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Levi and Lindsay (this issue) argue that when making recommendations for legal reforms, such as those concerning the conduct of identification procedures described by Wells, Small, Penrod, Malpass, Fulero and Brimacombe (1998), psychologists should include the full range of recommendations that will achieve the desired outcome. This is in contrast to the more pragmatic position adopted by Wells, et al. (1998) who recommended only changes that they believed were both beneficial and acceptable to the police. We describe the results of the initial evaluation of a video-based identification parade system developed by the West Yorkshire Police in the UK, and suggest that this might indicate a possible middle ground between these two approaches to achieving change in identification procedures 
Levi and Lindsay (this issue) argue that when formulating recommendations for the conduct of identification parades, psychologists should be guided only by the available data, and should recommend each and every change that they think likely to achieve the desired outcome, irrespective of cost. They suggest that, although psychologists may be able to advise on the likely costs and benefits of a change, they should not be constrained in their recommendations on the basis of estimates of cost or likelihood of implementation, as this is the role of policymakers. According to Levi and Lindsay, a best-practice approach to change occurs when the full range of recommendations is adopted. In the case of the conduct of identification parades, Levi and Lindsay suggest that a best-practice approach will lead to a set of recommendations different from those made by Wells, Small, Penrod, Malpass, Fulero and Brimacombe (1998). Wells, et al. (1998) took a more pragmatic approach when deciding what changes to recommend, and justified their decisions regarding which recommendations to include or exclude on the basis not only of the available research regarding the efficacy of the change, but also factors such as their face validity or likely costs of implementation. Naturally, these different approaches result in different sets of reform recommendations. In particular, Levi and Lindsay (this issue) suggest that their "best-practice" approach leads them to recommend the use of sequential identification parades involving a large number of distractors.

In a simultaneous identification parade, the witness can view all the parade members at the same time. In a sequential identification procedure, the witness views each member of the parade one at a time, and is required to decide whether each is the perpetrator or not before seeing the next parade member. Relative to simultaneous parades, sequential parades reduce the number of false identifications in situations where the perpetrator is not present, without significantly decreasing the number of correct identifications when he or she is present in the parade (e.g., Lindsay and Wells, 1985). Wells, et al. (1998) state

"were we to add a fifth recommendation, it would be that lineup procedures be sequential rather than simultaneous," (31)

Wells, et al. chose not to recommend sequential parades partly on the basis that their value is not "self evident" to the police, and a switch from simultaneous to sequential identification procedures would require a significant change in police practices. Levi and Lindsay (this issue) argue that, given the evidence that the adoption of sequential parades will reduce the number of false identifications, this procedure should be recommended strongly.

It is difficult to reconcile how Wells, et al. can argue to exclude the sequential parade recommendation on the basis that it requires too dramatic a change in police practices, given that they are prepared to recommend double blind testing (Rule 1) which also requires a significant change in practice. Indeed, it may be for this reason that the recommendation for double blind testing was not adopted in the subsequent guide for the collection of eyewitness evidence produced by the National Institute for Justice (Technical Working Group, 1999). In addition, the argument made by Wells, et al. (1998) that the value of the rules should be self-evident is somewhat undermined by the decision to include the requirement that the distractors should be matched to the witness's verbal description of the perpetrator rather than the appearance of the suspect (Rule 3). Thus, the debate centres on how best to achieve change, either through an uncompromising statement of what we regard to be appropriate based on research, or a more pragmatic approach that seeks to be sensitive to what we perceive to be the practical requirements and possible biases of the police.

Perhaps there is a middle ground. If psychologists work more closely with the police they may come to a better understanding of the practical difficulties they face and the real reasons for any resistance to change. Armed with this improved understanding psychologists may then be able to help design systems that meet the practical needs of the police while incorporating improvements derived from the psychological research. To illustrate this suggestion we describe the development of a video based identification system by police in the England. Although this system was initially developed by the police without the involvement of psychologists, it illustrates that it is possible to develop systems that can deliver both practical solutions and best practice as indicated by sound research evidence

Video technology and the identification process

Video technology can play two different roles in the identification process. Video can be used to record the eyewitness identification process by filming the witness as he or she views the parade members and makes an identification decision. Wells, et al. (1998), suggested that although it would be useful to have a record of the identification process, in practice, video recording would be expensive and time consuming, and unless professionally produced would probably not be of sufficient quality to be of real value. In addition, they note that this procedure would not reduce the number of identification errors and suggest that witnesses might be less willing to make an identification if they knew they were being filmed. They also suggest that the availability of a record of the process might undermine arguments for double blind testing. For these reasons Wells, et al. did not include video recording of the identification process in their set of four recommended rules, and despite a cogent argument in defence of the idea presented by Kassin (1998), it seems that many parades are not recorded.

Video technology can also be employed as the medium of the parade; that is, eyewitnesses can be shown a video recording of each of the parade members and make an identification decision based on this recording. The use of video-based identification procedures as an alternative to live and photo identification parades has not been widely investigated. Here we present a summary of an initial evaluation of one such system in use in the United Kingdom.

A description of the VIPER video-based identification system

The VIPER (Video Identification Parade Electronic Recording) system was developed by police in the West Yorkshire region of the UK to provide a low cost and practical solution to the problems imposed by the need to run large numbers of live identification parades in an ethnically diverse area of the UK. The conduct of identification procedures in the UK is governed by Code D of the Police and Criminal Evidence Act (1984). PACE code D requires the police to attempt to conduct a live identification parade, and as a result most identifications in the UK are from live parades. This is in contrast to the situation in the USA and Canada where most identifications are from photo arrays. The obligation to attempt a live parade is an onerous one, requiring the identification officer (a police officer not directly involved with the case who, under PACE is given the responsibility for organising the identification parade), to assemble the suspect and his or her legal representative, at least 8 similar looking volunteers and the witnesses, together at the same place and time. In practice, parades are often disrupted by the failure of one of these parties, especially the witness, to be present. A survey by Slater (1995) found that about 50% of parades in the UK were cancelled before being shown to a witness, which resulted in a cost of at least one million UK pounds per year. The police also experience difficulties recruiting suitable volunteers to act as foils in the identification parades. PACE Code D requires that the foils must be of the same "general appearance" as the suspect. In Slater's (1995) survey, 50% of witnesses thought that less than half of the parade members resembled each other. It was against this background, that the West Yorkshire Police developed the VIPER system in 1996 in an attempt to decrease the number of cancelled identification parades and to improve the fairness of the parades that were undertaken.

The VIPER system consists of a large, centrally held database of video sequences, with each video sequence lasting about 20 seconds and showing just the head and shoulders of the subject. At the start of the sequence the subject looks straight towards the camera and then turns to show first one and then the other profile before again facing the camera. Each of these video sequences is filmed using standard equipment and against a standard background, and each is catalogued by a number of descriptors. A suspect is filmed making the same movements and the digitised video sequence is transmitted to headquarters where it is checked for quality. A description of the appearance of the suspect is then used to search the database, and a set of possible foils is selected from the many thousands on file. The suspect is shown this set of potential foils and selects the eight to be used in the identification parade and determines where in the parade their own image will appear. The identification parade is then either transmitted to the police station or recorded to videotape. In the assembled VIPER parade the witness sees the suspect and each of the foils in sequence.

Advantages of the VIPER system

Witnesses can view the complete VIPER parade at any time or location. Parades can be assembled within a few hours, and witnesses do not need to be at the same location as the suspect. As a result we might expect VIPER parades to be more acceptable to witnesses than live parades and, as a consequence would predict that a higher percentage of planned VIPER parades would take place than live parades. In an analysis of 1083 parades that took place in West Yorkshire between 1997 and 1999, Pike, Kemp Brace, Allen and Rowlands (2000) found that only 5.2% of the 403 VIPER parades were cancelled compared to 46.4% of the 680 live parades. Witnesses evidently were much more likely to undertake VIPER parades than live parades, making this procedure an attractive proposition to the police. As a result of the reduced cancellation rate, VIPER parades are regarded as a cost effective alternative to live parades, despite the cost of the specialist equipment required for the system. Thus the primary aim of delivering a practical cost-effective system has been achieved. In addition, the VIPER system has several other benefits.

VIPER parades are inherently sequential in nature. A witness watching a VIPER parade can only look at one parade member at a time and is preventing from making direct comparisons between parade members of the sort that are possible in simultaneous parades. It is probably this ability to make direct comparisons in simultaneous parades that leads to an increase in the number of false positive identifications as witnesses select the parade member who most closely matches their memory of the perpetrator rather than positively identifying the perpetrator. However, it should be noted that the procedure employed in VIPER parades differs from that commonly used in experimental investigations of sequential parades. In a standard sequential parade, as each parade member is shown to the witness, they are required to decide whether or not this was the person they saw perpetrate the crime. This procedure cannot be adopted in the UK because Code D of PACE requires that a witness must make a decision only after considering each parade member at least twice. In a VIPER parade, the entire video sequence is therefore shown to the witness twice before the witness attempts an identification. Witnesses can request to have an additional look at particular parade members and can move forwards and backwards through the tape. Arguably, allowing multiple viewing of a sequential parade would undermine the relative superiority of this format. However, our initial research suggests that this is not the case. Pike, Allen, Rowlands, Towell and Kemp (1999) asked participants to view a staged crime, and four weeks later they viewed either a target absent or target present VIPER-style parade. One third of participants saw the parade once, one third saw it twice and the final third saw it twice before being allowed to rewind the tape as they chose. For target present parades, performance improved with additional viewing of the parade, and for the target absent parades, the participants who were allowed to rewind the tape at will were more accurate in their decision than the participants who saw the parade once or twice. Although these results are not entirely in accord with those of Lindsay, Lee and Fulford (1991) who reported no change in decisions made after the first and second viewing of a sequential parade, it seems that repeated viewing of sequential parades does not necessarily undermine the advantage of this parade format, relative to simultaneous parades.

One of the motivations behind the development of the VIPER system was to ease the problems associated with finding suitable volunteers prepared to act as foils in a live parade. In an analysis of the fairness of VIPER compared to live parades, Valentine and Heaton (1999) reported evidence that this increase in the availability of foils has resulted in VIPER parades being somewhat fairer than live parades. Valentine and Heaton employed a mock-witness procedure (Doob & Kirshenbaum, 1973) to assess the fairness of 16 real VIPER parades and 25 live parades in which the suspect had ultimately been convicted. This analysis revealed that while 25% of mock-witnesses (individuals who were not witnesses but had read the witness's description of the suspect) were able to select the suspect from live parades, whereas only 15% were able to select the suspect in VIPER parades. This suggests that the increased access to foils may allow the construction of parades that are less biased against the suspect than is practical when organising live parades.

Levi and Lindsay (this issue) and Wells, et al. (1998) have both called for parades to be double-blind - that is conducted by a person who does not know the identity of the suspect. This is clearly desirable, but rather difficult to achieve in practice. This recommendation was not incorporated into the guide for the collection of eyewitness evidence produced by the National Institute for Justice (Technical Working Group, 1999). In the UK, although the identification officer responsible for running the identification parade is not directly involved in the case, he or she is fully aware which of the parade members is the suspect. One possible advantage of video based identification systems such as VIPER is that they might make it slightly more practical to arrange for the parade to be conducted by an officer who is blind to the identity of the suspect. It is administratively easier with the VIPER system than with live identification procedures for the person showing the parade to the witness to be unaware which of the parade members is the suspect.

Thus, it seems that VIPER offers a system that meets the practical concerns of the police officers organising identification parades while also delivering the improvements that are recognised as resulting from a switch to a sequential parade format and parades that are less biased against the suspect. Levi and Lindsay (this issue) comment that enforcement officers and prosecutors were particularly reluctant to implement a recommendation for sequential parades. In the case of the VIPER system, the police appear happy to accept sequential parades as a consequence of a switch to a system that delivers some practical advantages.

It is important to stress that the VIPER system was designed by the police themselves without direct input from psychologists in the early stages. The importance of this example lies not in who was responsible for the design of this effective and useful system, but rather in demonstrating that it is possible to design systems that deliver aspects of best practice and meet the practical needs of practitioners. The VIPER system is heavily used by the police who have access to it, and in changing from live to VIPER identification parades, these officers accept significant changes to their work practices. Wells, et al. (1998) were reluctant to recommend the adoption of sequential parades, in part because they felt this would require significant changes to police practice. It has been argued by Levi and Lindsay (this issue) that psychologists should consider only the principles of best-practice when deciding what changes to recommend, and that this approach would result in a recommendation to adopt sequential parades. The VIPER system delivers sequential parades as part of a system that is widely used by police officers because it was specifically designed to meet the practical needs of the officers charged with conducting identification parades. Thus the example of the VIPER system demonstrates that closer cooperation between practitioners (police) and researchers (psychologists) can lead to the implementation of systems that are both practical and close to the principles of best-practice.
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