineup-as-experiment
analogy includes numerous comparisons between the vari-
ous components of a lineup and the corresponding elements
of a psychological experiment. For example, Wells and
Luus likened the police officer conducting the lineup to an
experimenter and the eyewitnesses to experimental partici-
pants. The instructions given to the eyewitnesses are anal-
ogous to an experimenter’s protocol. The police’s suspect in
a lineup is equivalent to a stimulus, and the selection,
positioning, presentation, and characteristics (e.g., clothing)
of the suspect and other lineup members are part of the
experimental design. The police officer administering the
lineup has a hypothesis (e.g., that a certain lineup member
is the guilty culprit) that is to be tested using a specific
design, protocol, and procedure. Finally, Wells and Luus
argued that an eyewitness’s choice was like experimental
data, which is then used to evaluate the lineup administra-
tor’s hypothesis by other police officials and by the attor-
neys, judges, and jurors involved in the case.

Wells and Luus (1990) further noted that experimental
social psychologists have a somewhat unique awareness and
understanding of the numerous variables that can create
problems with the validity and reliability of experimental
results. Examples of these variables include demand char-
acteristics, experimenter effects, lack of proper control
groups, and any number of possible biases or confounding
variables. When present in a lineup, these same variables
can often lead to less valid, less reliable results, just as they
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would in an experiment. Following this line of reasoning,
Wells and Luus used the lineup-as-experiment analogy as a
framework for a set of research-based recommendations for
properly conducted lineups. For example, they suggested
that eyewitnesses should never be told that the actual per-
petrator is in a lineup (to avoid potential demand character-
istics). Wells and Luus also suggested that the officer ad-
ministering the lineup should not be aware of which lineup
member is the suspect, just as experimenters who interact
with participants should be kept blind to each participant’s
experimental condition.

Several other published sets of recommendations for
properly conducted lineups have emerged from Wells and
Luus’s (1990) lineup-as-experiment framework (e.g., Wells
& Seelau, 1995; Wells, Seelau, Rydell, & Luus, 1994).
Although each set has varied slightly from the others, they
all have included a recommendation that lineup administra-
tors should be kept blind to the suspect’s identity. For
example, Wells et al. (1998) most recently recommended
that double-blind testing should be used (i.e., that both the
eyewitness and the lineup administrator should be kept
blind to the identity of the suspect). Wells and colleagues
also suggested that an eyewitness should be warned that the
actual perpetrator may not be present in the lineup, that foils
should be selected to match the witness’s prior description
of the culprit, and that the eyewitness’s confidence should
be measured and recorded immediately after any identifica-
tion is made. The authors described numerous empirical
studies supporting the use of the latter three recommenda-
tions but noted a paucity of research investigating the po-
tential benefits of double-blind identification tests.

Rationale for the Recommended Use of
Double-Blind Photoarray Administration

Investigator Bias

The recommended use of double-blind lineup testing
stems from an effort to avoid a specific form of bias known
as investigator bias (Cutler & Penrod, 1995) that may be
present in some lineup administrations. Investigator bias is
present when a lineup administrator knows the suspect’s
identity and, as a result, intentionally or unintentionally
sends cues to an eyewitness that unfairly enhance the like-
lihood that the witness will identify the suspect. In addition,
an eyewitness may be unaware that these cues are influenc-
ing his or her identification decision or even that the cues
are being sent. These cues can consist of a variety of verbal
or nonverbal behaviors. Examples include verbal statements
made by an investigator that direct the focus of a witness
toward a particular lineup member (e.g., “What about this
picture over here?”’) or that encourage the witness to recon-
sider his or her tentative identification decision (e.g., “Take

another look and make sure he’s the one.”). Nonverbal cues
may include various facial gestures (e.g., smiling, frowning,
or rolling the eyes) or body movements (e.g., nodding of the
head, shaking the head back and forth, folding the arms, or
leaning toward or even away from the witness). In addition
to these behavioral cues, a lineup administrator may alter
the procedural aspects of the lineup on the basis of his or her
knowledge of the suspect’s identity. Examples of such al-
terations include failing to instruct the eyewitness that the
perpetrator may not be present in the lineup or constructing
a lineup in which the physical appearances of the distractors
do not match the suspect’s appearance. These procedural
alterations can be a source of bias because they may in-
crease the likelihood of a false identification (i.e., a mis-
identification of an innocent suspect; Wells, 1993).

Several real-life examples of investigator bias in a photo
identification procedure can be found in the case of Howard
Haupt (see Loftus & Ketcham, 1991, pp. 171-173). Haupt
was accused of kidnapping and murdering a young boy in
Nevada in 1988. A man who had previously seen the
perpetrator later identified Haupt as the culprit in a photo
lineup administration that was tape-recorded and later tran-
scribed. In that lineup, a police officer asked the eyewitness
to go through a series of pictures, one at a time, to see if any
of the lineup members was the criminal. Upon viewing the
pictures, the witness initially told the lineup administrator
that Haupt appeared to be “too old” and that the glasses
Haupt was wearing were not consistent with the glasses
worn by the perpetrator. At one point in the lineup admin-
istration, the eyewitness specifically told the officer that he
couldn’t “tell [whether Haupt was the culprit] from this
photo” (referring to Haupt’s photo). Despite the eyewit-
ness’s obvious doubts, the lineup administrator responded
by referring to Haupt’s photo and saying, “Well, other than
that? I mean, is it similar [to the perpetrator; italics added]?”
Eventually the witness responded, “I'd say Number 3
[Haupt’s photo] would be the closest” (italics added).

The lineup administrator then ended the lineup adminis-
tration under the assumption that the witness had positively
identified Haupt as the culprit. The officer also made a total
of nine separate references to Haupt’s photo (Number 3 in
the lineup), actually saying the words “Number 3” eight of
those nine times. However, he referred to photo Number 6
(which the witness had previously stated was similar to the
actual culprit) only three times, and he never mentioned any
of the other lineup members at all.

There are numerous instances of investigator bias in this
case. For example, the officer failed to end the lineup after
the eyewitness repeatedly stated that he could not make a
positive identification. In fact, the officer did not end the
lineup until his hypothesis was confirmed (i.e., that Haupt
was the culprit). If this lineup had been an experiment,
waiting to end an experimental trial until the experimenter’s
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hypothesis was confirmed would be considered an egre-
gious violation of good research practice. In addition, each
of the lineup administrator’s nine references to Photo Num-
ber 3 refocused the eyewitness’s attention directly and ex-
clusively on Haupt’s photo. Mentioning one lineup member
repeatedly in this manner, even after the witness explicitly
stated that he could not make a positive identification, is an
example of investigator bias because it suggests that the
witness should focus more attention on one particular photo
(the suspect’s) than on any of the others. This form of
investigator bias is comparable to focusing an experi-
mental participant’s attention on the one stimulus that, if
chosen by the participant, would confirm the experimenter’s
hypothesis.

Another instance of investigator bias may have occurred
in the Haupt case when the officer conducting the lineup
explicitly asked the eyewitness to make a relative judgment
(i.e., to identify the lineup member who most resembled the
actual culprit). Relative judgment processes have been
shown to significantly increase the probability of a false
identification in lineups that are perpetrator-absent (see Cut-
ler & Penrod, 1988; Lindsay & Wells, 1985; Wells, 1984,
Wells, 1993). Wells and colleagues (Lindsay & Wells,
1985; Wells, 1984, 1993) suggested that it would instead be
preferable to make an absolute judgment by first deciding
whether the culprit is present and, if so, to identify the actual
culprit as opposed to the lineup member who most resem-
bles the culprit. '

Behavioral Evidence

In addition to such anecdotal evidence of investigator
bias, further justification for the recommended use of
double-blind testing in lineups comes from research con-
ducted by Buckhout (1974), Fanselow (1975; Fanselow &
Buckhout, 1976), and others (e.g., Buckhout, Figueroa, &
Hoff, 1975). This research demonstrated that a lineup ad-
ministrator who uses nonverbal cues (e.g., smiling, nodding,
making eye contact with the witness, tilting the suspect’s
photo at a slight angle, or leaning forward when presenting
an innocent suspect’s photo) can increase the probability
that the suspect is falsely identified by the witness. Note that
this evidence, although compelling, only indirectly supports
the recommended use of double-blind lineup administra-
tions. That is, although the behaviors displayed by the
lineup administrators in Fanselow and Buckhout’s research
may increase the rate of false identification, these findings
do not demonstrate that an administrator’s mere knowledge
of the suspect’s identity will have similar results.

Nevertheless, the key question we asked in the present
experiment was not whether such biased behaviors are
present in certain lineup administrations per se. Rather, we
asked whether eyewitnesses who are given a perpetrator-

absent photoarray tend to falsely identify the suspect more
often when the photoarray administrator knows which
lineup member is the suspect than when the administrator
has no such knowledge. If the answer to this question were
yes, then we would have strong empirical justification for
the recommended use of double-blind lineup testing. At the
present time, however, no published empirical studies have
demonstrated that a lineup administrator’s awareness of the
suspect’s identity in a lineup can, in and of itself, result in
investigator bias. Hence, advocates of the use of double-
blind lineup procedures have turned to evidence from the
social psychological research literature to illustrate the need
for this procedure.

Experimenter Expectancy Effects

Perhaps the strongest basis for the recommendation that
lineup administrators be kept blind to the identity of the
suspect has been the extensive literature on experimenter
expectancy effects (e.g., see Rosenberg, 1969; Rosenthal,
1976; Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1991). Experimenter expec-
tancy effects are present when experimenters who are not
kept blind to the experimental hypotheses interact with
participants and emit verbal and nonverbal cues that en-
hance the likelihood that the experimenter’s hypotheses will
be confirmed. Wells and others (e.g., Doob & Kirshenbaum,
1973; Wells & Seelau, 1995; Wells et al., 1994; Wells et al.,
1998) reasoned that lineup administrators who know the
identity of the suspect might emit similar unintentional (or
intentional) cues that can increase the likelihood that the
witness will identify the suspect as the culprit, thereby
supporting the hypothesis of the lineup administrator.

Demand Characteristics

In addition to experimenter expectancy effects, eyewit-
nesses viewing a lineup may be particularly sensitive to
cues from the lineup administrator and may knowingly or
unknowingly incorporate them into their identification de-
cision (Doob & Kirshenbaum, 1973). The mechanism by
which eyewitnesses become increasingly sensitive to such
cues is the presence of demand characteristics in lineup
procedures (for a discussion of demand characteristics
in psychological experiments, see Aronson, Wilson, &
Brewer, 1998; Orne, 1962). Demand characteristics have
been defined as “the totality of cues which convey an
experimental hypothesis to the subject [and thus] become
significant determinants of subjects’ behavior” (Orne, 1962,
p. 779). Unlike experimenter bias, which is rooted in the
motives of the experimenter, demand characteristics depend
on the perceptions of the participant (Orne, 1962). Note that
the above definition presupposes that participants are mo-
tivated to respond in a manner that would confirm the
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experimenter’s hypotheses. Scholars who study demand
characteristics have proposed three hypothetical motiva-
tions for experimental participants to respond in such a
manner: altruism, evaluation apprehension, and obedience
to authority (see Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1991, for a review).

Altruism is reflected in some participants’ desire to help
advance the cause of science or to promote the acquisition
of new knowledge through research by being a “good sub-
ject.” Orne (1962) originally described the notion of good
subjects as those experimental participants who identify
with both the goals of science in general as well as the
success of the experiment in which they are participating.
Good subjects are therefore motivated to comply precisely
with all instructions and to ensure that any experiment in
which they are involved is a success. A successful experi-
ment, from the point of view of a good subject, is one in
which the experimenter’s hypothesis is confirmed and the
cause of science is advanced.

The second motivation for an experimental participant to
respond in a manner that would confirm the experimenter’s
hypothesis stems from the concept of evaluation apprehen-
sion, which Rosenthal and Rosnow (1991) explained is
reflected in many participants’ desire to win the approval of
the experimenter. That is, many participants feel that the
experimenter is evaluating them, and, as such, they prefer to
makimize the positive aspects of their evaluation while
minimizing any negative aspects.

The third motivation for participants to help confirm the
hypothesis of the experimenter is known as obedience to
authority. It refers to participants’ desire to do what is asked
of them because the experimenter is seen as an authority
figure who should be obeyed (Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1991).
Perhaps the best-known example of this phenomenon can be
found in Milgram’s (1963) study of obedience to authority
in which some participants were willing to administer dan-
gerously high levels of an electrical shock to a confederate
simply because the experimenter told them to do so.

Returning to Wells and Luus’s (1990) lineup-as-experi-
ment analogy, it is apparent that all three of the above
motivations thought to be present in an experiment may also
be present in a lineup scenario. In other words, it is likely
that an eyewitness being shown a lineup would feel a desire
to help advance the cause of justice (rather than science) by
being a so-called good eyewitness (altruism). In a similar
manner, an eyewitness probably believes that a lineup is, in
a sense, an evaluation of his or her memory of the perpe-
trator, and thus the eyewitness would want to maximize the
positive aspects of his or her memory evaluation while
minimizing the negative aspects (evaluation apprehension).
Last, it is likely that an eyewitness who is shown a lineup
would view the lineup administrator as an authority figure
who should be obeyed (obedience to authority). This per-
ception seems especially likely if the lineup administrator is

a police officer or an employee of the police department.
Such motivations then may lead an eyewitness to comply
with any overt or subtle cues for expected behavior during
the lineup.

Use of a double-blind lineup procedure would prevent
lineup administrators from subtly communicating their hy-
potheses about who committed the crime under investiga-
tion to a witness, who is likely to be highly motivated to
confirm that hypothesis for the reasons discussed above.
Preventing such communication between linenp administra-
tors and eyewitnesses is important because the interaction of
demand characteristics and investigator bias can lead to a
loss in the construct validity of the lineup test. This loss in
construct validity is analogous to a similar tendency result-
ing from the interaction of demand characteristics and ex-
perimenter bias in an experimental testing procedure (Cook
& Campbell, 1979). That is, if the lineup administrator
(perhaps unintentionally) communicates his or her hypoth-
esis to the eyewitness, the lineup may no longer be exclu-
sively testing the witness’s memory. Rather, it may be more
reflective of the degree to which the lineup administrator
communicated his or her hypothesis to the eyewitness.

Lineup Presentation

Previous research has shown consistently that presenting
lineups sequentially instead of simultaneously reduces false
identification rates in perpetrator-absent lineups without
decreasing correct rejection rates (Cutler & Penrod, 1988;
Lindsay, Lea, & Fulford, 1991; Lindsay, Lea, Nosworthy, et
al., 1991; Lindsay & Wells, 1985). Many of these research-
ers have reasoned that this reduction in false identification
rates occurs because eyewitnesses often engage in an abso-
lute judgment process when lineups are presented sequen-
tially and are likely to use a relative judgment process when
lineups are presented simultaneously. These findings have
led some researchers to recommend the use of sequential
lineups in cases with adult eyewitnesses as a means of
avoiding presentation bias (i.e., presenting lineup members
simultaneously instead of sequentially; Cutler & Penrod,
1995). However, as was evident in the Howard Haupt case,
a biased lineup administrator can sometimes put undue
pressure on an eyewitness to use a relative judgment pro-
cess. The question then becomes whether a lineup admin-
istrator’s knowledge of which member of the lineup is the
suspect can moderate the benefits of using sequential
lineups. :

Despite the strong evidence favoring the use of sequential
lineups to reduce false identifications, a formal recommen-
dation to use sequential lineups has been notably absent
from published recommendations for properly conducted
lineups. Most recently, Wells et al. (1998) noted that they
did not make a separate recommendation to conduct lineups
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sequentially because the success of this presentation style
may depend on whether the lineup administrator is kept
blind to the suspect’s identity. Wells et al. argued that the
potential biasing influence of a lineup administrator who is
not blind to the suspect’s identity might be greater in se-
quential lineups. For example, a non-blind lineup adminis-
trator could more easily discern exactly when an eyewitness
is looking at the suspect’s photo in a sequential lineup than
in a simultaneous lineup. This knowledge could allow the
experimenter to engage in intentional or unintentional bi-
ased cueing while the witness is looking at the suspect in a
sequential lineup. As a result, Wells et al. suggested that
lineup administrators should use sequential lineups only
when they are unaware of the suspect’s identity. However,
they acknowledged that they knew of no published research
to date that had directly tested this hypothesis.

A Lineup Observer as a Safeguard Against
Investigator Bias

In addition to investigating the possible benefits associ-
ated with the use of double-blind lineup tests, it would be
worthwhile to discover other safeguards against investigator
bias in lineups, such as the presence of an observer during
the lineup administration. One example of an observer dur-
ing a real-life lineup administration is a defense attorney.
Previous research has shown that defense counsel may not
be particularly sensitive to some forms of lineup bias (Stin-
son, Devenport, Cutler, & Kravitz, 1996). However, it is
possible that the mere presence of any silent observer mod-
erates the effect of a lineup administrator’s knowledge of
the suspect’s identity on his or her administration of the
lineup. An observer whose expressed job is to oversee the
fairness of the lineup procedure may cause the lineup ad-
ministrator to monitor his or her own behavior to a greater
extent than if the observer were not present. This observer
would thereby reduce the likelihood that the administrator
would knowingly or unknowingly convey biasing cues that
could reveal the identity of the suspect. In this sense, the
observer need not be sensitive to the various biases that can
influence the suggestiveness and fairness of the lineup pro-
cedure to be beneficial.

From an applied perspective, discovery of such an ob-
server effect would be significant because defendants and
their attorneys would have control over a procedure that
could improve the fairness of lineup administration. Such a
finding would also be an important reason for defense
attorneys to attend lineups whenever possible. At the
present time, defense attorneys rarely are present when
eyewitnesses are asked to make an identification, especially
when photoarrays are used (Wogalter, Malpass, & Burger,
1993; Stinson et al., 1996), in part because suspects do not
have the right to counsel during pre-indictment live lineups

(Kirby v. Illlinois, 1972) or photoarrays (United States v.
Ash, 1973). Discovery of an observer effect would also
provide evidence in favor of allowing or perhaps requiring
defense counsel to be present during lineup administrations
in order to prevent investigator bias.

Overview

The primary goal of the present study was to determine
whether a lineup administrator’s knowledge of the suspect’s
identity could produce investigator bias effects. To answer
this question, in each of our experimental trials we had a
participant-administrator (PA) administer two perpetrator-
absent photoarrays to a participant—witness (PW). We used
a double-blind testing procedure for half of the photoarrays
(i.e., neither the PA nor the PW knew the identity of the
suspect in the photoarrays). In the remaining photoarrays,
we used a single-blind procedure in which we only in-
formed the PA of the suspect’s identity. In order to simulate
the motivations that are inherent in real lineup administra-
tions, we offered all PAs a cash incentive to obtain a
positive identification of the lineup member who was the
suspect.

We also manipulated the photoarray presentation style
(sequential vs. simultaneous) to determine whether the pre-
dicted investigator bias effects would be more prevalent
with one presentation style than with the other. Although the
extant research has favored the use of sequential lineups to
reduce the probability of false identifications, we believed
that sequential lineup presentation would afford the PAs a
greater opportunity to bias the lineups by subtly drawing
more attention to the suspect’s individually presented photo
than to the other lineup photos.

Finally, we manipulated the presence of a silent, nonin-
teractive observer during the photoarray administration. We
believed that the presence of such an observer-—whose sole
purpose was to monitor the fairness of the photoarray—
would motivate the PAs to consciously avoid any inten-
tional or unintentional displays of investigator bias. We
predicted that photoarray procedure would have a larger
impact with sequential photoarrays than with simultaneous
photoarrays, such that witnesses would make more false
identifications in the single-blind condition than in the
double-blind condition. We expected that this pattern of
effects would be greater with the observer absent than with
the observer present.

In addition to measuring the number of false identifica-
tions in each condition of our experiment, we asked all
participants to rate the overall fairness of each photoarray
administration. PWs also rated the degree to which they felt
pressured to make an identification in each photoarray and
their confidence level for each identification decision (i.e., a
correct rejection, misidentification, or false identification).
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We predicted that these ratings would not vary significantly
from one condition to another. Participants might be un-
aware of any cues emitted by the PA, or, if they were aware
of changes in the PA’s behavior, they might be reluctant to
report such changes to the experimenter.

Method

Participants

Fifty PWs viewed a live, staged crime involving a male and
female perpetrator. Later, 50 PAs administered two photoarrays
(one for each of two suspects) to their corresponding PW. All 100
participants were undergraduate psychology students at Florida
International University (FIU) in Miami, Florida, who volunteered
to be in the experiment in exchange for extra credit or credit
toward a research participation requirement in their psychology
classes.

Photoarrays

We constructed two perpetrator-absent photoarrays. The first
photoarray consisted of mug-shot style photographs of six men,
each of whom matched the general description of the male perpe-
trator. The second photoarray included similar photographs of six
women who fit the general description of the female culprit. We
selected the final 12 photos used in our photoarrays by asking 21
volunteers who did not otherwise participate in the experiment to
rate 18 photos on their similarity to the perpetrators. We selected
the six male and six female photos that participants rated as most
similar to each respective perpetrator to be included in our pho-
toarrays. The man and woman rated as most similar to the perpe-
trators were designated as the so-called suspects in our experiment.
We used only perpetrator-absent photoarrays because we were
interested in observing potential bias in photo lineups with an
innocent suspect and five known-innocent foils.

Design

We used a 2 (photoarray procedure: single-blind vs. double-
blind) X 2 (photoarray presentation: sequential vs. simulta-
neous) X 2 (observer presence: present vs. absent) mixed factorial
design. We manipulated the photoarray procedure within partici-
pants, whereas we manipulated photoarray presentation and ob-
server presence between participants. Each experimental unit con-
sisted of one PW and one PA, and each experimental trial
consisted of two photoarray administrations (one per perpetrator),
only one of which used a double-blind procedure. Before the
participants’ arrival, the experimenter randomly determined which
photoarray administration would be double-blind by flipping a
coin. The experimenter randomly assigned participants to one level
of the remaining two independent variables (photoarray presenta-
tion and observer presence) in the same manner before each trial
began.

We manipulated the photoarray procedure within participants by
having the experimenter reveal the identity of the suspect for only
one of the two photoarrays. In the single-blind photoarray admin-
istration, the experimenter told the PA that nearly all the other

witnesses had identified the suspect and that there was other
physical evidence linking that particular suspect directly to the
crime. In the double-blind photoarray administration, the PA
learned that there was a suspect but was not informed of the
suspect’s identity. At no time, however, did the experimenter ever
explicitly comment on the guilt or innocence of either suspect to
the PA.

In a lineup conducted during an actual police investigation, the
officer administering the lineup presumably knows which lineup
member is the suspect, irrespective of his or her direct involvement
in the case prior to the identification procedure. Moreover, the
lineup administrator likely would have at least some reason to
believe that the suspect committed the crime, otherwise the need
for the lineup and the suspect’s inclusion therein would not exist.
Thus, it is reasonable to assume that the lineup administrator
would be highly motivated to obtain incriminating evidence
against the suspect (i.e., a positive suspect identification) to pros-
ecute the case successfully. It follows that administrators of real-
life lineups often may want the witness to identify the suspect. This
situation may be especially likely to occur when the lineup admin-
istrator is the primary officer assigned to investigate the case.
Thus, in order to create conditions that simulated those of actual
lineup administrations, we provided PAs with an incentive to truly
want the PWs to identify the suspects. The experimenter informed
each PA that his or her name would be entered into a drawing for
a $100 cash prize each time the corresponding PW identified one
of the suspects as an actual perpetrator of the crime. In order to
ensure that the PAs were equally motivated to obtain a positive
identification of the suspect for both the single- and double-blind
photoarray administrattons, the experimenter also informed each
PA that there was a suspect in the single-blind photoarray without
revealing the identity of this suspect. The experimenter further
informed each PA that, if the PW chose the suspect, the corre-
sponding PA would receive a separate drawing entry for the $100
cash prize. The experimenter told all PAs that they would be
disqualified from the drawing if they overtly told the eyewitness
which lineup member to choose. Following each pair of photoarray
administrations, the experimenter asked the PW whether the PA
had revealed the suspect’s identity in order to detect and disqualify
any PAs who may have done so.

We manipulated photoarray presentation by instructing the PAs
to administer both lineups either simultaneously or sequentially. In
trials that were observer-present, the observer stood in the room
during the lineup presentations. The experimenter played the role
of the observer in these trials, and he informed the participants that
he was present to monitor the fairness of the lineup procedure. The
experimenter—observer said nothing during the lineup administra-
tions and did not interrupt or intentionally influence the actions of
the participants in any way.

Staged Crime Scenario

The staged crime took place in two large undergraduate intro-
ductory psychology courses. The crime scenario consisted of two
confederates (one male and one female) interrupting the class to
retrieve a television and VCR from the lecture hall. The confed-
erates entered the room, exchanged brief remarks with the course
instructor, retrieved the equipment, and then left the room within 2
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min of their entry. To draw attention to the crime, each instructor
acted angry that the confederates were removing the equipment
during the middle of lecture and before the class watched a
scheduled video. Students in both classes were completely un-
aware that the crimes were staged, and they were provided with
full frontal, profile, and rear views of both targets.

Procedure

Participants reported to the laboratory between 3 and 15 days
after the staged crimes occurred. Upon their arrival at the labora-
tory, the experimenter greeted the PA and PW and escorted each
participant to a separate room. The experimenter informed the PA
that he or she would administer a pair of police-style photoarrays
to another student who had witnessed the crime simulation. He told
the PA that there was one male and one female suspect and that the
PA was to conduct a separate lineup for each perpetrator. The PA
was further informed that the identity of only one of the two
suspects would be revealed. The experimenter then instructed the
PA to administer fairly each photoarray in the hope that the PW
would identify the true culprits if present or to correctly reject any
photoarray in which the actual perpetrator was not present.

Next, the experimenter instructed the PA on how to administer
the photoarrays properly. The instructions varied according to
whether the PA was to present the photoarrays sequentially or
simultaneously. In the sequential presentation condition, the ex-
perimenter informed the PA that the photographs should be shown
individually, that the PW should not be allowed to return to
previously shown photos or to know the total number of photos to
be presented, and that the lineup should end immediately on a
positive identification of any lineup member. In the simultaneous
presentations, the experimenter instructed the PA that all photo-
graphs should be displayed simultaneously, in full view of the PW,
and for an equal amount of time before allowing the PW to identify
a lineup member or to reject the lineup.

The experimenter permitted PAs in each trial to display the
photos in any order or pattern they chose, requiring only that the
PA be as fair as possible and that she or he never directly tell the
PW which photoarray member to identify (recall that all PAs were
warned that doing so would disqualify them from the drawing for
the cash prize). The experimenter told the PA that his or her
corresponding PW would know the basic purpose of his or her visit
to the laboratory. However, to ensure that the PW fully understood
the identification task, the experimenter told the PA to inform the
PW that (a) the actual criminal may or may not be present in the
lineup, and that the lineup should be rejected if it did not contain
the criminal; (b) lineup members may or may not have altered their
physical appearance (e.g., hairstyle or clothing) after the crime;
and (c) each photograph should be examined carefully while
recalling the faces of the two people who removed the video
equipment from the classroom. We based these instructions on a
standard instruction used by the Los Angeles Police Department
during actual photoarray administrations.

After verifying that the PW was present in class on the day of
the staged crime, the experimenter informed the PW that he or she
would be asked to identify the two perpetrators responsible for
removing the video equipment from the lecture hall. The experi-
menter explained that the identification procedure would consist of

viewing two police-style photo lineups. He next informed the PW
that another person (the PA) would administer the two photoar-
rays. The experimenter then accompanied the PW to the room in
which the PA was waiting and introduced the two participants;
then the identification procedure began.

After the administration of both photoarrays, the PA and PW
provided ratings of the photoarray procedure’s fairness. These
ratings, along with self-report ratings of the degree to which the
PW felt pressure to identify a photoarray member, were all made
on 9-point, Likert-type scales. The PW also rated his or her
confidence in each identification on a scale ranging from 1 (not at
all confident) to 9 (completely confident). Once the PA and PW
completed their scales, the experimenter debriefed both partici-
pants and dismissed them from the experiment.

Results

We conducted a 2 {photoarray procedure) X 2 (photoarray
presentation) X 2 (observer presence) repeated measures anal-
ysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine whether any of our
experimental manipulations affected the proportion of PWs
who chose any member of our perpetrator-absent photoarrays
as the perpetrator of our simulated crime. Although ANOVAs
generally are not conducted on dichotomous variables,
ANOVA was the only method of analyzing this data because
of the within-subject manipulation (i.e., logistic regression
models cannot include repeated measures). Moreover,
ANOVA is robust to violations of the normality assumption.
This analysis revealed no significant differences between the
proportion of PWs making an identification (i.e., failing to
correctly reject the perpetrator-absent lineups) across all con-
ditions. For both the single- and double-blind photoarrays,
82% of the PWs positively identified one of the photoarray
members as being the guilty culprit.

Next, we conducted a similar 2 (photoarray proce-
dure) X 2 (photoarray presentation) X 2 (observer pres-
ence) repeated measures ANOVA to examine the propor-
tion of PWs who falsely identified the suspect as the
criminal in the various experimental conditions. This anal-
ysis revealed a statistically significant main effect of pho-
toarray presentation on the proportion of PWs who falsely
identified the suspect, F(1, 46) = 547, p < .05, d = 47,
7* = .11. False suspect identifications occurred signifi-
cantly more often in sequential lineups than in simultaneous
lineups (the proportions were .30 and .10, respectively).
However, this main effect for photoarray presentation was
qualified by a statistically significant three-way interaction
between photoarray procedure, photoarray presentation, and
observer presence, F(1, 46) = 4.55, p < .05, n2 = .09.

We conducted a simple effects test to follow up the
significant Photoarray Procedure X Photoarray Presenta-
tion X Observer Presence higher-order interaction. This test
demonstrated that when the observer was present and pho-
toarrays were presented simultaneously, the proportion of
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PWs falsely identifying the innocent suspect did not differ
for the single- versus double-blind photoarray procedures
(see Figure 1 for proportions). However, when the observer
was present and photoarrays were presented sequentially,
suspect misidentifications occurred significantly more often
with the single-blind photoarray procedure than with the
double-blind photoarray procedure (see Figure 1 for pro-
portions). For observer-absent photoarrays, there were no
differences in false identification rates for the single- versus
double-blind procedures, irrespective of whether they were
presented sequentially or simultaneously.

Two separate 2 (photoarray procedure) X 2 (photoar-
ray presentation) X 2 (observer presence) repeated mea-
sures ANOVAS using PA and PW ratings of photoarray

fairness as the dependent measures showed that partici-
pants’ ratings of photoarray fairness did not differ as a
function of any of the manipulated variables. In general,
both PAs and PWs considered the photoarray procedures
to be fair and unbiased whether these procedures were
single- or double-blind (all Ms > 7.6 on 9-point scales).
Moreover, a 2 (photoarray procedure) X 2 (photoarray
presentation) X 2 (observer presence) repeated measures
ANOVA with PW5s’ ratings of pressure to make an iden-
tification as the dependent variable showed that this
measure also was unaffected by any of the manipulations
(all Ms < 4.9 on a 9-point scale). Thus, across all
conditions, PWs did not report that they felt pressured to
make an identification by the PAs.
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Figure 1. Proportion of false identifications as a function of photoarray procedure, photoarray

presentation, and observer presence.
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Finally, we subjected PWs’ confidence ratings to a 2
(photoarray procedure) X 2 (photoarray presentation) X 2
(observer presence) repeated measures ANOVA to deter-
mine if differences in PWs’ confidence ratings arose be-
cause of our experimental manipulations. Results revealed a
marginally significant difference in the PWs’ confidence
ratings for the single- versus double-blind photoarray pro-
cedures, F(1, 46) = 3.15, p < .10, #° = .11, such that PWs
were slightly less confident when exposed to the single-
blind photoarray procedure (M = 4.54) compared with the
double-blind photoarray procedure (M = 4.98). Correla-
tional analyses indicated that confidence was unrelated to
accuracy for both the single- and double-blind photoarray
procedures (rs = .10 and .09, ns, respectively).

Discussion
Evidence for Investigator Bias

Our results support the hypothesis that in certain circum-
stances a photoarray administrator’s knowledge of which
lineup member is the suspect can increase the likelihood
that a witness will identify the suspect. Investigator bias was
present when PAs used a single-blind, sequential photoarray
procedure in the presence of an observer. That is, witnesses
who viewed sequential photoarrays that were presented by
PAs who knew the suspect’s identity were more likely to
falsely identify the suspect as the criminal when an observer
was present. Note that this effect was present despite the
fact that the experimenter instructed PAs to administer the
photoarrays fairly. For example, recall that PAs were ex-
plicitly told to warn the PWs that the true culprits may not
be present in the photoarrays. On the basis of these data, we
recommend that law enforcement agencies keep photoarray
administrators blind to the identity of the suspect when
photoarrays are used during criminal investigations. More-
over, minimizing an administrator’s knowledge of the back-
ground information pertaining to the case (e.g., incriminat-
ing evidence against a particular lineup member, eyewitness
descriptions of the perpetrator) also may decrease the po-
tential for investigator bias.

Thus, sequential photoarray presentation may increase
the likelihood that investigator bias will occur under certain
circumstances. Our results validate concerns previously ex-
pressed by psycholegal researchers (e.g., Wells et al., 1998)
regarding sequential lineups. Because it may be easier to
bias the presentation of a single photo than the presentation
of several at the same time, sequential lineups may be more
susceptible to potential bias from an administrator who
knows the suspect’s identity. One could infer, on the basis
of our data, that simultaneous lineup presentation is prefer-
able when an investigator knows the suspect’s identity.
We argue against this conclusion because of the well-

documented ability of sequential lineups to reduce the oc-
currence of other lineup biases, such as foil bias, instruction
bias, and clothing bias (e.g., see Cutler & Penrod, 1995;
Lindsay, Lea, Nosworthy, et al., 1991). Rather, we do
recommend the use of sequential lineups but only by a
lineup administrator who has no knowledge of the suspect’s
identity.

Contrary to our predictions, the presence of an observer
during the administration of photoarrays failed to reduce
(and exacerbated in some instances) the presence of inves-
tigator bias. One potential explanation for this unexpected
finding involves the dual role of the experimenter in our
study (recall that the experimenter was the observer in the
observer-present photoarray trials). Because it was the ex-
perimenter who initially biased some of the photoarrays by
revealing the suspect’s identity to the PAs and by providing
incriminating evidence against the suspect, the PAs may
have felt an increased motivation to provide biased cues to
the PWs in the observer-present photoarrays. In essence,

‘PAs may have believed that the experimenter—observer

wanted them to bias the lineup, despite his instructions to
the contrary. These potential unanticipated effects resulting
from the experimenter’s dual role in our study may be
minimized or eliminated in future studies by having a third
hypothesis-blind confederate assume the observer role in
observer-present photoarrays. We suspect that introducing a
blind confederate to observe the photoarray administrations
would be more likely to decrease investigator bias than was
the observer-present manipulation used in our study.
Nonetheless, our finding that the presence of an observer
at a single-blind, sequential photoarray can increase false
identifications has implications for the administration of
actual photoarrays. In real-life eyewitness identifications,
there are a variety of observers whose presence may have an
effect similar to that of the experimenter—observer in our
study. Fellow police officers, supervisors, prosecutors, vic-
tims, or cowitnesses who are present during a lineup ad-
ministration may inadvertently increase the pressure felt by
an administrator to obtain a positive suspect identification.
At the same time, the presence of such individuals may also
increase the pressure felt by an eyewitness to provide a
positive identification. As in our experiment, observers may
have such negative effects even when the expressed purpose
of their presence is to monitor the fairness of the lineup
procedure. We recommend, therefore, that any observer
who is present during the lineup administration should be
blind to the identity of the suspect and should know very
little background information about the case. Keeping to a
minimum the number of observers present during a lineup
administration may also serve to reduce the pressure an
administrator and witness feel to gain a suspect identifica-
tion, although our data do not speak directly to this issue.
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It is interesting to compare our results with those of
earlier studies examining false identification rates in se-
quential and simultaneous lineups (e.g., Cutler & Penrod,
1988; Lindsay, Lea, & Fulford, 1991; Lindsay, Lea, Nos-
worthy, et al., 1991; Lindsay & Wells, 1985). Experiment-
ers who knew the suspect’s identity administered the line-
ups in previous research; thus, these studies used a single-
blind lineup procedure. These studies, at least as indicated
by their described methods, did not have observers present
during the lineup administrations. Overall, this research
demonstrates that sequential lineups produce fewer false
identifications than do simultaneous lineups. We obtained
different results in our study. When our PAs administered
single-blind lineups without an observer present, lineup
presentation style did not influence the false identification
rate.

Why did we obtain different results? One reason could be
that the administrators in our study had a different motiva-
tion than did the researchers who administered the lineups
in previous studies. In our study, PAs were offered a mon-
etary incentive for obtaining a suspect identification and
tried to obtain one whether they administered a sequential or
a simultaneous photoarray. In previous research on lineup
presentation researchers had a hypothesis that sequential
lineups produced fewer false identifications than simulta-
neous lineups. Because researchers knew the identity of the
suspect, they may have helped obtain these hypothesized
effects if they unwittingly communicated this information to
the witness more often in the simultaneous condition (i.e.,
the condition in which they were motivated to obtain more
false identifications) than in the sequential condition.

Ratings of Fairness and Pressure to Choose

Our finding that the PWs’ and PAs’ ratings of lineup
fairness were not related to any of the manipulated variables
in our study confirmed our a priori predictions. One rela-
tively straightforward interpretation of this finding is that
participants were simply unaware of any changes in the
PAs’ verbal or nonverbal behavior that may have resulted
from the interaction of our independent variables. That is,
although the PAs appeared to have somehow behaved
differently in the single-blind, sequentially presented,
observer-present photoarray condition, this altered behavior
simply may have gone undetected by the PWs and the PAs.
A second possible explanation is that the participants in fact
detected the PAs’ altered behavior but did not perceive this
change in behavior to be unfair or biased. A third explana-
tion suggests that participants may have been consciously
aware of the altered behavior, did in fact label it as unfair,
but in the end were reluctant to report it to the experimenter.
Perhaps, as may be the case with a lineup administrator and
witness in an actual case, PWs identified with their respec-

tive PAs because they perceived them as partners who
shared the common goal of correctly identifying the crim-
inal. If this were indeed the case, notifying the experimenter
of any perceived bias on the part of the PA may have
seemed to constitute betraying that person. Thus, even if the
PWs were sensitive to certain cues emitted by the adminis-
trators, they may have been reluctant to report such behavior
to the experimenter.

The fact that the PWs’ and PAs’ ratings of lineup fairness
did not relate to any of the manipulated variables in our
study has implications for the way in which real-life eye-
witness identifications should be treated. First, it suggests
that asking an eyewitness or a lineup administrator whether
a lineup was biased may not be particularly useful because
they lack the ability (or willingness) to report the bias. Note
that this may also apply to asking such questions of an
eyewitness during cross-examination in a trial or deposition,
which may in turn suggest that cross-examination of eye-
witnesses is not an adequate safeguard against investigator
bias. Second, it suggests that investigator bias may indeed
be at least partly unintentional because PAs tended to rate
all photoarray administrations, regardless of condition, as
being fair and unbiased.

Another indicator of the PWs’ awareness (or lack thereof)
of investigator bias was their ratings of the degree to which
they felt pressured to make an identification. These ratings
were also unrelated to any of the manipulated variables,
thereby suggesting that PWs in the biased photoarray ad-
ministrations did not feel any more pressure to make an
identification than did those in the unbiased administrations.
Nonetheless, the fact that the innocent suspects were mis-
identified more often in the single-blind sequential lineups
with the observer present reflects at least some increased
pressure to identify the innocent suspect under those con-
ditions. Perhaps the PWs who were given biased photoar-
rays did not report any extra pressure to make an identifi-
cation for reasons similar to those described above in
reference to the fairness ratings.

The data on the PW and PA ratings of lineup fairness and
the PWs’ ratings of pressure to make an identification imply
that witnesses and lineup administrators are at least somewhat
unaware of how and when investigator bias is present. Defense
attorneys, however, have been shown to be very skeptical of
sequentially presented photoarrays (Stinson et al., 1996). Until
now, it seemed as though this finding meant that attorneys are
unable to see that sequential lineups are superior to simuita-
neous lineups. Given our results, attorneys may be justified in
their suspicion of sequential lineups.

Witness Confidence

The PWs in the single-blind photoarray conditions felt
somewhat less confident in their identification decisions
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than did those in the double-blind conditions. This finding
possibly reflects increased pressure from the PAs in the
single-blind photoarrays to make identifications even when
the PWs were not confident in their accuracy. One potential
explanation for this marginally significant main effect is
that PAs in all single-blind conditions gave at least some
cues to the PWs regarding the suspect’s identity, and that
these cues often were very subtle and difficult to interpret.
As a consequence, the PWs in all single-blind conditions
may have been confused enough by the vague messages
sent by the PAs to lower their confidence in whatever final
decision they made. We further believe that it was only in
the single-blind, sequentially presented, observer-present
photoarrays that the PAs were motivated and able enough to
send cues that specifically singled out the suspect.

Caveats

Despite our demonstration of a previously hypothesized
threat to lineup fairness (e.g., Wells et al., 1998), we have
several caveats to address with regard to the current study.
First, the fact that we used only perpetrator-absent photoar-
rays and weak memory traces has left us somewhat ignorant
of the malleability of judgments of eyewitnesses who are
shown perpetrator-present lineups or eyewitnesses who
have strong memory traces of a criminal’s face.

A second caveat of the present study is that we have no
way of taking into account the differences between conse-
quences of real-life crimes and eyewitness identifications as
compared with those contained in our laboratory simulation.
For example, although the staged crime event in our study
may have been somewhat salient, it is doubtful that the
eyewitnesses found it stressful or traumatic. The results of
our study are likely to generalize to real-life situations in
which eyewitnesses see a crime occur but do not realize
until later that what they saw was a criminal act. However,
it is possible that our data will not apply to cases in which
eyewitnesses view a violent or otherwise traumatic event. In
a similar manner, when participants reported to our exper-
iment, they might have realized that the crime event they
witnessed was only a simulation and therefore could not
result in any real harm or injustice. As a result, they may
have been less motivated to perform to the best of their
ability when completing (or administering) the identifica-
tion task, or they may have taken the task less seriously.
Thus, it is possibie that PWs in our study had a more lax
criterion for identifying a photoarray member because they
were aware that their identifications were part of an exper-
iment. Eyewitnesses to actual crimes (especially victims)
may be more motivated to perform well and may take the
identification task more seriously simply because they know
the crime was real and want it resolved by bringing the
guilty party to justice. These variables could lead actual

eyewitnesses to use a more stringent criterion for making a
positive identification—one that may be more (or less)
resistant to investigator-biased cues.

Finally, the student PAs in our study also did not have
extensive training or experience administering photoarrays.
It is reasonable to ask whether experienced police profes-
sionals who know the suspect’s identity would be more or
less susceptible to investigator bias than were the PAs in our
study. Nevertheless, we believe that actual police investi-
gators would be no more likely to monitor their behavior to
avoid sending biased cues to an eyewitness than were the
PAs in our study. Note that this belief is consistent with our
finding that investigator bias is likely to occur outside the
awareness of the administrator.

Directions for Future Investigator Bias Research

In developing a framework to better understand investi-
gator bias, we believe that four essential research questions
should be examined. First, does a lineup administrator’s
knowledge of the suspect’s identity in a particular lineup
result in investigator bias as reflected by an increase in the
probability that the witness will identify the suspect? The
present study has provided some evidence that, under cer-
tain conditions, the answer to this first question is yes.
Second, how does the lineup administrator communicate
this knowledge to the eyewitness? Third, are witnesses,
attorneys, and other members of the legal system able to
identify investigator bias when it is present? Finally, does
investigator bias influence identification decisions at a con-
scious or preconscious level of awareness? Our data have
provided some evidence suggesting that lineup administra-
tors and eyewitnesses are both relatively unaware of inves-
tigator bias if and when it occurs. Nevertheless, more re-
search focusing on the perceptions and specific behaviors of
those involved in identification decisions is clearly needed
to gain a more complete understanding of this complex but
important area of study.
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