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Abstract 

 

Canadian (N = 117) and U.S. officers (N = 167) completed an online survey regarding their eyewitness 

identification procedures.  Chapter 2 compared current procedures with each country’s respective policy 

recommendations.  In some cases, policy recommendations were the same.  In other cases they were 

different.  Hypotheses were that where recommendations were the same, no between-country differences 

would be observed, and that where recommendations were different, between-country differences would 

be observed in line with recommended procedures.  Partial support for these hypotheses was found 

indicating that policies had some impact on procedures.  Chapters 3 and 4 examined lineup construction 

and administration practices (respectively).  Some reported practices are of concern since research 

demonstrates they may reduce witness accuracy, though caution is necessary in interpreting why certain 

practices may or may not be used as there are many possible reasons.  One of the most marked findings 

across all chapters was the great variability found in procedure both within and between countries, 

demonstrating that ‘typical’ police procedures vary considerably.  Major recommendations include policy 

mandates in order to achieve procedure consistent with best-practice recommendations, as well as 

provision of training materials in order to achieve such consistency.  This survey provides a needed 

update in the literature regarding current police practices and offers a rich data source to help stimulate 

further research in the field. 
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Preface 

 When I was preparing for my M.A. defence, I asked Rod a question about what police officers 

‘actually did’ in a particular circumstance.  He basically shrugged and said, “I don’t know.”  Somewhat 

surprised, I said, “What do you mean, you don’t know?” and he replied that nobody knew what police 

officers actually did for the most part and that there was very little information on police procedures, with 

much of the information outdated, limited in scope, and/or anecdotal in nature. 

 Because I was seeking this information in preparation for my defence, Rod said he would provide 

me with the e-mail addresses of a couple of his police contacts whom I could ask these questions.  That 

way, if the question came up during my defence, I could at least explain that no formal knowledge existed 

on the topic and provide some informal information.   

 However, prior to e-mailing Rod’s police contacts, we had the thought that if we were e-mailing a 

few people anyhow, perhaps we should ask a few more questions and gain a bit more information.  Then 

we had the thought that if we were asking a few more questions, perhaps we should ask a few more 

people.  And, like a small snowball starting at the top of a mountain and gaining size as it rolls downhill, 

these ‘few questions asked of a few people’ turned into a large and detailed international survey of police 

identification procedures. 

 Our initial intention was to try and get respondents from officers across the globe.  The cost of 

sending copies of the survey through postal mail would have been prohibitive given the size of the 

endeavour.  As such, we decided to make the survey web-based and began investigating options as to how 

to make this happen.  Because of economic necessity (i.e., no grants at the time), the options had to be as 

inexpensive as possible.   

 I spoke to “my computer friend,” Zaheed – everyone has “a computer friend,” it seems – to see if 

he had any idea what options were available and he told me that a good friend of his actually worked for a 

company whose business was online surveys.  He contacted this friend, Mike, to see if Mike had any 



 

 

 

xvi 

suggestions.  Zaheed sent me Mike’s e-mail address (at Mike’s suggestion) so I could e-mail Mike details 

about the survey. 

 After a few e-mails back and forth with Mike, he volunteered to program and host the survey for 

free and send me SPSS data exports.  At this point, the survey comprised approximately 30 questions, yet 

as you can see from Appendix A, the survey turned out to be three times as long.  How did it get so long?  

The Queen’s University Legal Studies Lab members (a.k.a. “The Lindsay Lab”) helped develop the 

questions and as we went through editing and testing the survey online to work out any bugs, we 

inevitably came up with more questions we wanted to ask.  And then more questions still.  There were 

several rounds of additions and changes to the survey. 

 One of the complications with adding in questions after the survey was already online was that 

this created programming headaches for Mike.  Because we wanted to ensure that officers would not have 

to answer questions irrelevant to their experience, we employed extensive use of skip logic.  That is, if an 

officer said they did not do ‘X’ (e.g., live lineups), the survey skipped over all subsequent questions 

related to ‘X.’ The difficulty is that additional questions were not just tacked on to the end of the survey 

because that meant they would be topically out of order – questions were added in the middle of the 

survey, which, at times, caused some large changes to existing skip logic programming.  Being extremely 

good-natured and generous, and likely finding his foot caught in a door (Freedman & Fraser, 1966), Mike 

accommodated all the changes we asked of him, putting in many, many hours of his own time 

programming the survey. 

 After several rounds of changes, we finally decided that we had to go with the survey as it was.  

First, we did not want to add any further questions because the survey was fairly lengthy and we were 

worried that it might already be difficult to recruit participants given the length. Second, even though we 

were not adding further questions or spotting any more typos, through editing and testing of the online 

version of the survey we did continually find small wording changes that we wanted to make.  But, 

because Mike had already been incredibly generous with his time and resources, we could not in good 
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conscience ask him to spend even more of his time making further changes – small or large – to the 

survey. 

 This survey went from being a few informal questions in preparation for a M.A. defence, to a 

small survey, then to being quite a large survey both in terms of the number of questions and the number 

of countries we wanted to recruit from.  As the survey got bigger and I realized this was not the mere side 

project it had started out to be, I talked to Rod and said I would like to make the survey my dissertation 

instead of the topic we had originally planned on.  He was agreeable to the switch, and that is how the 

survey became my dissertation. 

I believe it is necessary to provide this context for the way the survey developed, because 

knowing that it was not initially intended to be either a dissertation or a large project may provide insight 

as to why things were or were not done in a certain way.  Had this survey started out as what it turned out 

to be, and had we the time and resources to make further changes, it would almost certainly have turned 

out somewhat differently. 
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Chapter 1 

General Introduction 

 Eyewitnesses to crimes play a vital role in the criminal justice process and may be involved at all 

stages, from the investigation through to prosecution of cases.  Given their importance, it should not be 

surprising that law enforcement agencies have great interest in maximizing the accuracy of information 

provided by eyewitnesses.  Incorrect information can waste valuable resources of money and time; or 

worse, lead to the conviction of innocent suspects.  For example, if a witness to a bar fight reported that 

the perpetrator of the fight was a young man of Aboriginal ancestry when the perpetrator was actually a 

young man of European ancestry, police officers would waste time investigating this incorrect lead.  

Additionally, if officers did not uncover information during their investigation indicating the witness was 

mistaken about the ethnic background of the perpetrator, the case may stagnate and the perpetrator may 

not be caught, or an innocent person may be arrested for the crime. 

The Study of Eyewitness Issues 

 That some people are wrongfully convicted and sent to prison for crimes they did not commit is 

not a new concept (e.g., Borchard, 1932).  Increasingly, stories are making the news of people who were 

wrongfully convicted of crimes and later had all charges against them voided – that is, they were 

exonerated.  Post-mortems of such exonerations reveal that eyewitness misidentification is a major 

contributing factor in a large proportion of these cases.  The National Registry of Exonerations (The 

Registry) is a U.S.-based organization that “provide[s] detailed information about every known 

exoneration in the United States since 1989” (The National Registry of Exonerations, 2013).  A recent 

report issued by The Registry found that of the 1050 exonerations in the U.S. between 1989 – 2012, 41% 

included mistaken eyewitness identification as a factor contributing to these wrongful convictions.  This 
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makes eyewitness misidentification the third leading factor behind perjury/false accusation and official 

misconduct (Gross & Shaffer, 2013)1.   

The problem of eyewitness error was recognized at least by the early 1900s.  In 1908, Hugo 

Munsterberg published a seminal book called ‘On the Witness Stand’ in which he questioned whether 

eyewitness identifications were reliable, using his own experience testifying in a court case to illustrate 

how witnesses can easily make mistakes.  Later, Borchard (1932) found in an analysis of 65 cases of 

wrongful conviction that eyewitness misidentification was the leading cause of those wrongful 

convictions. 

Though recognition that eyewitnesses make mistakes is not new, research interest in eyewitness 

issues did not really start to take hold until the 1970s.  For example, Law and Psychology Review and 

Law and Human Behavior, two of the oldest journals in the field of psychology and law, began publishing 

in 1975 and 1977, respectively. Additionally, field-advancing papers on the topic of eyewitnesses began 

being published in the 1970s (e.g., Buckhout, 1974; Kuehn, 1974; Loftus & Palmer, 1974; Wells, 1978).   

The body of research on eyewitnesses has steadily grown each decade since, and given the 

multitude of ways witnesses may be involved in an investigation, researchers have studied many related 

topics such as police interview techniques with witnesses (e.g., Fisher & Schreiber, 2007; Gabbert, Hope, 

& Fisher, 2009), the effects of exposure to weapons during a crime (e.g., Pickel, 2007), whether confident 

witnesses are more likely to be accurate (e.g., Leippe & Eisenstadt, 2007), and identification procedures 

(e.g., Lindsay & Wells, 1985; Dysart & Lindsay, 2007; McAllister, 2007). 

Identification Procedures 

In order to identify the perpetrator of a crime, police must first find a suspect, i.e., the person they 

believe committed the crime in question.  If the perpetrator is known to a witness, the witness can simply 

                                                      

1 The figure of 41% is noticeably lower than previous reports which have routinely found eyewitness 

misidentification was the leading contributing factor in wrongful convictions, being involved in approximately 75% 

of cases (e.g., www.innocenceproject.org).  Gross and Shaffer (2012; 2013) note that the difference occurs because 

they have made an effort to separate true mistakes made by witnesses from the deliberate lies or fabrications made 

by witnesses.  
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provide the perpetrator’s name to the police.  If the perpetrator is not known to a witness, there are several 

different methods police can use to find a suspect.   

Police may start by asking the witness to give a description of the perpetrator.  If obtained shortly 

after a crime’s occurrence, such descriptions may be helpful in locating a suspect in the vicinity, e.g., 

someone within a few blocks of the crime location matching the description (Meissner, Sporer, & 

Schooler, 2007).  But, a description may not be enough on its own to identify a suspect because person 

descriptions tend not to be detailed enough in such a way that would definitively distinguish one 

individual from another.  Kuehn (1974) analyzed the person descriptions provided by witnesses in 100 

cases in which witnesses would have been physically close to the perpetrator (e.g., bodily injury, rape, 

and robbery).  He found that witnesses provided 7.2 descriptors on average, with the most common being 

gender, age, height, build, race, weight, complexion, and hair colour.  Other research demonstrates that 

witnesses may be more likely to give descriptions of a perpetrator’s clothing and accessories than his or 

her physical features (e.g., Pozzulo, Dempsey, O’Neill, & Grech, 2009).  Because clothing and 

accessories can be changed quickly and easily, even if the perpetrator remains in the vicinity of the crime, 

he or she may look quite different from the witness’ description by the time they are questioned by the 

police. 

To illustrate, the following are details from a Queen’s University campus security alert for an 

individual who attempted to break into the Department of Psychology building (Psychology Department 

Manager, personal communication, December 14, 2009).  The physical descriptors were “Caucasian 

male, mid-to-late 40s, average weight and height, light color or grey scruffy facial hair (day or two 

growth).”  The other details provided were that, “…he was wearing a navy blue ski jacket with one wide 

white stripe on each shoulder, and had its hood up.  He was also seen carrying a basic household slotted 
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screwdriver and smoking a cigarette.”  Clearly, the latter details could easily be changed, and the physical 

descriptors could apply to many individuals in the city2. 

When the description alone is not enough to determine a suspect, police may ask a witness to look 

at mug shots, which are photos the police have on file of individuals who were previously arrested for 

crimes.  The reasoning behind having a witness look at mug shots is that if the perpetrator of the crime 

had been previously arrested, the witness may recognize them from their mug shot (McAllister, 2007). 

Police may also request the help of non-witnesses to crimes in identifying a suspect.  One method 

is via composite sketches, which are renderings of a perpetrator’s appearance developed from a witness’ 

description.  Some composites are released to the general public (e.g., via the media) with the request that 

anyone recognizing the individual call the police, but Davies and Valentine (2007) report that, at least in 

the United Kingdom, the majority of composites (90%) are not released to the media, but rather are used 

internally.  Even in the absence of a composite sketch, police may release details of the crime and a 

description of the perpetrator to the media, again, with the request that anyone who may know the identity 

of the perpetrator call the police. 

Once police find a suspect, they must determine the likelihood that the suspect is in fact the 

perpetrator, and one way they do this is by using identification procedures. An identification procedure 

occurs when police ask a witness to view an individual via live, photo, or video presentation, and indicate 

whether or not that individual is the perpetrator of the crime he or she saw.  

A showup is one type of identification procedure used by police as a means to quickly determine 

whether people close to the scene of a crime and/or matching the description of the perpetrator are 

probable suspects.  In a showup, one person is presented to a witness and the witness is asked to indicate 

whether the person is the perpetrator of the crime (Dysart & Lindsay, 2007).  Showups tend to be used 

when evidence towards a person’s suspect status is not very strong; for example, the only reason the 

                                                      

2 Including many of the university’s staff and faculty! 
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person is a suspect is that they match the perpetrator’s description and were found near the scene of the 

crime.  However, once police have stronger reason to suspect a person of committing a crime, then a 

lineup may be used.   

A lineup is a group of people composed of a suspect and a number of non-suspect members.  

Non-suspect lineup members are (or ought to be) known to be innocent of the crime in question.  The 

non-suspect members have been referred to as fillers, foils, distractors, or stand-ins (among other terms), 

though I will refer to them as fillers.  Police will show a lineup to a witness and ask him or her to indicate 

whether the person they saw commit the crime is in the group of people and if so which member of the 

lineup they saw. Alternatively, police will ask if the witness recognizes anyone in the lineup and if so 

from where. In either case, police hope to obtain evidence that their suspects are or are not guilty of the 

crime(s) in question. 

Descriptions of the criminal event and the perpetrator given by a witness provide one type of 

information; identification procedures provide additional information.  If a witness selects the suspect, 

this is taken as evidence supporting the suspect’s likely guilt (Dupuis & Lindsay, 2007). 

Police Usage of Identification Procedures 

Though no official estimates exist of how many lineups and showups are administered annually 

in Canada and the U.S., identification procedures appear to be used by police fairly regularly.  Goldstein, 

Chance, and Schneller (1989) estimated from their survey of prosecutors that over 77 000 people in the 

U.S. were arrested annually based on identification by an eyewitness, though it is not clear from the 

survey what proportion of the eyewitness identifications in Goldstein et al. can be attributed specifically 

to identification procedures versus other types of identification, e.g., the witness knew the perpetrator and 

could name him or her3.  Showups appear to be a commonly used procedure, though the frequency with 

which they are used can vary quite widely (e.g., Dysart & Lindsay, 2007; Sauerland, Sagana, & Sporer, 

                                                      

3 I attempted various means of contacting the authors to clarify this point, but unfortunately the lead author is 

deceased, and the other authors on this paper are all retired and attempts to contact them were unsuccessful. 
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2012; Steblay, Dysart, Fulero, & Lindsay, 2003).  Studies reporting on the usage of showups generally 

report their usage as a proportion of total identification procedures administered (i.e., [number of 

showups]/[number of showups + number of lineups]), and these proportions vary from 30% (McQuiston 

& Malpass, 2001) to 51% (Behrman & Davey, 2001) to 77% (Gonzalez, Ellsworth, & Pembroke, 1993), 

though it should be noted that the Gonzalez et al. proportion is based on data from a single detective. 

Police officers have long been cognizant of the fact that witnesses will not always be correct in 

their identification decisions.  However, a common attitude seems to be that even if such errors happen, 

they happen infrequently (e.g., Goldstein, Chance, & Schneller, 1989) or that the ‘truth will out’ 

(Shakespeare, 1596).  That is, if a person is truly innocent, subsequent investigation will uncover the error 

and the person will be removed from consideration as a suspect.  Further, even if a person is formally 

charged with a crime they did not commit, their innocence may protect them and the mistaken witnesses 

may be identified and disbelieved at trial. 

Yet, increasing numbers of exonerations demonstrate that these assumptions are incorrect.  To 

date in the U.S., there have been 1350 individual exonerations since 1989 

(http://www.law.umich.edu/special/exoneration/Pages/about.aspx, accessed April 12, 2014), with at least 

1100 additional individuals not listed in the National Registry of Exonerations because they were part of 

groups exonerated en masse due to issues of police corruption (i.e., officers routinely framed innocent 

people; Gross & Shaffer, 2013).  The Registry’s report on the first 1050 of these individual exonerations 

identifies 105 exonerations in which the convicted were on death row (Gross & Shaffer, 2013), however, 

another organization extended the exoneration time period, bringing the total number of death penalty 

exonerations up to 142 since 1973 (“Facts About the Death Penalty,” 2013).  The Association in Defence 

of the Wrongly Convicted (AIDWYC) is a Canadian non-profit organization whose objective is to review 

the cases of, and provide support for, individuals claiming they were wrongly convicted of homicide.  

According to AIDWYC data, as of the summer of 2011, there were 45 cases of wrongful convictions that 

have been overturned in Canada (Smith & Cutler, 2013).   
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In addition, evidence overwhelmingly demonstrates that witnesses are believed when they 

provide information and that people are not able to differentiate between correct and incorrect witnesses 

(Boyce, Beaudry, & Lindsay, 2007).  As previously mentioned, analyses of exonerations reveal that 

eyewitness error is a factor in 41% of wrongful convictions in the U.S. (Gross & Shaffer, 2013). In 

England, the Devlin Committee (1976) examined approximately 2000 police lineups administered in 

England in 1973.  In approximately 300 cases, an eyewitness identification was the only evidence, yet 

75% of these accused were found guilty.  Of the Canadian cases of wrongful conviction, eyewitness error 

was involved in 16 (36.4%) of cases (Smith & Cutler, 2013)4.   

As many researchers have noted, the numbers of known exonerations are likely an underestimate 

of the number of factually innocent people who have been wrongly convicted of crimes.  Exonerations 

can only happen when evidence exists to prove an individual’s innocence.  As such, there are likely many 

more individuals who are innocent, but for whom such evidence does not exist, and for whom exoneration 

is not a possibility.  In addition to the grave error of individuals being wrongfully convicted, the true 

culprits of these crimes remain free, are not held accountable for their actions, and may commit other 

crimes. 

It is crucial that police officers get the best, most accurate information possible from witnesses, 

given the possible consequences wrought by incorrect information.  Knowing how and why eyewitnesses 

make mistakes in identifications can help prevent such errors from occurring in the first place.   

Research on Identification Procedures 

Researchers have taken up the mantle and for several decades now have been actively 

investigating these questions of ‘how’ and ‘why’ eyewitnesses make errors in order to minimize the 

chances of witnesses making such errors in the future.  A quick search in PSYCInfo demonstrates that 

                                                      

4 Smith and Cutler (2013) state that for one case, information on whether eyewitness error played a role was 

unavailable, so it was not included in their analysis. 
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lineups have received considerably more research attention than showups.  As of May 2013, searching for 

‘lineup’ OR ‘lineups’ returned 589 hits while ‘showup’ OR ‘showups’ returned only 28 hits. 

I will discuss specifics of research findings in subsequent chapters, however in a broad sense, 

researchers have confirmed three key findings about eyewitnesses and identification procedures.  The first 

key point is that memory is imperfect (e.g., Davis & Loftus, 2007).  A person’s memory is not like a tape 

recorder of life events where he or she can go back to any point in the tape, press play, and recall events 

with perfect accuracy.  Research consistently demonstrates that memory is a reconstructive process, and 

as such, can be distorted, intentionally or otherwise, and that even the individuals recalling the memory 

often will not be able to distinguish between true or false aspects of their memories (Davis & Loftus; 

Porter & Wrightsman, 2014).   

Secondly, there are ways of administering identification procedures that decrease accuracy 

(Wells, Small, Penrod, Malpass, Fulero, & Brimacombe, 1998; Clark, Rush, & Moreland, 2013).  In 

saying this, I am not purporting that trying to decrease witness accuracy is something officers are doing 

on purpose, but rather, that there are ways officers may behave, give instruction, and/or construct and 

administer identification procedures that unintentionally decrease a witness’ accuracy.  For example, 

research has demonstrated that when giving instructions to a witness prior to a lineup, if officers use 

wording that suggests that the perpetrator is in the lineup and the witness’ job is simply to select the 

appropriate person (e.g., “Just pick out the guy when you see him.”), witnesses will be more likely to 

make a selection from a lineup whether the perpetrator really is there or not (e.g., Wells et al., 1998; 

Steblay, 2013).   

While disconcerting, such findings are important, because they naturally lead to investigation of 

the flip side of the coin, which is that thirdly, there are ways of intentionally administering identification 

procedures that increase witness accuracy.  To expand on the preceding example, suppose instead officers 

gave instructions to a witness prior to a lineup that indicate the perpetrator is not necessarily in the lineup, 

e.g., “The perpetrator may or may not be in this lineup.  If you do see the perpetrator in this lineup, please 

tell me who he is.  If you do not see the perpetrator in this lineup, please let me know that he is not there.”  
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This change in wording subtly, but importantly, changes the nature of the task for a witness.  Instead of 

their task being to simply confirm the officer’s findings (i.e., that the suspect is the perpetrator), their task 

becomes one of providing information as to the likelihood of the accuracy of the officer’s findings.  Such 

a simple change in the wording of pre-lineup instructions increases the accuracy of witness decisions 

(e.g., Wells et al., 1998; Steblay, 2013). 

Policy Statements on Identification Procedures5 

 The advent of DNA testing in the late 1980s meant there was a powerful new investigative tool 

that could be utilized in establishing whether an individual had committed a particular crime.  It also 

meant that individuals claiming they had been wrongfully convicted of crimes had a new tool to help in 

establishing the veracity of their claims.  Of the 1050 individual exonerations analyzed by the National 

Registry of Exonerations, 32.4% were cleared at least in part with the help of DNA evidence (Gross & 

Shaffer, 2013).  

 These growing numbers of exonerations did not escape the notice of government officials, nor did 

the fact that eyewitness error was a major contributing factor in such cases.  Officials quickly realized 

they had a problem which required proactive measures to ameliorate.   

At the behest of then-Attorney General Janet Reno, the Technical Working Group for Eyewitness 

Evidence was convened in 1998 to develop guidelines for ‘best practices’ for obtaining and storing 

information from eyewitnesses.  The resulting guidelines were published a year later (U.S. Department of 

Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999), but it is important to note that the 

guidelines were just that – guidelines which, though developed and released at a national level, were not 

legally mandated. 

Shortly after the publication of the U.S. guidelines, the results of the Inquiry Regarding Thomas 

Sophonow were released in Canada (Cory, 2001).  Thomas Sophonow was wrongfully convicted of the 

                                                      

5 A brief overview of policy statements and issues is provided here for context, but a lengthier discussion on the 

topic will be provided in Chapter 3, which is devoted to analyzing and discussing these policy statements. 
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1981 murder of 16-year old Barbara Stoppel in a Winnipeg, MB doughnut shop.  Sophonow was 

acquitted by the Manitoba Court of Appeal in 1985, and in 2000, the Winnipeg Police Service 

reinvestigated the murder, declared another suspect had been identified, and that Sophonow was not the 

perpetrator of the crime.  The Manitoba Government announced that an inquiry would be undertaken to 

determine whether there were mistakes made on the part of the police which contributed to Sophonow’s 

conviction.  The resultant inquiry did conclude that there were errors in police procedure, some of which 

were specific to the collection of eyewitness evidence.  In his report, Justice Cory offered several 

recommendations about how collection of eyewitness evidence should be carried out in order to prevent 

similar miscarriages of justice (Cory).  As with the U.S. guidelines, the recommendations made as a result 

of the inquiry were not legally binding, though the case and the inquiry garnered significant national 

attention.   

However, Canadian interest in the matter of wrongful convictions did not stop with the 

Sophonow Inquiry (Cory, 2001).  In 2005, the Report on the Prevention of Miscarriages of Justice was 

released by the Canadian Department of Justice.  The authors of the report state that their working group 

was established specifically in response to growing numbers of documented reports of wrongful 

convictions.  Additionally, the mandate of the group was to develop a list of best practices to help law 

enforcement officials understand the causes of wrongful convictions and to recommend policies that 

would help prevent such wrongful convictions from happening in the future.  In addition to procedures 

related to eyewitness evidence, the report covers a wide variety of topics (e.g., false confessions, DNA 

evidence).  An update of this report was released in 2011. 

As previously noted, the best practices guidelines released in Canada and the U.S. were not 

legally mandated, and as such, law enforcement officials were not legally obligated to follow them.  This 

does not mean that law enforcement simply ignored these policy documents in the absence of legal 

impetus, but lack of mandate meant it was up to individual departments and officers whether or not to 

adopt these guidelines and would result in a patchwork style of change in procedure. Of course, defence 

lawyers may challenge evidence in court or bring appeals on the basis of law enforcement not following 
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these recommendations.  Case law has been an important source of law reform and has spoken to how 

lineups should be administered (e.g., R. v. Gonsalves (2008), 56 C.R. (6th) 379 (Ont. S.C.J.) at para. 51).  

However, such avenues can take considerable time and unless the case is heard and decided on by the 

Supreme Court, would not result in a national-level force of law. 

However, some places have made top-down changes in procedures related to collection of 

eyewitness evidence.  For example, in 2001, New Jersey was the first state in the U.S. to make statewide 

changes in their lineup procedures.  The change was effected by New Jersey’s then-Attorney General 

John J. Farmer, who, unlike other state Attorney Generals, had the unique power to order statewide 

changes in identification procedures (Kolata & Peterson, 2001).  Though change was not always brought 

about in the same way as in New Jersey, other states, major cities, and counties have adopted changes in 

their lineup procedures in the ensuing years (Steblay, Dysart, & Wells, 2011). 

Current Police Usage of Identification Procedures 

 Knowing that eyewitness researchers have been publishing hundreds of articles on identification 

procedures over the last few decades, and that policy guidelines exist in both Canada and the U.S., there 

are a number of obvious questions: How exactly are police officers conducting their identification 

procedures?  Which, if any, of the recommendations in the policy guidelines are they following?  How do 

procedures between countries differ?  There has been a significant amount of interaction between the 

research community and law enforcement, but not much is known about the impact of these interactions.   

 Much of the existing information on how police officers carry out their identification procedures 

has come in an anecdotal and piecemeal format from researchers who have been involved with police in 

some professional context, e.g., as an expert witness or at training seminars (R.C.L. Lindsay, personal 

communication, 2012).   

 One of the simplest ways to get a snapshot as to how police officers are carrying out their 

procedures is to ask them.  However, they are a difficult population to access and to date, only two 

surveys have been conducted with police on how they conduct their identification procedures.  Wogalter, 

Malpass, and McQuiston (2004) conducted a detailed survey of U.S. police lineup procedures.  However, 
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though published in 2004, the data were collected in 1992 (Beaudry & Lindsay, 2006), which is prior to 

the release of the U.S. policy guidelines (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National 

Institute of Justice, 1999), and so it is impossible to determine the effect of the guidelines on police 

procedure.  Additionally, given the high levels of activity and change in research and policy, the data 

collected in 1992 is unlikely to be representative of procedure over 20 years later. 

 Beaudry and Lindsay (2006) conducted a survey of lineup procedures of Canadian officers, and 

as the data were collected in 2004, they were collected after the results of the Sophonow Inquiry were 

released (Cory, 2001), but prior to the first publication of the guidelines from the Canadian Department of 

Justice (2005).  Additionally, the data were collected almost exclusively from Ontario police officers and 

may not generalize to officers in the rest of Canada.  As Beaudry and Lindsay note, comparing their data 

to the Wogalter et al. (2004) data for purposes of cross-country comparisons is problematic given the time 

lag between data collection for the two surveys. 

Scope of Dissertation 

 The goals of my dissertation are fairly straightforward.  First and foremost, I endeavoured to 

conduct a more recent, detailed, and comprehensive survey of police officers in Canada and the U.S to 

provide a ‘state of affairs’ on police identification procedures.  Little is known about how police are 

currently carrying out their identification procedures, and given the rapid changes in policy, research, and 

recommendations in recent decades, there is a need for a systematic examination of how exactly police 

officers administer identification procedures.  The results of my survey provide insight into which 

research-based practices and policy recommendations are being implemented and provide future 

directions for research. 

My second goal was to survey officers in Canada and the U.S. simultaneously in order to allow 

for between-country comparisons.  Given that policy recommendations were issued in both countries 

within a couple years of each other, and that recommendations are made on many of the same issues, it is 

interesting to see which policy recommendations the countries do versus do not adopt. 
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 What is not a goal of my dissertation is to excoriate law enforcement.  Similar to what is stated in 

the U.S. policy guidelines (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of 

Justice, 1999), I am assuming good faith on the part of police and I did not design questions with the 

intent to try to make police officers look bad.  This is not to say that I will not discuss whether officers are 

following best practices recommended by research and/or policy.  However, if the ways in which officers 

carry out their identification procedures do not follow best practices, the conclusion that follows is not 

necessarily that officers are deliberately doing such things with malicious intent; there are many reasons 

officers may not be following best practices.  These issues will be explored in Chapter 3. 

 In Chapter 2, I describe the method, analytic approach, and general data management strategies.  

Though my dissertation will be broken down into chapters by topic, because the entirety is based on a 

single data set, this information on method, etc., will not be repeated in subsequent chapters.  As such, the 

ensuing chapters will contain only introduction, results, and discussion sections.   

In Chapter 3, I contrast the self-reported police procedure with the policy guidelines in Canada 

(Cory, 2001; Canadian Department of Justice, 2005; 2011) and the U.S. (U.S. Department of Justice, 

Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999) to see whether policy and practice match.  

Not surprisingly, many of the same issues are discussed in both the Canadian and American guidelines.  

What is intriguing, however, is that on some issues, recommendations for best practice are the same 

between the two sets of guidelines, but on other issues, they make different recommendations.  This 

provides a rich avenue for exploring between-country comparisons on policy. 

In Chapter 4, I delve into how officers construct lineups.  That is, how do officers put a lineup 

together?  On what bases do they select fillers for their lineups?  When they are looking for fillers who are 

similar in appearance to their suspect, which features are most important to them in making their 

selections (e.g., Clark, Rush, & Moreland, 2013)?   

In Chapter 5, I describe how officers administer lineups to witnesses. For example, what types of 

instructions do they give to a witness prior to a lineup (e.g., Steblay, 2013)?  Does the officer in charge of 

the case conduct the lineup, or is it perhaps an officer who does not know which lineup member is the 
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suspect (e.g.., Austin, Zimmerman, Rhead, & Kovera, 2013)?  This chapter also affords details on the 

post-lineup procedures of police.  For example, do officers provide any sort of feedback to witnesses as to 

whether they chose the suspect or a filler (e.g., Semmler, Brewer, & Wells, 2004)?   

 Lastly, in Chapter 6, I provide a brief general discussion of the results of this survey and discuss 

possible directions for future eyewitness identification research.  

 I would like to provide a final note that, though I have made best efforts to avoid repeating 

information, there is such a great deal of data to parse out that in order to discuss it in an appropriate, 

topical, and sensible manner, there will be some overlap in the information contained within the chapters.  

For example, Chapter 3, which compares police procedures with the policy documents in Canada and the 

U.S. contains information reported in subsequent chapters.  However, it seemed much more sensible to 

have some repetition in order to discuss policy issues in depth and in synthesis rather than intersperse the 

data and discussion on the policy documents in multiple chapters. 
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Chapter 2 

Method 

Participants 

 Canadians and Americans (N = 287) involved in police identification procedures completed an 

online survey about their identification procedures. Of the respondents, 284 were law enforcement 

officials (referred to as “officers” for brevity) and 3 were non-law enforcement individuals.  The non-

officer individuals responded ‘zero’ to the survey question regarding the number of years of experience 

they had as police officers.  We allowed a response of zero because there may be civilians hired by police 

forces exclusively to construct and/or administer lineups.  These three respondents were excluded from 

analyses as there were too few of them to be able to compare officer and non-officer individuals.  The 

removal of non-officer respondents from analyses resulted in a final sample of 284 officers. 

Participation in the survey was on a volunteer basis and participants were not compensated for 

their time. 

Officer Characteristics and Experience6 

Personal Characteristics.  In order to ensure the confidentiality promised to participants, we did 

not ask for such potentially identifying information as gender, rank, name of police service, or even the 

name of the city/town officers served in.  The practice of omitting questions requesting such identifying 

information is not unusual when surveying law enforcement (e.g., Beaudry & Lindsay, 2006; Wogalter et 

al., 2004). 

Nationality. Of the officers, 117 (41.2%) were Canadian and 167 (58.8%) were American.  

Canadian respondents were from 9 provinces and 2 territories and the American respondents were from 

                                                      

6 Throughout this section, while means and standard deviations are provided, statistical analyses are done using 

Mann-Whitney U analyses.  Medians are also presented.  For the rationale as to why this was done, please see the 

‘Analytic Strategy’ section later in this chapter.   



 

 

 

16 

34 states.  See Tables 1 and 2 for the frequency of respondents by province/territory and state.  See Figure 

1 for a mapped representation of U.S. respondents. 

Years of Experience as Officers. Canadian officers (M = 14.85, SD = 8.37, Mdn = 14) reported 

fewer years of experience as law enforcement officers compared to American officers (M = 17.87, SD = 

7.36, Mdn = 18), Mrank_Canada = 124.40, Mrank_U.S. = 155.18, U = 7652.00, z = -3.11, p = .002). 

Years of Experience Constructing Lineups. There was no difference in the years of experience 

Canadian (M = 8.85, SD = 7.97, Mdn = 7) and American (M = 9.38, SD = 7.00, Mdn = 8) officers had in 

constructing lineups, Mrank_Canada, = 134.75, Mrank_U.S. = 147.11, U = 8863.00, z = -1.25, p = .210. 

Years of Experience Administering Lineups. There was no difference in the years of 

experience Canadian (M = 10.13, SD = 7.73, Mdn = 8) and American (M = 9.79, SD = 7.09, Mdn = 9) 

officers had in administering lineups, Mrank_Canada = 142.66, Mrank_U.S. = 141.53, U = 9633.50, z = -0.11, p = 

.909. 

Breadth of Experience. Because it is feasible that some officers may only carry out one aspect 

of the lineup procedure (i.e., only constructing lineups or only administering lineups), officers who 

answered ‘zero’ when asked how many years of experience they had constructing and administering 

lineups were coded as not having any experience with that aspect of the lineup procedure.   

A majority of Canadian (85.5%) and American (95.2%) officers reported that they both 

constructed and administered lineups.  Of the Canadian officers, 13.7% reported that they only 

administered lineups and 0.9% reported that they only constructed lineups.  Of the American officers, 2.4 

% reported that they only administered lineups and 2.4% reported that they only constructed lineups. 

Lineups Constructed and Administered.  Officers were asked how many lineups they had 

constructed and administered over the course of their career and in the 12 months preceding their 

completion of the survey.  There are three different modalities in which lineups may be presented to a 

witness: live, photo, and video.  Live lineups occur when the lineup members are physically present when 

a witness is viewing the lineup (though the witness may not be visible to lineup members).  Photo and 

video lineups occur when the lineup members are presented to a witness via photographic or video 
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presentation (respectively).   Officers were questioned about their experience constructing and 

administering lineups for all three lineup types.  See Table 3 for full results.   

With only two exceptions, Canadian officers reported constructing and administering fewer 

lineups of all types than American officers (all ps < .018).  The two non-significant findings were with the 

number of video lineups that had been constructed and administered over the course of their careers, 

though the former was marginally significant at p = .078. On the other hand, use of video lineups was rare 

in both countries.  

Showup Usage.  A smaller proportion of Canadian (22.2%) than American (73.7%) officers 

reported that they had ever used the showup procedure, 2(1, N = 284) = 72.97, p < .001, V = 0.507. 

Officers who reported having ever used the showup procedure were asked how many times they 

had used it in the past 12 months. Canadian officers (M = 0.88, SD, = 1.31, Mdn = .50) reported using the 

showup procedure fewer times than American officers (M = 6.61, SD = 13.32, Mdn = 2.00), Mrank_Canada = 

49.96, Mrank_U.S. = 80.29, U = 948.00, z = -3.34, p = .001. 

Of the officers who had ever used the showup procedure, 50.0% of the Canadian and 31.7% of 

the American officers reported that they had not used the showup procedure in the 12 months preceding 

the survey.  As a result, 13 Canadian and 84 American officers answered questions regarding showup 

procedures. 

Level of Government. Canadian and American Officers reported the level of government at 

which their particular unit operated.  Canadian and American officers respectively reported that their units 

operated at a municipal/local level (66.7% vs. 95.2%), provincial/state level (29.1% vs. 4.2%) or federal 

level (4.3% vs. 0.6%). 

Population of Area Served.  Most Canadian (90.6%) and American (90.4%) officers reported 

serving urban, as opposed to rural, areas.   
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When asked to indicate, using predetermined categories, the approximate population of the area 

their unit served, 82.9% of Canadian and 81.4% of American officers reported that the population of the 

area served by their unit was 100,000 or more.  See Table 4 for a full breakdown of responses. 

Materials 

Survey. The survey contained detailed questions regarding the construction and administration of 

lineups and showups (see Appendix A for full survey).  Questions used in the Wogalter et al. (2004) and 

Beaudry and Lindsay (2006) surveys were used as a starting point for question development.  

Additionally, we used research and/or policy ‘best practice’ recommendations regarding lineup 

procedures to develop questions so we could assess how reported police procedures compared to such 

recommendations.  Queen’s University Legal Studies Lab members developed and edited the survey 

questions.  They were then vetted with a senior member of the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) to ensure 

clarity of the questions to police officers. 

 We asked limited questions regarding demographics in order to ensure officers felt confident their 

responses would be anonymous as promised.  In order to get a sense of the level and diversity of 

experience of the sample, we asked for respondents’ years of experience both as officers and in 

constructing and administering lineups. 

Generally speaking, our selection of lineup construction questions covered the topics of: how 

officers found and selected lineup fillers, how they addressed distinctive markings on suspects when 

constructing lineups, what nominal lineup sizes they used, what modality of lineups they used (live, 

photo, video), what types of photos were used in lineups, how a suspect’s position in a lineup was 

determined, whether lineups were designed to be presented sequentially or simultaneously, how 

frequently and by which methods lineup fairness was assessed, and how often multiple suspect lineups 

were constructed. 

Again, generally speaking, we selected lineup administration questions to cover the topics of: 

which officers conducted lineups, who was present during the administration of a lineup, which types of 

instructions were given to a witness prior to a lineup, if and how officers assessed a witness’ confidence 
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in their lineup decision (whether or not witnesses selected someone), usage of multiple suspect lineups, 

usage of sequential lineups and adherence to recommended sequential lineup procedure, what type of 

feedback (if any) was provided to a witness after the witness had made their lineup decision, and what 

type of records were kept of the lineup procedure.The survey was programmed by a third party and hosted 

by Snap Surveys.  The survey was entirely web-based, thus, once it was fully functional, officers were 

provided with a URL and logged on to the survey remotely (i.e., on a computer of their choosing).   

 Upon going to the survey website, officers viewed a welcome page describing the survey and 

providing general instructions.  They were then asked to enter demographic information, after which the 

questions about their identification procedures started.  In order to minimize the amount of time officers 

would need to complete the survey, response options were designed to largely be “point-and-click” (i.e., 

to select a response) or to enter numbers.  The survey included skip-logic, such that if an officer indicated 

in one question that they did not do a certain procedure (e.g., the sequential lineup), the survey skipped 

over subsequent questions on that particular topic.  As a result, ns for analyses frequently do not match 

the total number of officers who participated in the survey.   

 Officers were asked to respond to the questions in the survey based on how they had been 

constructing and/or administering their identification procedures in the preceding 12 months, unless 

otherwise directed.  The period of 12 months was chosen as it would appropriately capture the most 

current methods in use. 

 Invitation Letters. Invitation e-mails were sent to individual officers inviting them to participate 

in the survey.  Invitation letters were sent by e-mail and postal mail to police chiefs inviting them to have 

their officers participate in the survey.  The letters to both explained the nature of the study, the type of 

participants sought, approximate length of the survey, and provided the URL, information required by 

Queen’s General Research Ethics Board, and contact information.  Letters to police chiefs were 

individually addressed (e.g., “Dear Chief Jones” vs. “Dear Chief”) and also included more detailed 

information on the survey, first author, and faculty supervisor.  Please see Appendices B and C for letters 

sent to officers and police chiefs. 
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 Frequently Asked Questions. Based on feedback and questions from officers who received the 

initial survey invitations, a ‘Frequently Asked Questions’ document was developed and distributed with 

all subsequent invitations, both through e-mail and postal mail.  The document provided background 

information on the first author and faculty supervisor, the purpose of the survey, described development 

of the survey, and invited recipients to view the survey prior to completing it.  Full contact information 

was provided for the first author and faculty supervisor, as well as Psychology Department Head and 

Chair for the Queen’s General Research Ethics Board.  A small number of officers did contact the first 

author with questions about the survey.  There were no reports of others being contacted.  Please see 

Appendix D for the Frequently Asked Questions document. 

Recruitment Procedure 

E-mail Recruitment.  Because the cost of sending invitation letters through the postal system 

would have been prohibitive, invitations were e-mailed to officers asking them to participate in the 

survey.  Undergraduate volunteers in the lab systematically searched out publicly available e-mail 

addresses for police officers on the internet.  The volunteers searched by country, and within a country, by 

states and/or provinces, and within states and/or provinces, by cities/towns. The volunteers searched for 

contact information for officers at all levels of government within countries (i.e., federal, provincial/state, 

and municipal/local) and in cities/towns both large and small.  Sources of e-mail addresses include 

database-type sites (e.g., www.usacops.com) and websites of individual city/town police departments.  

This netted approximately 6000 e-mail addresses.  Recruitment letters (as described above; see 

Appendices B and C) were sent via a listserv.   Approximately 800 of these e-mails were automatically 

returned as undeliverable.   

 Some officers contacted through this initial e-mailing replied that they could not complete the 

survey without the approval of someone in a position of authority (e.g., Chief of Police or Police 

Commissioner).  The initial e-mail recruitment approach could be described more as a “bottom-up” 

approach in terms of the power structure of police departments, and the officers’ responses indicated a 

more “top-down” approach was necessary.  Based on this information, police chiefs were the targets of 
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subsequent recruitment. Current police chiefs were e-mailed invitations to have their officers complete the 

survey.  Each e-mail was individually addressed and sent to the Chiefs (versus via listserv as with the first 

mailing), and they were asked to have at least one officer in their department (though preferably more) fill 

out our survey online.   

Postal Mail Recruitment.  Directly e-mailing Chiefs of Police seemed to produce a somewhat 

better response than e-mailing individual officers, but was not high enough that we felt comfortable using 

e-mail alone to send invitations to chiefs.   

 Letters were sent by postal mail to police chiefs in the three largest cities in each province and 

state so that we would have the best chance of getting a large number of respondents.  However, in some 

provinces in Canada, there do not exist three cities with their own police force as there is not enough of a 

population to warrant this.  In many areas that are not populous, the Royal Canadian Mounted Police 

(RCMP), Canada’s federal police force, is the only police presence.  Three provinces (Ontario, Quebec, 

and Newfoundland) also have provincial police forces: the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP), the Sûreté du 

Québec, and the Royal Newfoundland Constabulary (respectively). 

 Having gone through these multiple approaches, the recruitment and data collection period lasted 

from February 2008 to July 2009.  The survey was reactivated briefly for the month of January 2011 

because of a third party recruitment opportunity.  

 Third Party Recruitment.  Several contacts were made in attempts to have the survey 

distributed by individuals within policing organizations as we felt that requests for participation would be 

received far better from someone with “insider” status.  The contacts were either pre-existing or acquired 

at professional gatherings (e.g., conferences).  Some contacts made at conferences were provided with the 

survey URL and asked to examine and distribute it to any individuals to whom they thought the survey 

would apply.  The two contacts described below were of a more structured nature. 

RCMP. We contacted the RCMP at the same time as the first mass e-mailing (described 

earlier) about participating in the survey, and after being provided with the link to the survey and 
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examining it, they agreed to distribute the link internally to their officers.  Because the survey link was 

distributed internally, we do not know how many individuals received a request for participation. 

U.S. Police Chief. We established contact with a U.S. Chief of Police at an academic 

conference in March 2010.  He volunteered to send our survey link to individuals he thought would be 

willing to participate.  The Chief indicated these were individuals he either knew through professional 

contact, or to whom he had access through his membership in various professional associations.  We 

provided him with the link to the survey in order to examine it, and he distributed the survey the first 

week of January 2011.  Due to his own personal circumstances, the Chief was unable to send out the 

survey earlier in 2010.  As with the RCMP, because the Chief distributed the survey link himself, we do 

not know how many individuals to whom the request for participation was sent. 

Notes on Response Rate 

 Simply taking into account the e-mail recruitment and the resultant sample size, the response rate 

is low.  However, we do not provide a number for the response rate as an accurate estimate is impossible 

to generate given the circumstances of recruitment. 

 First, e-mail recruitment allowed us to potentially reach a larger audience, but this came at the 

cost of a lack of reasonable certainty that individuals whose participation was requested actually received 

the e-mailed invitations.  As mentioned, several e-mails were automatically returned as undeliverable, but 

we have no way of knowing whether the e-mails that were delivered actually reached the individuals to 

whom they were sent, were redirected to a spam folder, or were thought to be spam and deleted without 

being read. 

 Second, with our third party recruitment, we provided the link to the individuals to examine and 

distribute as they saw fit.  We do not know to how many individuals they sent the survey. 

 Third, response rates are typically calculated by dividing the number of respondents by the 

number of invitations sent.  For example, the Wogalter et al. (2004) survey calculates their response rate 

in this manner.  However, in requests for participation we explicitly requested multiple respondents from 

the same departments (see Appendix C, paragraph 3) and it is unclear how to calculate the response rate 
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in instances where an invitation was sent to a single individual (e.g., Chief of Police) but generated 

multiple responses (e.g., the Chief sent the survey to four individuals under his or her command).  Some 

instances in which this occurred are known to us because of direct contact with various police services, 

however, there may also be instances unknown to us in which this occurred.  

Analytic Strategy 

 There were two types of questions we predominantly used throughout the survey.  The first asked 

officers to indicate how often they had done/used something on a scale of Never, Rarely, Sometimes, 

Usually, or Always (NRSUA), e.g., question 24 asks, “How often do you use photos from angles other 

than facing front in lineups?”  The second type of question asked officers to enter numbers, e.g., question 

12 asks, “Approximately how many lineups have you constructed over the last 12 months?”   

 We used three other question types in the survey, though not as frequently as the NRSUA and 

number entry questions.  At times we simply asked officers ‘yes or no’ questions, e.g., question 23 asked 

officers to indicate, yes or no, whether types of photos presented are taken at the time of arrest in their 

department, and question 63a asked officers if they had ever used the showup procedure. 

 Other times, officers were presented with a question, provided with a list of options, and asked to 

select the best option (i.e., select one option), e.g., question 17 asks officers what they usually do when a 

suspect has a distinctive facial marking.   

In other cases, officers were presented with a question, provided with a list of options, and asked 

to select all options that applied, e.g., question 19 asks officers for which reasons they use a photo lineup 

rather than a live or video lineup. 

The analytic strategies for these five types of questions are described below. 

 NRSUA Questions.  The analyses for NRSUA questions were undertaken as 2 (Canada/U.S.) x 5 

(N/R/S/U/A) chi-square analyses.  However, examination of the data revealed that in many instances, 

there would be issues with expected cell frequencies of less than five.  These instances arose because of 

the skip logic leading to low ns for particular questions and/or because a majority of officers would 

answer the question the same way, e.g., if most officers said they ‘Always’ or ‘Never’ did something.   
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Further inspection of the data demonstrated that there was no consistency between questions in 

terms of which cells, nor how many cells, would have expected values less than five.  For example, one 

question might have only one expected cell value less than five, yet another question might have eight 

expected cell values less than five.  As such, we developed an analytic strategy of collapsing over and/or 

dropping columns to raise the expected cell frequencies to five in such instances.  The strategy was 

developed in order to have a method that could be consistently applied to all of the questions and avoid 

arbitrary decisions by the researchers.   

The first step was to do the full chi-square analysis.  If all expected cell values were five or 

greater, then this analysis was considered valid. 

If the full chi-square analysis had any expected cell values less than five, the next step was to 

collapse over columns.  If either the ‘Never’ or ‘Rarely’ column had expected cell values less than five, 

these two columns were collapsed together.  If either the ‘Usually’ or ‘Always’ column had expected cell 

values less than five, these two columns were collapsed together.  If ‘Sometimes’ had an expected value 

less than five it was dropped from analysis.  ‘Sometimes’ was dropped versus collapsed because it was 

the midpoint of response options and there was no sensible way to consistently collapse it with an 

adjacent column.  If, at this point, collapsing and/or dropping brought all expected cell values up to five 

or greater, the analysis was considered valid.  

If collapsing across ‘Never’/‘Rarely’ (NR) and/or ‘Usually’/‘Always’ (UA) did not bring the 

expected cell values up to five or greater, then those columns were dropped from the analysis. 

If the collapsing and dropping of columns resulted in less than a 2 x 2 analysis, then that 

particular question was addressed in a descriptive manner only. 

Note the following: 1. Final analyses after collapsing resulted in 2 X 4, 2 X 3, or 2X 2 Chi Square 

contingency tables depending on the number of columns remaining in the design. 

2. If columns were dropped or collapsed, the full 2 x 5 analysis and associated cell percentages are 

provided in any tables, but the percentages reported within the results section are those of the collapsed 

columns. 3. Even if columns were dropped by necessity for a particular question, or if the question could 
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only be discussed in a descriptive manner, these questions may still be informative.  If we were only able 

to address a question descriptively, it was be because officers in both countries were predominantly 

answering one way – generally ‘Never’ or ‘Always’ – and knowing that nearly all officers were doing 

something a particular way is informative. 

In all cases, post-hoc analyses for NRSUA questions were done as each column vs. all other 

columns which resulted in a maximum of five post-hoc comparisons, e.g., N vs. (RSUA).  Given the 

number of comparisons that would need to be undertaken for a full 2 x 5 analysis, this made sense from a 

general interpretive standpoint, but also in light of the need to collapse over columns.  Because much of 

the analyses were exploratory, and because of the large number of analyses undertaken, we chose a liberal 

approach and opted not to do an alpha correction for the post hoc tests.  

Number Entry Questions.  When officers were required to enter a number, the comparisons 

were on a Canada vs. U.S. basis.  Though the data for number entry questions are certainly amenable to 

analysis using independent samples t-tests, after examining and analyzing the data, we ultimately decided 

the non-parametric equivalent Mann-Whitney U test was the better method of analysis.  First, because of 

the skip logic in the survey, some questions ended up with very small and/or unequal sample sizes.  

Second, there were some very large outliers which we had no reason to doubt as real values. Third, the 

homogeneity of variance assumption was frequently violated as indicated by a p < .05 on the Levene’s 

Test for Equality of Variances.  Fourth, assumptions of normality were also frequently violated.  

Sometimes more than one of these factors affected analysis of a particular question. 

To provide an illustration, question 86 asked, “What is the longest time after a crime’s 

occurrence that you have used a showup in the last 12 months?”  Officers had to enter a number and then 

select the appropriate unit of time, i.e., hours, days, weeks, months, or years, though we converted the 

answers to the same metric (hours) for analysis.  The t-test data revealed a non-significant difference in 

the greatest length of time Canadian and American officers had used a showup after a crime’s occurrence.  

However, upon further inspection, there were reasons to doubt whether the t-test was an appropriate 

analysis for this question.   
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First, there is a large outlier of 26,280 hours (3 years) for one of the U.S. officers.  This is 8.84 

SD above the mean, however, we did not have reason to doubt this was a real value.  While three years is 

a lengthy time period, it is not unheard of for showups to be conducted after long post-event delays.  For 

example, in Neil v. Biggers (1972), a showup was conducted approximately 7 months after the crime’s 

occurrence.   Using the common truncation rule of +/- 3 SD, the value would be brought down only to 

9201.21 hours (383.38 days).  Considering that 92.3% of Canadian and 95.2% of American officers 

indicated lengths of time that were 48 hours or less as the longest time after a crime’s occurrence that they 

had used a showup in the preceding 12 months, truncation would still result in a large value that could 

have a disproportionate impact on the analysis.  Though no Canadian officer reported a value nearly as 

large as this U.S. officer, the highest value of 336 hours (2 weeks) was 3.31 SD above the mean, and is 

quite large compared to the next largest value of 24 hours.   

Because large values such as these are not suspect in actual practice, removal of the data from 

analysis would not have been appropriate.  A truncation rule would not have ameliorated the effects of 

extreme values from the analysis.  Such extreme values would have undue influence on the means and 

standard deviations (i.e., make them artificially high), and as such, not accurately represent the central 

tendency or variability of the data.  Given that the medians for both Canadian and U.S. officers were one, 

this concern appears to be a valid one.  As well, outliers may have an even bigger impact on the data from 

the Canadian officers given the small sample. 

Second, because so few Canadian officers reported having used a showup in the 12 months 

preceding the survey, very few (7.78%) answered any but the first two questions as to whether they had 

ever used a showup, and if so, how often they had used it in the preceding 12 months.  Of note, 49.7% of 

the U.S. officers did not answer beyond these two questions either.  This resulted in unequal sample sizes 

between Canada (n = 13) and the U.S. (n = 87), and, in the case of the Canadian officers, a very small 

sample. 

Third, with small and/or unbalanced sample sizes, assumption violations may be more difficult to 

detect, and this appears to be the case here.  The results of the Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances 
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indicates that equal variances can be assumed (p = .330), yet the SDs appear to be quite different at 92.31 

hours (Canada) versus 2923.92 hours (U.S.).   

Fourth, both the Canadian (Skew = 3.55, SEskew = .616) and American (Skew = 8.57, SEskew = 

.263) data are quite positively skewed, and there is reason to be cautious about violating the normality 

assumption of the t-test when one or both samples are small, as is the case with the Canadian sample (n = 

13).  

Though the t-test is generally fairly robust when assumptions are violated, given the severity of 

the violation of assumptions, the possibility of small and/or greatly unbalanced sample sizes, the lack of 

reason to eliminate large outliers from analysis, and doubt regarding the validity of assumptions results 

using the t-test, we deemed the Mann-Whitney U test as the more appropriate test to use when analyzing 

the number entry type of data in the survey.  

Though the Mann-Whitney U test uses ranks for its analyses, we provided medians for all such 

analyses in order to have a reported measure of central tendency. 

We used question 86 to illustrate the issues that prompted us to opt for a non-parametric versus 

parametric test, but this was not the only question for which such analytic issues arose.  Certainly, there 

are questions in the survey for which a t-test would have been proper to do the analysis, however, we 

opted to have a consistent analytic strategy applied throughout rather than use a case-by-case analytic 

strategy. 

Yes/No Questions.  These questions were analyzed using 2 (Canada/U.S.) x 2 (Yes/No) chi-

square analyses.  Only the percentages of either ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ responses are provided in order to reduce 

redundancy. 

Select One Option Questions.  These questions were analyzed using 2 (Canada/U.S.) x X chi-

square analyses, where ‘X’ is the number of options that were presented.  As with the NRSUA analyses, 

post-hoc comparisons were done as ‘X’ versus ‘not X.’ 

Select All That Apply Questions.  Each of the options presented were analyzed as 2 

(Canada/U.S.) x 2 (Did the officers select/not select the option) chi-square analyses.  For example, 
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question 19 asks officers for which reasons they would use a photo versus live or video lineup, and 

provides eight options.  This question was analyzed with eight 2 x 2 chi-square analyses.  Bonferroni 

corrections were applied for these questions based on the number of response options, e.g., the corrected 

alpha for question 19 would be .05/8 = .00625.  In some cases where the number of options would result 

in a very low corrected alpha, both the corrected and uncorrected alphas are provided as the corrected 

alpha may lead to an overly conservative interpretation of the results. 

Notes on Terminology 

 Similar to the necessity of maintaining a consistent analytic strategy, we also wanted to maintain 

consistent terminology when discussing results, and specifically discussions around the percentage of 

officers who do ‘X,’ whatever X may be.  When discussing the proportions of officers who carry out 

identification procedures in a certain way, it is desirable to be able to give some sort of verbal descriptor 

to indicate whether it is a fairly large versus fairly small proportion of officers doing things a certain way.  

Using strict definitions of ‘majority’ and ‘minority’ did not seem appropriate as this could lead to the 

same labels being applied to vastly different numbers, e.g., both 51% and 91% would be considered 

majorities, but with a 40% difference between them, there is a vast difference in the magnitude of those 

majorities.   

We conducted a search through the APA manual and PSYCInfo and did not find any standard 

practice for applying verbal labels in such a manner and were left to devise our own.  As such, the 

nomenclature we use when giving verbal descriptors for the numbers is as follows: a) 0% will be referred 

to as ‘none’ (or equivalent meaning), b) 0.01% – 24.99% will be referred to as a ‘weak minority,’ b) 

25.00% - 49.99% will be referred to as a ‘minority,’ c) 50.00% will be referred to as ‘half,’ d) 50.01% - 

74.99% will be referred to as a majority, and e) 75.00% - 100% will be referred to as a strong majority. 

General Notes 

 Lastly, we would like to provide a few general notes about this survey and write-up. 

 As you can see in the full set of survey questions (Appendix A), we asked officers questions 

about three known modalities in which lineups are presented to witnesses: live/in-person, via 
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photographs, and via video.  However, throughout the dissertation, only the results pertaining to photo 

lineups are presented.  Few officers reported using either live or video lineups in the 12 months preceding 

the survey, and those who had used them had done so very rarely.  For both Canadian and American 

officers, the median numbers of live and video lineups they had constructed or administered in the 12 

months prior to the survey was zero.  The means were generally less than one; the highest was 1.17 for 

U.S. officers’ number of live lineups administered.  That there was not enough data to analyze questions 

at the level of lineup presentation modality is informative as it indicates that Canadian and American 

officers are now using photo lineups almost exclusively. 

 As discussed in the section on analytic strategy, for a variety of reasons, we have chosen to use 

Mann-Whitney U tests instead of independent samples t-tests for Canada versus U.S. analyses with the 

number entry questions.  Also as discussed, we used this analytic strategy throughout to maintain 

consistency, even though some questions did not present the issues that prompted us to opt for a non-

parametric approach.  However, where appropriate, we also present the means descriptively as their 

inclusion provides a more nuanced picture of the data.   

 Finally, we discuss only the results we found most interesting, which means that not all questions 

contained in the survey (Appendix A) are addressed within the body of this paper.  Given the amount of 

data obtained from this survey, there is just simply too much data to be able to discuss absolutely 

everything (a positive problem, admittedly).   
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Table 1. Number of Canadian Respondents By Province and Territory 

Province/Territory Frequency %  

British Colombia 36 30.8 

Alberta 8 6.8 

Saskatchewan 13 11.1 

Manitoba 1 0.9 

Ontario 18 15.4 

Quebec 2 1.7 

New Brunswick 4 3.4 

Nova Scotia 7 6 

Newfoundland 24 20.5 

Northwest Territories 2 1.7 

Yukon 2 1.7 
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Table 2. Number of U.S. Respondents by State 

State Frequency %   State Frequency % 

Alaska 2 1.2 

 

Minnesota 6 3.6 

Alabama 1 0.6 

 

Missouri 10 6 

Arkansas 2 1.2 

 

North Carolina 2 1.2 

Arizona 2 1.2 

 

North Dakota 1 0.6 

California 9 5.4 

 

Nebraska 2 1.2 

Colorado 5 3 

 

New Jersey 1 0.6 

Delaware 3 1.8 

 

New Mexico 4 2.4 

Florida 19 11.4 

 

New York 21 12.6 

Georgia 2 1.2 

 

Ohio 8 4.8 

Hawaii 2 1.2 

 

Oklahoma 1 0.6 

Iowa 2 1.2 

 

Oregon 1 0.6 

Idaho 2 1.2 

 

Tennessee 1 0.6 

Illinois 10 6 

 

Texas 22 13.2 

Massachusetts 1 0.6 

 

Virginia 7 4.2 

Maryland 4 2.4 

 

Washington (state) 3 1.8 

Maine 4 2.4 

 

Wisconsin 2 1.2 

Michigan 4 2.4 

 

Wyoming 1 0.6 
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Table 3. Number of Live, Photo, and Video Lineups Constructed and Administered by Canadian and U.S. Officers Over the Course of 

Their Careers and the 12 Months Preceding the Survey. 

  

Canada (N = 117) 

 

U.S. (N =167) 

 

          

  

M SD Mdn 

 

M SD Mdn 

 

U Mrank_Canada Mrank_U.S. z p 

Constructed - 

Career 

Live 1.56 8.64 0 

 

16.17 81.81 0 

 

5485.50 105.31 149.35 -5.47 <.001 

Photo 78.59 138.78 30 

 

175.74 391.64 90 

 

5824.50 108.67 147.27 -4.00 <.001 

Video 0.24 1.23 0 

 

5.85 41.36 0 

 

7681.50 127.05 135.87 -1.76 .078 

Constructed 

– Previous 12 

Months 

Live 0.09 0.92 0 

 

0.86 3.68 0 

 

8283.00 129.79 151.40 -4.22 <.001 

Photo 8.98 21.84 1 

 

20.50 49.05 10 

 

6607.50 115.47 161.43 -4.73 <.001 

Video 0.01 0.09 0 

 

0.37 2.21 0 

 

9205.50 137.68 145.88 -2.38 .018 

Administered 

- Career 

Live 1.32 8.00 0 

 

18.78 89.07 0 

 

6445.00 114.09 162.41 -6.00 <.001 

Photo 63.55 119.40 25 

 

167.40 376.85 75 

 

6539.50 114.89 161.84 -4.75 <.001 

Video 0.26 1.23 0 

 

5.51 40.46 0 

 

9228.50 137.88 145.74 -1.54 .125 

Administered 

– Previous 12 

Months 

Live 0.09 0.93 0 

 

1.17 4.80 0 

 

8239.00 129.42 151.66 -4.15 <.001 

Photo 7.25 19.94 2 

 

18.74 37.43 8 

 

7251.50 120.98 157.58 -3.76 <.001 

Video 0.01 0.09 0 

 

0.38 2.23 0 

 

9206.00 137.68 145.87 -2.37 .018 
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Table 4. Population of Areas Served by Canadian and U.S. Police Officers 

 

Canada U.S. 

Area Population Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

< 10 000 4 3.4 6 3.6 

10 000 – 29 999 4 3.4 5 3.0 

30 000 – 69 999 6 5.1 13 7.8 

70 000 – 99 999 6 5.1 7 4.2 

100 000 – 249 999 25 21.4 37 22.2 

250 000 – 499 999 16 13.7 28 16.8 

500 000 – 749 999 17 14.5 16 9.6 

750 000 – 999 999 21 17.9 20 12.0 

> 1 000 000 18 15.4 35 21.0 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

34 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Mapped representation of U.S. states which had survey respondents.  States coloured blue 

represent states having one or more respondents.  States without blue colouring did not have any 

respondents. 
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Chapter 3 

Do Canadian and American Police Officers Follow Policy 

Guidelines Regarding Lineups?  Survey Says… 

Governments started to pay attention in the late 1980s and early 1990s.  DNA, a forensic tool 

they had begun using to convict people of crimes, was being used to prove that governments had sent 

innocent people to prison – some of them even to death row.  To date, 45 Canadians (as of 2011; Smith & 

Cutler, 2013) and 1350 Americans (as of April 13, 2014; The National Registry) have been individually 

exonerated – that is, found to have not committed the crimes for which they were incarcerated.  Note that 

these individual exonerations do not include the approximately 1100 people in the U.S. who were part of 

“group exonerations” resulting from systemic police corruption (Gross & Shaffer, 2013). 

The first DNA exoneration in the U.S. occurred in 1989 (www.innocenceproject.org, n.d.).  

Though exonerations had occurred prior to this point, DNA was a game-changer.  It acted in this capacity 

in and of itself, but likely also by focusing national spotlights to the issue of wrongful convictions in 

general.  The numbers of both DNA-based and non-DNA-based exonerations occurring each year have 

fluctuated, but generally increased in the decades since 

(https://www.law.umich.edu/special/exoneration/Pages/Exoneration-by-Year.aspx, accessed August 12, 

2013). 

 As cases of exonerations amassed and made headlines, governments began to realize that the 

wrongful convictions coming to light were not just exceptional or isolated cases.  Rather, it was 

increasingly apparent that the numbers of exonerations were an indication of a systemic problem.  As 

noted by many researchers, the known numbers of wrongful convictions are likely just a fraction of the 

actual number (e.g., Steblay, Dysart, & Wells, 2011) 

Early analysis of wrongful convictions revealed several factors that were common across a large 

number of cases (e.g., Connors, Lundregan, Miller, & McEwan, 1996), and one factor that quickly gained 
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notice was that of eyewitness misidentification.  That is, one or more eyewitnesses mistakenly identified 

an innocent person as the perpetrator of a crime.  Though witnesses are highly believed (e.g., Boyce, 

Beaudry, & Lindsay, 2007), these cases starkly illustrated the fallibility of eyewitness memory. 

A commonly cited statistic is that eyewitness misidentification is involved in about 75% of 

wrongful conviction cases (www.innocenceproject.org, accessed August 8, 2013), but we note that more 

recent estimates take a larger number of cases and/or other factors into account (e.g., cases involving non-

DNA as well as DNA exonerations and non-violent as well as violent crime, separating mistaken 

eyewitnesses from those who deliberately lie) and put the number around 41% - 50% (The National 

Registry of Exonerations, 2013; Smith & Cutler, 2013).  Even though these new figures are lower than 

initial estimates, eyewitness error is clearly still a major and problematic factor in wrongful convictions.   

That eyewitness error was involved in 75% of wrongful convictions is the figure many 

governments were working with at the time they realized they had a problem that they needed to be 

proactive about.  Many of these eyewitness errors were the result of system variables – that is, factors 

under police control when collecting evidence from eyewitnesses – and as such, the chances of making 

similar errors in the future could be decreased by changes in procedure (Wells, 1978). 

National Policy Recommendations in the U.S. 

Though individual departments and jurisdictions have developed policy recommendations and/or 

mandated changes of their own accord, to our knowledge, there has been only one set of policy 

recommendations at the national level within the United States. 

In 1998, U.S. Attorney General Janet Reno assembled the Technical Working Group for 

Eyewitness Evidence to develop a set of ‘best practice’ guidelines for law enforcement officials regarding 

the collection of evidence from eyewitnesses to crimes.  This Working Group brought together 

prosecuting attorneys, defence attorneys, police officials, and social science researchers to produce the 

guidelines.  The purpose of this group was to develop standard practices that would promote the 

reliability and accuracy of eyewitness evidence (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, 

National Institute of Justice, 1999).  
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The final report was published in 1999 and released at a national level, but as stated within the 

report, it does not function as a legal mandate (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, 

National Institute of Justice, 1999).  That is, the guide provided recommendations for ‘best practices’ in 

collection of eyewitness evidence, but failure to follow the procedures would not automatically constitute 

legal inadmissibility of the evidence. 

National Policy Recommendations in Canada 

 The Sophonow Inquiry.  Barbara Stoppel was found strangled in the Ideal Donut Shop in 

Winnipeg, Manitoba in December of 1981.  No one witnessed the murder itself, however several 

individuals saw a man in the donut shop at the time of the murder.  As well, two patrons tried to enter the 

donut shop and found it locked.  They waited for a few minutes and a man came out of the ladies 

washroom, unlocked the front door, told them the store was closed, and left.  After entering the store and 

finding Barbara in the washroom, one of the patrons chased after this man.  The two had an altercation, 

but the man got away.  The evidence gained from interviewing and showing lineups to witnesses was an 

instrumental part in the eventual conviction of Thomas Sophonow for the murder (Cory, 2001). 

 Sophonow went through three trials.  The first was a mistrial, but he was convicted at the other 

two.  The Court of Appeal overturned each of his convictions and ordered a new trial, and in the last 

instance in 1985, acquitted him.  Sophonow spent many years seeking exoneration for the murder in order 

to fully clear his name.  In 1998, the Winnipeg Police Service reinvestigated the murder, and in 2000, 

declared Sophonow had been cleared of the murder and that they had another suspect (Cory, 2001).   

 At the same time as Sophonow was officially cleared, a public inquiry was called to examine the 

case and determine the factors that caused his wrongful conviction.  One finding that resulted from the 

Inquiry was that there were several police errors regarding the collection of eyewitness evidence, some of 

them specific to the lineup procedures police used.  Specific procedural recommendations were made in 

the final Inquiry report as to how lineups should be conducted in order to minimize eyewitness error in 

the future (Cory, 2001). 
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 The results of the Inquiry did not constitute an official national policy document regarding the 

collection of eyewitness evidence, but we contend that it functioned as such in a de facto manner.  The 

Inquiry garnered a national level of prominence and led to scrutiny of police services in general as it drew 

attention to errors in police procedure which factored into Sophonow’s wrongful conviction.  Importantly, 

judges began citing the recommendations made within the Inquiry in their decisions.  Even more 

importantly for our argument, the Inquiry occurred at the level of the Manitoba provincial government, 

but judges outside of Manitoba began citing the Inquiry and endorsing its recommendations in their 

decisions as early as 2002 (e.g., 

http://www.psychology.iastate.edu/~glwells/Canadianjudgeblindrulingwells.html, accessed August 8, 

2013). 

 As with the U.S. guidelines, the recommendations made within the Sophonow Inquiry were just 

that – recommendations, not legal mandates. 

 Report on the Prevention of Miscarriages of Justice (RPMJ).  After the occurrence of several 

high-profile cases of wrongful convictions and their resultant inquiries (including the aforementioned 

Sophonow Inquiry; Cory, 2001), the Federal Provincial Territorial Heads of Prosecution Committee 

(FPT) convened a working group in 2002.  The FPT working group had a dual purpose: a) to provide 

information to police and prosecutors regarding the causes of wrongful convictions, and b) to develop 

policy recommendations that would guard against future miscarriages of justice.  The working group 

included individuals with a variety of different roles in the criminal justice system, reflecting, as they 

state, their “strongly held view that only a joint effort by all the players in the justice system – police, 

prosecutors, the judiciary, and defence bar – can effectively reduce the risk of wrongful convictions.” 

(Canadian Department of Justice, 2005).  The RPMJ guidelines were released in 2005 and made many 

recommendations, including some specific to eyewitness identification and testimony7.  The RPMJ 

                                                      

7 Note that though an updated version of the RPMJ guidelines was published in 2011, we limit our discussion to the 

2005 document as all our data collection occurred after the 2005 publication and prior to publication of the 2011 
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guidelines did not contradict any of those made within the Sophonow Inquiry, and in fact, generally made 

the same recommendations. 

 As with both the U.S. and Sophonow Inquiry guidelines, the RPMJ guidelines did not constitute 

legal mandates. 

Choice of Policy Documents 

 The aforementioned policy documents were chosen as the basis of the policy analyses for several 

reasons.  First, there are no national policy mandates or national-level legislation regarding identification 

procedures in either country, so these policy recommendations are the only best practice guidelines that 

exist.  Second, all guidelines were released at a national level, and so should apply to all officers within a 

country regardless of jurisdiction.  And third, the policy documents have been cited in all levels of court 

cases, giving them a level of prominence and legitimacy. 

Scope of the Current Project 

 The U.S. and Canadian policy recommendations were released relatively close in time, and as we 

noted, none of them constituted legal mandates.  Of course, individual attorneys could issue challenges in 

court against police procedure for cases and cite these recommendations, but in and of themselves, the 

recommendations did not constitute procedures that police were required to follow.  However, not being 

required to follow these guidelines does not mean that police officers ignored them.  Anecdotal evidence 

from experts involved in Canadian consulting (e.g., R. C. L. Lindsay, personal communication, n. d.) and 

published research (e.g., Beaudry & Lindsay, 2006) indicated that some police officers were changing 

their procedures specifically in response to these policy guidelines.  

However, from the information currently available on police procedures, it is impossible to truly 

determine the impact of these policy guidelines on procedure.  Our goal in the current research was to do 

                                                                                                                                                                           

update.  However, the recommendations made regarding eyewitness evidence did not undergo any substantive 

change in the update. 
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just that: examine the impact of policy on police procedure, and specifically, the impact of policy on 

police lineup procedures. 

 A lineup is a group of individuals composed of the person police suspect of having committed a 

crime (the suspect) and a number of non-suspect individuals (the fillers).  Witnesses to the crime will 

view this group either in person or via photo or video presentation and indicate whether or not they think 

the perpetrator of the crime is in the group, and if so, who.  Lineups are a commonly used investigative 

tool and can provide powerful evidence in a case – sometimes even the only evidence.  In England, 

Devlin (1976) found that in approximately 15% of the 2000 U.K. police lineups they examined, an 

eyewitness identification was the only evidence against a person, yet in three-quarters of these cases, the 

accused was found guilty. 

 In order to examine the impact of policy on lineup procedure, we first needed to find out how 

police officers carried out their lineups.  To this end, we surveyed police officers in Canada and the U.S. 

in detail on their lineup procedures.  The publication of all three policy documents (1999, 2001, 2005) 

occurred before data collection for the survey began in February 2008.   

We determined that there was a need for a current survey as very little published information 

exists on police lineup procedure.  The survey regarding U.S. police lineup procedure pre-dates the 

publication of the U.S. guidelines in 1999 (Wogalter, Malpass, & McQuiston, 200489), and the Beaudry 

and Lindsay (2006) publication regarding Canadian police lineup procedure was limited almost 

exclusively to officers from a single province and cannot speak to procedure across Canada.  

Additionally, because of the time lag in data collection between the two surveys, any between-country 

comparisons are difficult to interpret (Beaudry & Lindsay, 2006).  Surveying Canadian and U.S. police 

officers at the same time would allow for between-country comparisons. 

                                                      

8 Though the paper was published in 2004 after the U.S. guidelines were released, the data for the Wogalter et al. 

survey were collected in 1992, predating the guidelines by approximately seven years (Beaudry & Lindsay, 2006). 
9 Note that a new U.S. survey was published after this dissertation was written.  While discussion of the new survey 

is omitted in content chapters, comparison between this new survey and the current survey is provided in the general 

discussion. 
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Comparing lineup procedures of officers from these two countries provided a unique opportunity 

to examine the impact of policy on procedures.  It is not surprising that the Canadian and American policy 

guidelines cover many of the same topics; this makes sense because lineups are used by police worldwide 

and many aspects of lineup procedure will be common to police investigations regardless of the country 

in which they occur.  However, what is especially interesting is that for some of these topics, the 

Canadian and American guidelines make the same recommendations (e.g., regarding providing feedback 

to witnesses, criteria for filler selection), but for other topics, they make different recommendations (e.g., 

regarding lineup size, usage of simultaneous versus sequential lineups). 

It stands to reason that if these policy guidelines are having an impact on procedure, examining 

the Canadian and American procedures in concert should demonstrate that where the recommendations 

are the same, the procedures should be the same between countries and in line with the policies.  

Conversely, where the recommendations are different, the procedures should be different between 

countries in a way that is consistent with their respective policies.  This logic forms the analytic basis for 

this paper. 

Inclusion Criteria for Factors Examined 

 As mentioned, the Canadian and U.S. policy documents overlap in many areas regarding lineup 

procedure, but the recommendations made are not always the same.  Additionally, there were certain 

topics for which one of the countries’ guidelines made a recommendation, but the other did not mention 

the topic at all.  For example, the U.S. guidelines make procedural recommendations for obtaining 

statements of confidence from a witness after a lineup (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice 

Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999), but neither the Sophonow (Cory, 2001) nor the RPMJ 

guidelines (Canadian Department of Justice, 2005) discuss the topic of confidence statements.  We 

recognize that it would still be interesting to examine such cases, however, given our analytic strategy, we 

did not include these topics as we cannot examine the effect of policy in the absence of a policy guideline 

in both countries. 
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 As such, the criteria for the factors we included in analysis were that the U.S. document and at 

least one of the two Canadian documents had to make an explicit statement, or strongly imply via 

wording of recommendations, about how some aspect of lineup procedure should be carried out.  Though 

of course the exact wording would not be the same, the meaning had to be (see Tables 5 and 6 for exact 

wording of all included policy guidelines).  There were three instances where only one of the Canadian 

guidelines made a recommendation on a topic, but there were five where they made recommendations on 

the same topic, and in no instances did the Canadian guidelines contradict each other. 

Factors Examined 

 Given our inclusion criteria, nine factors were included in our analysis: five where Canadian and 

U.S. guidelines made the same recommendation, and four where they made different recommendations.  

We note that while bodies of research exist on these nine factors and that some of the factors are still 

being discussed within the literature, our purpose here is not to debate the merits of particular procedures.  

As such, we will simply briefly outline the recommendations made within the policy documents to 

provide context.  Exact wording of the recommendations can be found in Tables 5 and 6. 

 Same Recommendations.  The factors for which the U.S. and Canadian guidelines make the 

same recommendations are as follows: 

1. Filler selection.  All guidelines recommend that fillers should match the witness’ description 

of the perpetrator, but if this approach is not possible, then the fillers should match the 

suspect’s appearance (e.g., Luus & Wells, 1991; Wells et al., 1998; Malpass, Tredoux, & 

McQuiston-Surrett, 2007; Brewer & Palmer, 2010). 

2. Instructions to Witnesses: Importance of Exonerating Innocent. The U.S. and RPMJ 

guidelines recommend including an instruction to the effect that it is just as important to clear 

innocent people as it is to convict guilty parties.  There is nothing to this effect in the 

Sophonow guidelines. 

3. Instructions to Witnesses: Perpetrator May or May Not Be in Lineup. All guidelines 

recommend including an instruction to the effect that the perpetrator may or may not be in the 
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lineup (e.g., Malpass & Devine, 1981; Wells et al., 1998; Brewer & Palmer, 2010; Steblay, 

2013). 

4. Feedback to Witnesses. All guidelines recommend against providing feedback to witnesses 

regarding their identification decisions (e.g., Brewer & Palmer, 2010).  We note that the 

wording for the guidelines is somewhat different. The U.S. guidelines caution against 

feedback only after an identification, the Sophonow guidelines caution against feedback after 

either identification or non-identification, and the FPT guidelines caution against feedback 

being given not by the lineup administrator, but by other officers and/or other witnesses.  

However, as all guidelines were concerned with the same basic issue of the contaminating 

effects of providing feedback to witnesses after a lineup, we felt it was reasonable to include 

this item. 

5. Multiple Suspect Lineups. The research recommendation is that lineups contain only a single 

suspect (Brewer & Palmer, 2010; Wells & Turtle, 1986).  U.S. guidelines explicitly 

recommend using only one suspect per lineup.  The Canadian guidelines do not make an 

explicit recommendation regarding the number of suspects in a lineup, however, both 

Canadian documents strongly imply that lineups should contain only a single suspect as 

‘suspect’ is never used in a plural form; only singular.   

Different Recommendations.  The factors for which the U.S. and Canadian guidelines make 

different recommendation are as follows: 

6. Lineup Size. U.S. guidelines recommend a minimum (their emphasis) of five lineup fillers 

(i.e., a six-person lineup) while the Sophonow guidelines recommend a lineup contain at least 

10 members.  There is no mention of lineup size in the RPMJ guidelines.  While the 

guidelines both recommend minimum lineup sizes, neither recommends a maximum lineup 

size. 

7. Simultaneous vs. Sequential Presentation. The U.S. guidelines include recommendations for 

how to carry out both simultaneous and sequential lineup procedures (Lindsay & Wells, 
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1985; Steblay et al., 2011).  Simultaneous presentation occurs when a witness views all 

lineup members at the same.  Sequential presentation occurs when a witness views lineup 

members one at a time, has to make a decision as to whether each lineup member is or is not 

the perpetrator at the time they see him or her, is not allowed to see lineup members once a 

decision is made, and does not know how many lineup members he or she will see (Lindsay 

& Wells).  However, the U.S. guidelines also explicitly state that while sequential lineup 

procedures are included in the guide, the inclusion is not meant to be indicative of a 

preference for the sequential lineup.  Both the Sophonow and RPMJ guidelines specifically 

recommend usage of sequential lineups. 

8. Double-blind Testing. The U.S. guidelines acknowledge the existence of the double-blind 

testing procedure, in which the officer conducting the lineup does not know which lineup 

member is the suspect.  This is meant to prevent any unintentional cues on the officer’s part 

that may indicate to the witness which lineup member is the suspect (e.g., Wells et al., 1998; 

Brewer & Palmer, 2011; Austin, Zimmerman, Rhead, & Kovera, 2013).  However, while 

acknowledging that some researchers do recommend using double-blind lineup procedures, 

the U.S. guidelines do not make a recommendation to use it.  Double-blind testing is instead 

identified as “a direction for future exploration and field testing,” (U.S. Department of 

Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999).  Both the RPMJ and 

Sophonow guidelines recommend usage of double-blind testing. 

9. Showups10. A showup occurs when a single suspect is presented to a witness and the witness 

must indicate whether this suspect is the person they saw commit a crime.  The U.S. 

guidelines include procedures for conducting showups, saying showups are to be used when 

                                                      

10 Both Canadian and U.S. guidelines define showups only as live presentation of a suspect to a witness.  The 

Canadian guidelines explicitly define a showup as such while “live-only” presentation is implied by the wording of 

the U.S. Guidelines (e.g., “Consider transporting the witness to the location of the detained suspect to limit the legal 

impact of the suspect’s detention.”) and no mention is made of photo presentation of showups. 
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“circumstances require the prompt display of a single suspect to a witness,” (U.S. Department 

of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999).  There is no 

mention of showups in the Sophonow Inquiry, but the RPMJ guidelines discourage usage of 

showups, saying that they should only be used “in rare circumstances, such as when the 

suspect is apprehended near the crime scene shortly after the event,” (Canadian Department 

of Justice, 2005).  We acknowledge that the wording of the recommendations is such that 

they are not explicitly different (see Table 6).  However, we felt that the wording did 

represent as different recommendations.  The U.S. guidelines are cautionary regarding usage 

of showups, but they do not actually state or imply that usage of showups is actively 

discouraged; only that care must be taken when using showups due to the suggestiveness of 

the procedure.  The RPMJ guidelines, however, do imply that usage of showups is actively 

discouraged by labelling it as something should rarely be used, and only under a particular set 

of circumstances. 

Are Policy Statements Merely Reflecting Existing Policy? 

 We chose to do our analysis at a national level because the policy guidelines are national policies.  

So it stands to reason that if these policy guidelines are effecting change as they intended, the changes 

should be apparent at a national level. 

However, a plausible argument to be made against our current analytic strategy is that the policy 

statements may just be reflecting how police officers are already carrying out their lineup procedures, 

which may be the same within a country but naturally vary between countries.  If this were the case, of 

course we would then find our predicted between-country differences and lack thereof.  So, how can we 

be sure that the U.S. and Canadian policy documents are making recommendations that do not just reflect 

existing practices and would actually require changes in procedure?  

 This question is difficult to speak to in some ways because so little formal information exists on 

police procedure, but we believe there is a convincing case to be made that these policy documents 

offered many things that were new to lineup procedures. 
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First, anecdotal information from eyewitness memory researchers who have consulted with the 

police and/or courts supports that existing procedure has not always been in line with the policy 

recommendations.  For example, R. C. L. Lindsay (personal communication, n.d.) had experience 

consulting with Canadian police and/or courts prior to the Sophonow Inquiry (Cory, 2001) and knew 

lineup sizes to differ between provinces, e.g., 6 in Nova Scotia, 8 in Alberta, 10 in Manitoba, and 12 in 

Ontario.  One thing experts also continually note is that police procedures can vary quite widely, even 

within a single department.  It seems reasonable to say that the odds are quite low of departments within a 

country happening to have fairly uniform procedures for multiple techniques in the ways we predict 

without some sort of unifying force (e.g., a legal mandate or policy recommendation). 

Second, there is some published information in the literature about traditional lineup practices 

which are different from these policy recommendations.  For example, in discussing their endorsement of 

double-blind lineup testing procedures, Wells et al., (1998) note that common procedure was for the 

officer in charge of a case to conduct a lineup.  As another example, in their survey of U.S. police officers 

wherein the data was collected seven years after publication of the first paper on sequential lineups 

(Lindsay and Wells, 1985), Wogalter et al. (2004) found that 10% of lineups were conducted sequentially. 

Third, the policy guidelines themselves note certain procedures that are not common practice.  

For example, the U.S. guidelines do not explicitly recommend double-blind testing and denote it as an 

area for future research and field testing – the implication is that this procedure was not commonly used 

by officers at that time (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of 

Justice, 1999).  As well, the necessity of having ‘best practice’ recommendations because of the situations 

that gave rise to them (i.e., wrongful convictions in which mistaken eyewitness identification due to poor 

procedures played a role) is evidence that current procedures differ from these recommended practices.  A 

further subtext of developing such recommendations is that the practices and procedures necessitating 

their development are widespread and serious enough to warrant the time and effort it took to develop 

recommendations and to advocate for change at a national level. 
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Fourth, based on when initial research studies were published in journals on some of these topics, 

we know that certain techniques did not even exist until these studies were published.  It is highly 

unlikely that the majority of officers in a country would have happened on these techniques all on their 

own.  It is also highly unlikely that these research findings would have quickly filtered into actual 

practice.  One study would not necessarily spur recommendations for change in procedure; it would take 

time after an initial study for the development of a substantial enough body of research to warrant calls 

for change.  Examples of such initial publications of techniques that are recommended in the guidelines 

include the Malpass and Devine (1981) paper on including an explicit caution that the perpetrator may not 

be in the lineup, the Lindsay and Wells (1985) paper on the sequential lineup, and the Luus and Wells 

(1991) paper on matching fillers to descriptions rather than the appearance of the perpetrator. 

 For these reasons, we contend that the policy recommendations made in the U.S. and Canadian 

guidelines made recommendations that would require change and that they did not simply reflect existing 

policy and procedure.  As such, we are confident that our analytic strategy is valid to undertake. 

Hypotheses 

 Our hypotheses are fairly straightforward: 

1.  For topics on which the U.S. and Canadian guidelines make the same/similar 

recommendations (i.e., recommendations 1 – 5), we will not find between-country 

differences. 

2. For topics on which the U.S. and Canadian guidelines make different recommendations (i.e., 

recommendations 6 – 9), we will find between-country differences. 

Results 

 We first provide results when recommendations are the same, then when recommendations are 

different, and in the final section provide results as they relate to population density. 

Same Recommendations 

 1. Filler Selection. We provided officers with a list of 27 physical characteristics and asked them 

to indicate whether they considered these characteristics ‘rarely,’ ‘only if mentioned in the witness’ 
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description,’ or ‘always’ when selecting lineup fillers based on their similarity to the suspect (see Table 7 

for full results).  Note that significance at p < .05 and p < .00185 (Bonferroni correction applied) are 

provided.  Because of the large number of characteristics, we thought that only applying a Bonferroni 

correction may be overly conservative, so we have provided both alphas so that readers may examine 

results for themselves. 

 Difference scores were calculated by subtracting the percentage of U.S. officers who ‘Always’ 

considered a feature from the percentage of Canadian officers who always considered the same feature 

(i.e., AlwaysCanada – AlwaysU.S.).  The minimum difference was -0.3 for the characteristic of background of 

photo and the maximum difference was 29.1 for skin complexion.  The mean difference score was -13.8 

(SD = 7.94) while the median was -12.3.  The absolute value of the difference score was < 10 for 11 of 

the characteristics, between 10 – 19.9 for 8 characteristics, and between 20 – 29.9 for 8 characteristics. 

 We correlated the proportions of officers in Canada and the U.S. who selected each response 

option.  Canada-U.S. correlations were computed for each of the three categories of responses, resulting 

in a Bonferroni-corrected alpha of .017.  The responses correlated at .942 for ‘always’ selections, .517 for 

‘only if mentioned in the witness’ description’ selections, and .963 for ‘rarely’ selections, r(25), p < .001 

for all correlations. 

 2. Instructions to Witnesses: Importance of Exonerating Innocent.  There was no difference 

between Canadian and American officers in how often they gave an instruction to witnesses that it is as 

important to exonerate the innocent as it is to convict the guilty, p = .150.  While 55.1% of Canadian and 

43.8% of American officers said they ‘Never’ did this, 25.6% of Canadian and 29.8% of American 

officers said they ‘Always’ did this (see Table 8). 

 3. Instructions to Witnesses: Absence versus Presence of Perpetrator.  A strong majority of 

both Canadian (97.4%) and American (85.1%) officers said they ‘Always’ gave an instruction to 

witnesses prior to showing them a lineup that the perpetrator may or may not be in the lineup.  No statistic 

could be computed (see Table 9). 
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 There was a difference in the proportions of Canadian and American officers who gave an 

instruction to witnesses that they should select the person they saw commit the crime, 2 (4, N = 199) = 

14.95, p = .005, V = .274.  Follow-up analyses showed that more Canadian (64.1%) than American 

officers (38.0%) said they ‘Never’ did this, 2 (1, N = 199) = 12.93, p < .001, V = .255, and fewer 

Canadian (17.9%) than American officers (37.2%) said they ‘Always’ did this, 2 (1, N = 199) = 8.42, p = 

.004, V = .206.  See Table 10 for full results.   

Of note, 17.9% of Canadian and 33.8% of American officers reported ‘Always’ giving both of 

these instructions. 

 4. Feedback to Witnesses Post-Lineup.  We asked officers several questions regarding the 

feedback they provided to witnesses after showing them a lineup. 

 Witness solicitation of feedback. Canadian (n = 78, Mdn = 50.0%) and American officers (n = 

120, Mdn = 50.0%) did not differ in the percentage of the time they reported that witnesses asked them if 

the witness had “got[ten] the right guy,” Mrank_Canada = 106.58 Mrank_U.S. = 94.90, U = 4127.50, Z = -1.41, p 

= .158 (see Table 11). 

 Feedback on suspect selections. Canadian officers (n = 78, Mdn = 0.0%) reported telling a 

witness when he or she had selected the suspect a smaller percentage of the time than did American 

officers (n = 121, Mdn = 10.0%), Mrank_Canada = 76.68 Mrank_U.S. = 115.03, U = 2900.00, z = -5.07, p < .001.  

Officers who reported non-zero numbers were then asked how often they had given this feedback prior to 

getting a statement of confidence from the witness; Canadian officers (n = 18, Mdn = 0.0%) reported 

doing so a smaller percentage of the time than American officers (n = 70, Mdn = 0.0%), Mrank_Canada = 

36.00 Mrank_U.S. = 46.69, U = 477.00  z = -2.30, p = .022. 

 Because this latter result may appear confusing given that the medians are identical, we provide 

the corresponding mean analyses for additional context. 

Canadian officers (M = 10.78%, SD = 27.00) reported telling a witness when he or she had 

selected the suspect a smaller percentage of the time than did American officers (M = 39.34%, SD = 
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44.29), t(196.78) = -5.11, p < .001, d = .82.  Canadian officers (M = 0.0%, SD = 0.0) reported giving this 

feedback to witnesses prior to getting a confidence statement a smaller percentage of the time than did 

American officers, (M = 16.83%, SD = 35.07), t(69.00) = -4.01, p < .001, d = 1.06 (see Tables 12 & 13). 

Examination of the frequency distributions showed that 76.9% of Canadian and 42.1% of 

American officers said it never happened (i.e., 0.0% of the time) that they told a witness when he or she 

had selected the suspect.  However, 6.4% of Canadian and 26.4% of American officers said they provided 

this feedback 100% of the time. 

Regarding the second question, 100% of the Canadian and 75.7% of the American officers said 

that when they did provide such feedback, it was never provided before getting a confidence statement.  

However, 10.0% of American officers said this happened 100% of the time. 

Feedback on filler selections. Canadian officers (n = 78, Mdn = 0.0%) reported telling a witness 

when he or she had selected a filler a smaller percentage of the time than did American officers (n = 121, 

Mdn = 0.0%), Mrank_Canada = 83.99, Mrank_U.S. = 110.32, U = 3470.50, z = -3.68, p < .001.  Officers who 

reported non-zero numbers were then asked how often they had given this feedback prior to getting a 

statement of confidence from the witness; Canadian officers (n = 15, Mdn = 0.0%) reported doing so a 

smaller percentage of the time than American officers (n = 56, Mdn = 0.0%), Mrank_Canada = 28.00 Mrank_U.S. 

= 38.14, U = 300.00  z = -2.32, p = .021. 

Again, given the identical medians, we provide the corresponding mean analyses for additional 

context. Canadian officers (M = 12.18%, SD = 30.38) reported telling a witness when he or she had 

selected a filler a smaller percentage of the time than did American officers (M = 28.07%, SD = 40.71), 

t(192.72) = -3.14, p = .002, d = .46.  Canadian officers (M = 0.0%, SD = 0.0) reported giving this 

feedback to witnesses prior to getting a confidence statement a smaller percentage of the time than did 

American officers, (M = 20.63%, SD = 38.46), t(55.00) = -4.01, p < .001, d = 1.17 (see Tables 14 & 15). 

Examination of the frequency distributions showed that 80.8% of Canadian and 53.7% of 

American officers said it never happened (i.e., 0.0% of the time) that they told a witness when he or she 
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had selected a filler.  However, 9.0% of Canadian and 18.2% of American officers said they provided this 

feedback 100% of the time. 

Regarding the second question, 100% of the Canadian and 71.4% of the American officers said 

that when they did provide such feedback, it was never provided before getting a confidence statement.  

However, 16.1% of American officers said this was done 100% of the time. 

 5. Multiple Suspects. We asked officers to indicate, using the NRSUA scale, how often they 

constructed multiple-suspect lineups in the event that a particular case a) had a single perpetrator but 

multiple suspects, or b) multiple suspects and multiple perpetrators. 

 Single perpetrator. Regarding the situation where they have a single perpetrator but multiple 

suspects, officers did not differ in their likelihood of using multiple-suspect lineups, p = .256.  A strong 

majority of Canadian (76.8%) and American officers (80.7%) reported that they ‘Never’ did this. Note 

that the ‘Sometimes,’ ‘Usually,’ and ‘Always’ columns were dropped from analysis due to expected cell 

values < 5, however, there were selections for each of these categories from Canadian and American 

officers with approximately 20% of officers in each country using multiple suspect lineups in single-

perpetrator cases at least some of the time.  See Table 16. 

 Multiple perpetrators. Regarding the situation where there are multiple perpetrators and multiple 

suspects, no analyses could be conducted due to expected cell values < 5.  A strong majority of Canadian 

(76.8%) and American officers (80.7%) reported that they ‘Never’ did this.   The ‘Rarely,’ ‘Sometimes,’ 

‘Usually,’ and ‘Always’ columns that had to be dropped from analysis due to expected cell values < 5, 

however, there were selections for each of these categories from Canadian and American officers.  Again, 

approximately 20% of officers in each country use multiple suspect lineups in multiple-perpetrator cases 

at least some of the time.  See Table 17. 

 Consistency in responding regarding multiple perpetrators.  Officers’ responses regarding 

single and multiple perpetrators were examined to determine whether the officers who reported using 

multiple-suspect lineups for single-perpetrator crimes were also the ones who would use multiple-suspect 
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lineups for multiple-perpetrator crimes.  Difference scores were calculated by subtracting the multiple-

perpetrator NRSUA value from the single-perpetrator NRSUA value. 

 Strong majorities of Canadian (75.0%) and U.S. officers (77.3%) consistently responded ‘Never’ 

to both questions. 

 Some Canadian (17.9%) and U.S. officers (12.6%) responded consistently to both questions but 

gave answers other than ‘Never.’  The options chosen by Canadian officers were ‘Rarely’ (3.6%), 

‘Sometimes’ (7.1%), ‘Usually’ (1.8%), and ‘Always’ (5.6%).  The options chosen by the U.S. officers 

were ‘Rarely’ (8.4%), ‘Sometimes’ (3.4%), and ‘Always’ (0.8%) 

  Small proportions of Canadian (3.6%) and U.S. officers (6.5%) had positive difference scores, 

indicating they were more likely to use multiple-suspect lineups for single perpetrator crimes.  The 

difference scores for Canadian officers were all 1 while they ranged from 1 to 4 for U.S. officers. 

 Small proportions of Canadian (3.6%) and U.S. officers (6.5%) had negative difference scores, 

indicating they were more likely to use multiple-suspect lineups for multiple-perpetrator crimes.  The 

difference scores for Canadian officers were all -1 while they ranged from -1 to -4 for U.S. officers. 

Different Recommendations 

6. Lineup Size. When asked what was the nominal size (i.e., suspect + n fillers) of the lineups 

they used, Canadian officers (n =88, Mdn = 12) reported using lineups that were twice the size used by 

U.S. officers (n = 127, Mdn = 6), Mrank_Canada = 169.95 Mrank_U.S. = 65.07, U = 136.00, z = -13.59, p < .001.  

Examination of the means showed similar central tendency for Canadian (M = 10.99, SD = 1.79) and U.S. 

officers (M = 6.08, SD = 0.64) and resulted in the same conclusion, t(102.41) = 24.66, p < .001, d = 3.42 

(see Table 18). 

 Inspection of the frequency distributions confirmed what can be inferred from the standard 

deviations, i.e., that there was more variability in the Canadian officers’ responses. Of the Canadian 

officers, 35.2% reported using 10-person lineups and 47.7% reported using 12-person lineups.  U.S. 

officers had very little variance in their responses with 95.3% reporting that they used 6-person lineups.   
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7. Simultaneous vs. Sequential Presentation.  We first asked officers if they had ever used a 

sequential lineup.  Those who answered ‘Yes’ were then asked what percentage of the time they used 

sequential presentation when showing a lineup to a witness. Two analyses were conducted with these 

percentages: one analysis including only officers who reported that they had used a sequential lineup, and 

a second analysis that included the officers who reported that they had not used a sequential lineup.  

Because of the skip logic in the survey, this latter group of officers did not answer the percentage 

question, and as such had their answers manually input as ‘zero.’  Doing these two analyses allowed us to 

examine a) how often officers who had ever used the sequential lineup used it in practice, and b) how 

often the sequential lineup was used to administer lineups overall (i.e., including officers who never used 

it). 

Only officers who had used the sequential lineup. Canadian officers (n = 61, Mdn = 100%) 

presented a greater percentage of their lineups sequentially than did American officers (n = 46, Mdn = 

37.5%), Mrank_Canada = 63.86 Mrank_U.S. = 40.92, U =801.50, z = -4.55, p < .001.   

When looking at the frequency of responses, 85.2% of Canadian and 43.5% of American officers 

who had used the sequential lineup said they administered their lineups sequentially 100% of the time. 

Note that the same conclusion is reached using an independent samples t-test; Canadian officers 

(M = 89.44, SD = 28.56) reported conducting a greater proportion of their lineups sequentially compared 

to American officers (M = 53.96, SD = 45.31), t(71.20) = 4.66, p < .001, d = .91 (see Table 19). 

Officers who had and officers who had not used the sequential lineup.  Canadian officers (n = 73, 

Mdn = 100%) presented a greater percentage of their lineups sequentially than did American officers (n = 

71, Mdn = 5%), Mrank_Canada = 87.40 Mrank_U.S. = 57.18, U =1503.50, z = -4.70, p < .001.   

When looking at the frequency of responses, 16.4% of Canadian officers said none of their 

lineups were conducted sequentially while 71.2% said they used it 100% of the time.  For American 

officers, 35.2% said none of their lineups were conducted sequentially while 28.2% said they used it 

100% of the time. 



 

 

 

54 

Note that the same conclusion is reached using an independent samples t-test, though again, the 

means are not as close to ceiling and floor as the medians; Canadian officers (M = 74.74, SD = 42.35) 

reported conducting a greater proportion of their lineups sequentially compared to American officers (M 

= 34.96, SD = 44.65), t(142) = 5.49, p < .001, d = .92 (see Table 20). 

 Sequential lineup rules.  We asked officers several questions, using the NRSUA scale, about 

how frequently they used various procedural techniques other than the ‘one-at-a-time’ presentation aspect 

when conducting their sequential lineups.  All omnibus and post-hoc analyses can be found in Tables 21 - 

23. 

 Go through lineup more than once.  There was a difference between Canadian and American 

officers in how often they allowed a witness to go through a lineup more than once if the witness did not 

choose anyone the first time, 2 (2, N = 100) = 10.91, p = .004, V = .330.  The ‘Rarely’ column was 

collapsed with the ‘Never’ column, and the ‘Sometimes’ column was dropped.   

Follow-up analyses showed that a larger proportion of Canadian (41.0%) than American officers 

(10.3%) reported ‘Never/Rarely’ allowing witnesses to go through a lineup more than once if they did not 

choose anyone the first time, p = .001, while a smaller proportion of Canadian (45.9%) than American 

(69.2%) officers reported ‘Always’ allowing this, p = .022 (see Table 21). 

Decide between multiple options.  Canadian and American officers differed in how frequently 

they allowed a witness to select multiple lineup members and then decide between these members at a 

later time, 2 (3, N = 107) = 9.15, p = .027, V = .292.  The ‘Usually’ column was too small to be retained 

as separate and was collapsed with the ‘Always’ column. 

Follow-up analyses showed that a smaller proportion of Canadian (6.6%) than American (26.1%) 

officers reported ‘Usually/Always’ allowing witnesses to put lineup members aside and choose between 

them later, p = .005 (see Table 22). 

Accurately inform witness regarding number of lineup members. A larger proportion of Canadian 

(56.1%) than American (20.9%) officers reported that they ‘Never/Rarely’ accurately informed the 
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witness of how many lineup members they would be seeing, 2 (1, N = 100) = 11.15, p = .0008, V = .354. 

The ‘Rarely’ and ‘Usually’ columns were collapsed with their adjacent columns, and the ‘Sometimes’ 

column was dropped (see Table 23). 

8. Double-Blind Testing.  We asked officers questions regarding how often different types of 

individuals administered lineups.  Answers were recorded using the NRSUA options. 

 Officer in charge of the case.  Canadian and American officers differed in how often they 

reported that the officer in charge of the case conducted the lineup, 2 (4, N = 284) = 110.82, p < .001, V 

= .625.  Follow-up analyses showed that a greater proportion of Canadian than American officers said it 

‘Never’ (54.7% vs. 6.0%, respectively) or ‘Rarely’ (7.7% vs. 2.4%, respectively) happened that the 

officer in charge of the case conducted the lineup, ps < .036, and a smaller proportion of Canadian than 

American officers said it ‘Usually’ (18.8% vs. 69.5%) or ‘Always’ (4.3% vs. 13.2%) happened that the 

officer in charge of the case conducted the lineup, ps < .012 (see Table 24). 

  Double-blind testing. Canadian and American officers differed in how often they reported that 

another officer not involved in the case and who did not know the suspect’s identity (i.e., double-blind 

testing) conducted the lineup, 2 (4, N = 284) = 133.18, p < .001, V = .685.   

Follow-up analyses revealed that smaller proportions of Canadian compared to American officers said 

their lineups were ‘Never’ (9.4% vs. 56.9%, respectively) or ‘Rarely’ (10.3% vs. 25.1%, respectively) 

administered using double-blind testing, ps < .002.  Conversely, larger proportions of Canadian compared 

to American officers said their lineups were ‘Usually’ (24.8% vs. 4.2%) or ‘Always’ (47.0% vs. 3.6%) 

administered using double-blind testing, ps < .0001 (see Table 25). 

 9. Showups.  A smaller proportion of Canadian (22.2%) than American officers (73.7%) reported 

that they had ever used a showup procedure, 2 (1, N = 284) = 72.97, p < .001, V = .507.    

Of those who had ever used a showup procedure, Canadian officers (n = 26, Mdn = .50) reported using 

fewer showups in the 12 months preceding the survey than American officers (n = 123) Mdn = 2.00), 

Mrank_Canada = 49.96 Mrank_U.S. = 80.29, U =948.00, z = -3.34, p = .001 (see Tables 26 & 27).   



 

 

 

56 

Population Density 

 We examined whether procedures differed in relation to the size of the approximate population 

served by the officers’ units by correlating these area populations with all questions analyzed.11  This 

resulted in 17 correlations per country.  Because these analyses were exploratory, and because the large 

number of correlations would result in an extremely conservative alpha using a Bonferroni correction of 

.003, we chose to treat p < .05 as our alpha.  Five significant correlations resulted; there was no between-

country overlap in the variables that resulted in significant correlations.  Fisher’s r-to-z transformation 

was used to test for whether significant Canadian correlations were different from the corresponding non-

significant U.S. correlations, and vice versa.  All results provided in Table 28. 

 Canadian officers from more populated areas conducted a greater percentage of lineups 

sequentially, r (71) = .245, p = .036.  This correlation did not differ significantly from the corresponding 

U.S. correlation, p = .12. 

 Canadian officers from more populated areas were less likely to report that the officer in charge 

of the case was the one to conduct a lineup, r (114) = -.321, p < .001, and more likely to report that 

double-blind testing was used to conduct lineups, r (114) = .374, p < .001.  Both correlations were greater 

in magnitude than the corresponding U.S. correlations; r = .043, Z = -3.05, p = .0023 (for the former) and 

r = .078, Z = 2.56, p = .0105 (for the latter).  

 U.S. officers from more populated areas who reported that they did, at least some percentage of 

the time, tell witnesses when they had selected the suspect, were more likely to say that this feedback was 

given prior to getting a confidence statement, r (67) = .312, p = .009.  Fisher’s r-to-z could not be 

computed as none of the Canadian officers reported giving this feedback prior to getting a confidence 

statement. 

                                                      

11 The one exception is that we did not correlate the number of lineups an officer had conducted with the question 

regarding filler selection.  First, this would have resulted in a very large number of correlations and led to issues of 

interpretation.  Second, with the NRSUA scale, it is clear that all options are ordinal and are reasonable to correlate, 

yet with the ‘Rarely,’ ‘Only if mentioned in witness’ description,’ and ‘Always’ scale, the same cannot be said 

because of the ‘description’ option. 
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 U.S officers from more populated areas who reported that they had ever used a sequential lineup 

reported using the sequential lineup a smaller percentage of the time, r (41) = -.314, p = .040.  This 

correlation was greater in magnitude than the corresponding Canadian correlation, r = .147, Z = 2.29, p = 

.022. 

Discussion 

 We first provide discussion specific to each of the nine recommendations, discussion regarding 

how the results relate to population density, general comments, future directions, and mandating change 

in procedure.  Note that we will be referring repeatedly to the three policy documents throughout the 

discussion and for brevity’s sake, will not cite them each time they are mentioned.  ‘The U.S. guidelines,’ 

‘Sophonow guidelines,’ and ‘RPMJ guidelines’ are sourced, respectively as: U.S. Department of Justice, 

Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999; Canadian Department of Justice, 2005; and 

Cory, 2001. ‘The Canadian guidelines’ will be used to refer to the Sophonow and RPMJ guidelines 

collectively. 

The Nine Recommendations 

Filler Selection.  The data on filler selection produces four general findings.  First, for each of the 

27 characteristics listed, Canadian officers reported ‘Always’ considering them less often than American 

officers when selecting fillers.  Second, for 11 of the variables, the difference score (i.e., difference 

between the proportion of Canadian and American officers stating that they ‘Always’ take a feature into 

consideration) was less than 10.0%.  Of the remaining features, 8 difference scores fell between 10.0% - 

19.9%, and 8 fell between 20.0% - 29.1%.  Third, chi square analyses indicated that there were significant 

differences in the proportions of responses for 16 of 26 analyses at p < .05, or for 6 analyses if using the 

Bonferroni correction.  Fourth, correlating the proportions of Canadian and American officers stating that 

they always considered a variable across the 27 variables produced a highly significant value (r = .942, p 

< .001). 

In combination, the results suggest that the relative importance of the variables to be considered is 

highly consistent across the two countries (high correlation), though the absolute level of considering 
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each specific variable differs, with Canadian officers less prone than American officers to ‘Always’ 

consider any given feature.  

We are hard-pressed to explain the results at the level of the individual characteristics because 

there does not appear to be a discernable pattern in difference scores.  As described in Table 7, the 

characteristics listed are organized in descending proportions of the Canadian officers’ ‘Always’ 

responses.  However, the difference scores do not descend in any similar manner, e.g., the variable with 

the third highest proportion of ‘Always’ responses has a difference score of -0.3, while the variable with 

the fifth highest proportion has a difference score of -23.2.   

Neither does there appear to be a consistent discernable pattern in the difference scores for the 

types of variables that produced the smallest versus largest differences.  One exception appears to be that 

of the four variables related to hair: hair colour, hair length, facial hair, and hair style.  The hair variables 

produced four of the eight largest difference scores (those > 20.0%) with a greater proportion of 

American officers reporting that they ‘Always’ considered these variables compared to Canadian officers.  

In the case of these four variables, it appears that the Canadian officers who did not report ‘Always’ 

considering them generally reported that they considered them if mentioned in the witness’ description of 

the perpetrator.  When the proportions of ‘Always’ and ‘Description’ responses were combined for these 

characteristics, the difference scores, which originally ranged from -20.8 to -25.3, decreased to a range 

from -2.4 to -3.9.  However, this explanation does not appear plausible for all characteristics; in some 

cases, this approach actually increases the difference scores. 

The policy guidelines for both countries state that officers should use a match-to-description 

approach when selecting fillers, and if that is not feasible, to match to the appearance of the suspect.  If 

this were the case, we would expect that the largest proportions of officers would be selecting the ‘Only if 

mentioned in the witness’ description’ option rather than ‘Always’ or ‘Rarely.’  In fact, strict adherence to 

this rule should find officers only selecting the ‘description’ option.  However, the largest proportions for 

Canada and the U.S. in the ‘description’ category are 43.3% and 41.4%, while they are 83.6% and 96.9% 

for the ‘Always’ category and 86.6% and 60.9% for the ‘Rarely’ category (all percentages respectively).  
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On the surface, given that the largest correlations and proportions are in the ‘Always’ and 

‘Rarely’ categories, one interpretation of the data is that officers are primarily using a match-to-

appearance approach in contradiction to the policy.  However, this may not be the case.  Though not in 

the exact same ranked order, the top seven factors officers in both countries report ‘Always’ considering 

are: race, age, background of photo, photo quality, hair colour, hair length, and facial hair.  These are 

features which, if they differed between fillers and a suspect, could easily bias a lineup, and are features 

on which it makes sense to match the fillers to the suspect, regardless of whether they are mentioned in 

the description (e.g., a “default values” approach; Lindsay, Martin, & Webber, 1994).  Thus, an alternate 

interpretation could be that officers report ‘Always’ considering these features when selecting fillers 

because they essentially overlap between both of the instructions.  If the perpetrator’s race were 

mentioned in the witness’ description, the officer would match fillers based on the described race.  

However, if the witness did not mention the perpetrator’s race in their description, or if the eventual 

suspect was of a race different than described, officers would need to match fillers to the suspect’s race in 

order to adhere to policy and avoid biasing the lineup.  Given the factors that officers report they largely 

‘Always’ consider are those that could easily bias a lineup if they differed between suspect and fillers, this 

latter interpretation makes sense.   

We find tentative – though not clear-cut – support for our hypothesis that officers in Canada and 

the U.S. would not differ in how they select fillers, and that their reported procedures are in line with the 

recommended procedure. 

Instructions to Witnesses: Importance of Exonerating Innocent.  While there were no 

between-country differences in how often officers would give an instruction to the effect that it was just 

as important to exonerate innocent people as it was to convict guilty people, officers’ responses indicated 

they were, by and large, not following this particular recommendation.  Only about a quarter of officers in 

either country report ‘Always’ giving this type of instruction, while, in contradiction to the policy 

recommendation, the largest proportions of officers in Canada (55.1%) and the U.S. (43.8%) say they 

‘Never’ do this. 
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 Our hypothesis regarding this instruction to witnesses was not supported since officers were not, 

by and large, following this policy recommendation. 

Instructions to Witnesses: Absence versus Presence of Perpetrator.  The policy 

recommendation state that officers should provide an instruction to witnesses to the effect that the 

perpetrator may or may not be in the lineup, and we find support for this hypothesis as there are no 

between-country differences, and responses indicate officers are overwhelmingly following this policy.  

Strong majorities of both Canadian and American officers report ‘Always’ giving this type of instruction 

to witnesses before showing them a lineup.  If we only considered this information, we would conclude 

that we find support for this hypothesis because there are no differences between countries, and the 

officers are following the procedure recommended in policy documents. However, this is not the entire 

story. 

 Providing the “may-or-may-not” instruction constitutes an unbiased instruction because it 

reminds the witness that identifying someone from the lineup is not the only decision they are ‘allowed’ 

to make and that they can respond with uncertainty or by saying they do not see the perpetrator in the 

lineup.  Biased instructions, on the other hand, occur when such a warning is not provided, or when the 

officer overtly or implicitly indicates the witness’ ‘job’ is to choose someone.  Indeed, biased instructions 

increase choosing and rates and false identifications (Brewer & Palmer, 2010). 

 Taking this information into consideration, it is therefore concerning that many officers who 

adhered to policy and gave the ‘may-or-may-not-be-present’ instruction reported giving an instruction to 

the effect that witnesses should select the person they saw commit the crime.  A majority of Canadian 

officers say they never give this type of instruction, but 17.9% of Canadian and 33.8% of American 

officers report that they ‘Always’ give both of these instructions.  There is no research on the effect of 

providing biased and unbiased instructions at the same time.  It is important to discern whether the 

unbiased instructions maintain their ‘protective function’ and reduce selections and false identifications, 

or whether including the biased instructions undoes the effects of the unbiased instructions and increases 

choosing.  Recent research suggests that it is likely to be the latter scenario.  Clark et al. (2009) found that 
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even when provided with unbiased instructions, giving witnesses seemingly helpful prompts such as 

“Take your time,” “Look at each photograph carefully,” and “So, is there anyone else in the lineup who 

looks more like him than anyone else?” decreased the probative value of suspect identifications.  As Clark 

et al. state, “subtle, nondirective statements can lead a witness to make an identification, particularly 

when the perpetrator was not present, even when the ‘may or may not’ instruction was properly given.”  

Telling a witness to select the person he or she saw commit a crime is clearly a directive statement, and 

may have even more deleterious effects on witness identification decisions. 

 Our hypothesis was supported because Canadian and American officers did not differ in practice 

and they were following the recommended procedure, however, we do have strong concerns that the 

inclusion of biased instructions may undermine the effectiveness of giving the ‘may-or-may-not’ 

instruction. 

Feedback to Witnesses Post-Lineup.  The provision of feedback to a witness regarding their 

identification decision can significantly alter their stated level of confidence (Wells et al., 1998). As 

previously mentioned, the U.S. guidelines recommend against providing feedback to a witness – but only 

if the witness makes an identification (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National 

Institute of Justice, 1999).  Interestingly, the recommendation is against providing feedback prior to 

getting a confidence statement.   Is the implication therefore that it is acceptable for officers to give 

feedback on an identification provided that they do so after getting a statement of confidence?  Or would 

they interpret the guideline in a way that they should never provide feedback after an identification? 

 Contrary to our hypothesis, between-country differences were observed.  Because the Canadian 

guidelines recommend against giving feedback regarding either identification or non-identification and 

the American guidelines are specific to identification only, we might expect that both groups of officers 

would report not giving feedback regarding suspect identifications, but Canadian officers would be less 

likely to give feedback regarding filler selections than would American officers.  However, Canadian 

officers reported giving feedback to witnesses regarding either their suspect or filler selections a smaller 

percentage of the time than did American officers.   
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We would like to note that though there were significant differences, it was not a very frequent 

practice for officers in either country to provide feedback to witnesses regarding suspect or filler 

identifications, and most reported that when feedback was provided, it was not given until after getting a 

statement of confidence from witnesses. 

Our hypothesis regarding feedback to witnesses regarding their identification decision was not 

supported.  

 Multiple Suspect Lineups. Our hypothesis was supported as there were no differences between 

Canadian and U.S. officers’ usage of multiple suspect lineups, and strong majorities in both countries 

reported never doing so for single or multiple perpetrator crimes.  However, approximately 20% of 

officers in each country reported using multiple suspect lineups at least some of the time, and small 

proportions in both countries reported always using multiple-suspect lineups.  This practice is concerning 

given that research demonstrates employing multiple-suspect lineups increases false identifications 

(Brewer & Palmer, 2010). 

Lineup Size.  Our hypothesis regarding lineup sizes was clearly supported.  Officers in Canada 

and the U.S. reported using lineups at or above the minimum recommended size by their respective policy 

documents: on average, U.S. officers are using lineup sizes of 6 and Canadian officers are using lineup 

sizes of 12.   

There was almost no variation in the U.S. officers’ responses: 95.3% reported that they used 6-

person lineups.  There was more variability in the Canadian officers’ responses, but most reported using 

either 10- (35.2%) or 12-person (47.7%) lineups.  Why the variation?  Though there was not enough data 

to do a formal analysis in the following manner, inspection of the reported lineup sizes in each province 

provides tentative support for the interpretation that provinces which were known to be using 10- or 12-

person lineups prior to release of the Sophonow recommendations kept using 10- or 12-person lineups, 

while provinces that were using anything less than 10-person lineups increased their lineup sizes to meet 

the minimum recommended size. 
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This information regarding the between-country differences in lineup size leads to an interesting 

question.  Canadian officers are using lineups that are twice the size of those used by American officers, 

but the majority of lineup research is conducted with 6-person lineups.  Can the results of such research 

be automatically applied to Canadian lineups?  There is a very small literature regarding the effects of 

nominal lineup size on identification decisions.  While some research has found no effect of nominal sizes 

of simultaneous lineups up to 20 on rates of correct and false identifications (e.g., Nosworthy & Lindsay, 

1990), other research has found that correct identifications in simultaneous lineups decrease as nominal 

lineup sizes increase (e.g., Bertrand et al., 2006; Kalmet et al., 2013).  Further research is needed to 

determine whether results obtained from studies using 6-person lineups can be applied to lineups double 

that size. 

Simultaneous vs. Sequential Presentation.  The Canadian guidelines recommend that sequential 

lineup presentation be used while the American guidelines specifically state that though procedures for 

conducting sequential lineups are included, the inclusion does not indicate that the sequential lineup is 

preferred over the simultaneous lineup.  Our hypothesis regarding preferred lineup presentation methods 

is supported as Canadian officers reported using sequential lineups a higher percentage of the time 

compared to American officers. 

 Yet, other points must be noted.  Though the presentation of one lineup member at a time is 

perhaps the most salient and remembered feature of the sequential lineup procedure, an often overlooked 

fact is that the procedure is composed of a package of features that are not simply “ancillary” to the one-

at-a-time presentation (Lindsay, Mansour, Beaudry, Leach, & Bertrand, 2009).  All components of the 

sequential lineup are designed to reduce a witness’ tendency to compare between lineup members thus 

reducing their reliance on relative judgment strategies (“Who looks most like the perpetrator?”) and 

promoting absolute judgments (“Is this person the perpetrator?”; Lindsay & Wells, 1985; Lindsay et al.).  

The sequential lineup procedure also stipulates that witnesses have to make a yes-or-no decision for each 

lineup member the first time they see him or her, that they cannot see a lineup member again once their 
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decision has been made, and that they should not know how many lineup members they will see in order 

to prevent perceived pressure to choose at the end of the lineup (Lindsay & Wells). 

 The reasons why many researchers promote usage of sequential over simultaneous lineups are 

that the sequential lineup reduces false identifications at a proportionally larger rate than the associated 

reduction in correct identifications, and that the information gained from a sequential lineup has higher 

diagnosticity (Steblay et al., 2011).  However, as research shows that violating aspects of the sequential 

lineup procedure in ways that facilitate relative judgments decreases its effectiveness (i.e., increases false 

identifications; Lindsay, Lea, & Fulford, 1991), we decided to ask questions specifically about adherence 

to other aspects of the sequential lineup procedure. 

 Though Canadian officers were generally more likely than American officers to follow these 

other aspects of the sequential lineup procedure, there was still substantial variation in responses and 

many officers were not properly following these other aspects.  For example, though 41% of Canadian 

officers said they ‘Never’ let a witness go through a lineup more than once (10.3% of American officers 

said the same), fully 45.9% of Canadian and 69.2% of American officers reported ‘Always’ doing so!  

Additionally, fewer Canadian than American officers reported allowing a witness to select multiple lineup 

members and decide between them or accurately informing a witness regarding the number of lineup 

members he or she would see, but still many more than should be doing so if the lineup procedure is to be 

considered a true sequential lineup. 

 Our hypothesis appears supported even under the standard of its more stringent extrapolation – 

i.e., because Canadian policy guidelines recommend usage of sequential lineups, Canadian officers should 

be using them more often and conducting all aspects of the sequential lineup correctly more often than 

American officers.  However, we do caution that while the evidence shows Canadian officers are 

somewhat more likely to adhere to the other aspects of the sequential lineup than American officers, it 

does not mean that the majority are doing so since it is clear that in some cases, large proportions are not. 

 It may seem curious that Canadian officers are somewhat better at following the other 

presentation aspects of the sequential lineup; the Canadian guidelines simply instruct officers to use the 
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sequential lineup while the U.S. guidelines outline specific procedures for conducting sequential lineups.  

But, nowhere in the outlined procedures for conducting a sequential lineup do the U.S. guidelines 

mention any of these specific rules: they do not state that a witness should go through a lineup only once, 

nor that officers should not let witnesses put aside photos, nor that a witness should be prevented from 

knowing how many lineup members he or she will see.   

While it is difficult to explain why Canadians better adhere to the other aspects of the sequential 

lineup when the policy guidelines provide no instructions on how to do so, it is at least not surprising that 

American officers do not always adhere to these parts of the procedure as they are given no instruction 

regarding these parts.  However, one possible explanation lies in the training officers reported receiving in 

how to construct lineups.  Though Canadian (41.8%) and American officers (36.7%) were equally likely 

to report that they learned to construct lineups via coursework of professional instruction, a larger 

proportion of Canadian officers (64.2%) reported learning to construct lineups from some sort of written 

guidelines than did American officers (39.8%; see Chapter 4 on lineup construction for further details).  

Perhaps these written guidelines included more information on how to conduct sequential lineups, or 

perhaps the procedure is simply covered differently and/or in greater detail in the Canadian than 

American training guidelines. 

Double-Blind Testing.  Our hypothesis is clearly supported in the case of blind testing.  

Canadian guidelines recommend its usage while American guidelines do not.  Fewer Canadian compared 

to American officers reported that the officer in charge of a case was the one who conducted lineups, and 

more Canadian than American officers reported that lineups were explicitly conducted in double-blind 

fashion.  This is a clear example of a policy recommendation generating large between-country 

differences in procedure. 

 The American guidelines were published nearly a decade and a half ago – double-blind testing 

was not recommended, but it is quite likely that double-blind lineup administration would be included in 

future policy recommendations.  Though recent research illustrates that double-blind administration is not 
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a panacea in preventing lineup administrator influence on witnesses, most researchers recommend 

double-blind testing of lineups (Austin, Zimmerman, Rhead, & Kovera, 2013).   

Showups.  Our hypothesis regarding showups was supported as fewer Canadian than American 

officers reported having ever used a showup procedure, and those who had used it used fewer of them in 

the 12 months preceding the survey.  Though even for those who had used showups, usage was relatively 

rare for either group of officers.   

However, we interpret this support with caution as the extremely low rate of showup usage – on 

average two a year or less – is vastly different than archival research which finds showups are a 

commonly used procedure (e.g., Behrman & Davey, 2001; McQuiston & Malpass, 2001).  Why are our 

results so strikingly different?  One possibility is that as both guidelines either explicitly or implicitly 

define showups in terms of live presentation of a suspect, officers responded based only on the number of 

live showups they had conducted.  However, this does not entirely make sense because when we asked 

officers how often they had used showups in the 12 months preceding the survey, we provided an 

operational definition of a showup which specified that showups included both live and photographic 

presentation.  Another possibility is that the officers responding to our survey – whose participation we 

requested based on their experience constructing and/or administering lineups – are simply not the 

officers who would be conducting showups based on their duties or level of involvement in cases. “Street 

cops” may be the most likely to use showups while our survey may primarily have tapped detectives. 

Population Density 

 The first point of note is that by and large, police lineup procedures do not appear to vary based 

on the size of the populations served by police officers’ units.  Out of 34 correlations computed (17 per 

country), only 5 were significant.   

   Canadian officers from more populated areas, who are, presumably from larger police forces, 

are more likely to report using double blind testing when conducting lineups, while officers from less 

populated areas are more likely to report that the officer in charge of a case is the one to conduct a lineup.  
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This fits very well with the logic that double-blind testing may be more difficult to implement in smaller 

police forces simply because there would not be an officer who was unaware of a suspect’s identity. 

 Results regarding the percentage of the time officers used sequential lineups are especially 

intriguing because the patterns are the opposite for Canadian and American officers.  For officers who 

reported that they had ever used the sequential lineup, there was no relationship between the population 

and the percentage of lineups conducted sequentially for Canadian officers.  This is likely strongly 

affected by restriction of range issues since most Canadian officers who had used the sequential lineup 

reported using it most or all of the time.  However, for the American officers who had ever used a 

sequential lineup, those from more populated areas were more likely to report conducting a smaller 

percentage of their lineups sequentially.  This is a surprising finding that could potentially be explained 

by issues of expediency.  That is, officers from larger areas may be conducting more lineups and therefore 

conducting lineups in a sequential fashion may be too labour intensive.  However, with the exception of a 

few outliers, officers reported conducting approximately one or two lineups per week (on average) in the 

preceding year, and there was no correlation between the population served by an officer’s unit and the 

number of lineups they had conducted in the preceding year (p = .731).  As such, we find it difficult to 

explain this outcome. 

 However, when taking into account the percentage of all lineups conducted sequentially (i.e., 

including officers who had never used a sequential lineup in analyses), Canadian officers from more 

populated areas were more likely to be conducting a greater proportion of their lineups sequentially, while 

there was no relationship in this regard for the U.S. officers.  The U.S. data was likely heavily affected by 

the addition of officers who conducted simultaneous lineups exclusively given that they comprised 39.4% 

of officers in that sample. 

General Comments  

 It is apparent from our analysis that policy recommendations do affect procedure to some degree, 

even in the absence of legal mandates for change.  In some cases, the effect of policy was striking and 

obvious, such as with nominal lineup size and usage of double-blind testing.  In other cases, policies were 
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followed as stated, but other aspects of the procedure officers reported also carrying out may end up 

undermining the effectiveness of the procedural recommendations, such as with sequential lineups and 

providing the ‘perpetrator may or may not be present’ instruction to witnesses.  And in other cases, 

policies largely were not followed, as with providing an instruction that it is just as important to exonerate 

the innocent as it is to convict the guilty.   

 While it is also apparent that there is some consistency in procedure, we must stress that there is 

still variation in the procedures officers reported carrying out both within and between countries.  For 

almost every question, officers within a country responded with the full range of responses.  Questions in 

which officers were asked to provide percentage estimates of how often they used a certain procedure 

almost always resulted in response ranges of 0 – 100% and large standard deviations.  For the NRSUA 

question, we found officers’ responses within a country almost always included all the options. 

Future Directions  

The production of national-level policy recommendations requires considerable investments of 

time and resources on the part of all individuals involved.  The working group for the U.S. guidelines was 

comprised of 34 members.  The RPMJ guidelines listed 14 individuals as members in their working 

group, but also describes meetings and consultations which were held with other groups.  The Sophonow 

Inquiry was different in nature than the other two sets of guidelines, but based on the individuals and 

groups or associations which had standing in the proceedings, the inquiry certainly involved a large 

number of individuals.  These three policy documents each took approximately 1 – 2 years to develop and 

publish, and in the case of the U.S. guidelines, another year was spent developing a subsequent training 

manual (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 2003).   

It is clear from our survey that not all policy recommendations are being followed, and even 

when – on the whole – they are, there is still unintended and almost certainly undesirable variation in 

procedures.  Given the effort that goes into producing these documents, there are several important 

avenues of research that would be worth exploring to ensure that such recommendations will be adopted 

as intended. 
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Assessing User Reaction to Policy.  Our survey highlights the importance of assessing user 

reactions to policy.  That is, once the policy document is issued, what does the end-user do with it?  How 

does the end-user interpret and apply it?  If this survey were not done, there would be no knowledge 

regarding the degree to which officers are, and are not, following the policies.  On the surface, it may 

appear that many Canadian officers are using double-blind sequential lineups which are policy-

recommended, but without the types of follow-up questions we asked, there would be no knowledge that 

officers – in both countries – are also doing things that really undermine the procedure. 

Why Individual Officers Do (Not) Follow Guidelines.  We would like to make it clear that we 

are not attempting to excoriate the police officers who carry out lineup procedures.  We agree with the 

principle stated in the U.S. guidelines in that we assume good faith on the part of the officers.  It is very 

easy to lay blame solely on the shoulders of the officers constructing and administering lineups when 

there are errors, but the reasons why policies may not be followed by individual officers are complex and 

varied.   

Of course, it may be the case that an individual officer knows the policy, and for whatever reason, 

deliberately disregards it.  However, it may also be the case that some officers never actually receive 

training on how to carry out particular procedures.  Only 41.8% of Canadian and 36.7% of American 

officers reported that they learned to construct lineups through some type of coursework or professional 

instruction, and 64.2% of Canadian and 39.8% of American officers said lineup construction was learned 

via written guidelines.  Approximately three-quarters of officers in both countries reported receiving 

training ‘on the job’ or from a colleague (see Chapter 4).  If officers are essentially left to their own 

devices to learn how to carry out procedures, or if they learn from a colleague who themselves has not 

had any formal training and/or does not know or disregards the policy, it is not surprising that some 

aspects of policy recommendations are not carried out.   

Another possibility regarding lack of adherence to policy is that officers may not be aware the 

policies exist.  Though the U.S. and RPMJ guidelines were distributed at a national level, there is no 

guarantee the guidelines reached all units/departments.  In the case of the Sophonow Inquiry 
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recommendations, even though the case generated national attention, there is no guarantee that officers 

were aware of any or all of the specific recommendations made.  The policy documents are freely 

available online (which is how we accessed all of them), and at least in the cases of the U.S. and RPMJ 

guidelines efforts were made to distribute them widely. It is impossible to ascertain whether the 

guidelines reached everyone they should have, and even if they did, whether the knowledge of them was 

passed on to officers not involved in lineup procedures at the time they were released.  Yet another 

possibility is that individuals at the top of the chain of command received the guidelines, but like the 

childhood game of ‘telephone,’ if and when the message was passed downward, it stalled with one person 

or was distorted by the time it reached those responsible for implementing the policies. 

 The reasons we have discussed as to why policies may not be followed presume that there are no 

situations in which it would be appropriate to disregard the policies.  For example, if an officer is 

interviewing a witness who is seriously injured or on their deathbed, should they really be required to take 

the time to conduct a proper, double-blind, sequential lineup? 

Another question of import is why officers follow some parts of recommended procedures, but 

not all of them.  One illustration is that of the sequential lineup where, in line with the policy guidelines 

and our prediction, Canadian officers reported using the sequential lineup much more frequently than 

American officers.  However, officers also violated the procedure in ways that have been shown to reduce 

the effectiveness of using the sequential lineup in the first place (Lindsay, Lea, & Fulford, 1991).  Why 

would they do this?  We suspect that the reason has less to do with the officers deliberately not following 

procedures they know they should than with things like training, the way the policy guidelines are 

worded, and not having all aspects of the procedure specified.  To our knowledge, no training materials 

accompanied the Canadian guidelines when they were released, so Canadian officers who are simply 

instructed to use a sequential lineup must somehow find out how to conduct this procedure. 

One particularly curious result is that officers largely followed the recommendation to instruct 

witnesses that the perpetrator may or may not be in the lineup, but largely did not give the other 

instructional recommendation that it is just as important to clear innocent parties as it is to convict the 
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guilty.  As they are both instructional recommendations, it would not seem particularly difficult to 

implement both, so we are hard-pressed to explain why one is followed but not the other. 

Barriers to Policy Implementation. As mentioned, officers may not adhere to the policy 

recommendations simply because they are unaware of them, but there are also scenarios where officers 

may be aware of the guidelines and what they recommend, and for whatever reason, do not implement the 

recommendations.  The barriers to policy implementation likely are quite diverse and do not operate in 

isolation; one or more barriers may be at work in any given situation.   

Lack of desire to change.  One possible barrier is that officers do not want to change their 

procedures, for which there could be many reasons.  For example, they may feel that their current 

procedures work well and do not see the need for change.  Or, they may feel that while procedural 

changes would be an improvement, they lack the incentive because such alterations are perceived as too 

costly, time-consuming, or difficult to implement.  If time or difficulty were issues, one possibility is that 

officers conducting many lineups would be more resistant to the policy recommendations than officers 

conducting only a few lineups. We examined this possibility by correlating the number of lineups officers 

had conducted in the 12 months preceding the survey with all questions.  However, out of 17 correlations 

computed for each country, none were significant for Canadian officers, and the only significant finding 

for U.S. officers was that officers whose units served larger populations were less likely to have reported 

having ever used a showup procedure, r (159) = -.174, p = .027. 

Of course, another possibility exists that perhaps officers conducting many lineups are more 

likely to be in urban areas, and therefore work in larger police services and have greater resources at their 

disposal with which to adhere to policy.  However, it does not appear to be the case that officers 

administering more lineups are always from more urban, populated areas as correlations between the 

number of lineups officers had conducted with the approximate population of the total area their unit 

served were non-significant for Canada (p = .731) and the U.S. (p = .059). 

Officers may also be resistant to changes in procedure because they experience various forms of 

psychological reactance (Brehm & Sensenig, 1966) when policy recommendations are made, e.g., if they 
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perceive that policy recommendations remove their ability to use discretion, question their integrity, or 

are being dictated by people who are far removed from their positions and do not understand their jobs, 

such as researchers and administrators. 

Lack of resources/training. Another possible barrier is that some departments may lack the 

resources to implement particular changes.  For example, in large police services comprised of many 

officers, double-blind testing could be easily implemented.  But for very small services with only a 

handful of officers, it would be much more difficult to find an officer who would not know the identity of 

the suspect in an investigation.  This interpretation is given some support by the finding discussed earlier 

that Canadian officers from more populated areas are more likely to use double-blind testing. 

Lack of training could also represent a significant barrier to implementing policy 

recommendations.  Some of the recommendations are quite straightforward and easy to implement 

regardless of whether training is provided.  In fact, for a recommendation like nominal lineup size, 

providing training would be somewhat silly.  But for recommendations that are not quite as clear-cut, 

such as those regarding filler selection, training would be valuable in order to provide guidance and 

promote procedures consistent with best practice guidelines.  The National Institute of Justice did release 

a detailed training manual to accompany the recommendations made in their guide, but it was not released 

until four years after publication of the recommendations (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice 

Programs, National Institute of Justice, 2003).  This represents a significant time span in which officers 

would have no guidance in applying the principles in the guide.  Additionally, the manual was directed 

toward law enforcement trainers, so it is not clear to what extent trainers would have a) accessed and b) 

taught trainees the recommendations.  Yet, since our data was all collected after the training manual was 

released and there were large deviations from the recommended procedures, results seems to indicate that 

that many officers did not receive and/or follow training based on this manual.  Since the training manual 

is available online, it is also unclear whether individual officers would have accessed these documents on 

their own.  To our knowledge, though both Canadian guidelines recommended (ongoing) training for 

officers, neither released a similar training guide. 
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We strongly recommend that training materials accompany any policy recommendations at the 

time they are released.  Publication of recommendations plus training resources as a package would 

ensure that if one is received, both are. 

 Lack of clarity in guidelines. Another important potential barrier is that when recommendations 

are made, the guidelines may not be clear or specific enough to engender change that will be consistent 

from one officer to another.  The Canadian guidelines specify that lineups should be presented 

sequentially – but that is all.  None of the other aspects of the procedure are mentioned (Lindsay & Wells, 

1985), so it may very well be the case that officers think they are conducting sequential lineups when they 

use the one-at-a-time presentation and simply do not know about the other aspects of the procedure.  

Providing step-by-step procedures would remove this type of ambiguity. 

However, we acknowledge that there are some issues for which it would be particularly tricky to 

develop detailed guidelines.  For example, it would be impossible to develop an exhaustive list of which 

features should or should not be considered ‘significant’ enough on which to match fillers to a suspect 

because any feature could be considered significant if distinctive or prominent enough, e.g., one suspect’s 

eyebrows may resemble large, fuzzy caterpillars while another suspect’s eyebrows could be completely 

nondescript.   

Developing policy recommendations and training materials which are detailed enough to promote 

consistent procedure that adheres to best practice guidelines, yet still allow for discretion and/or variation 

in mandated procedures between jurisdictions, is a difficult balance to strike.  Such allowances are 

necessary for certain recommendations, yet the trade-off is that individual officers will inevitably end up 

applying the recommendations in different manners. 

Dissemination.  As mentioned earlier, one barrier to policy implementation could be that officers 

do not know of the existence of policy recommendations.  While it is stated within the policy documents 

that they were intended for wide distribution, we do not know the dissemination strategies (e.g., paper 

copies, e-mailed documents as attachments, provision of links to documents) nor resultant distribution 

(e.g., to law enforcement at all levels of government, only to those on mailing lists of professional 
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organizations, upon request).  Therefore, it would be extremely beneficial to investigate ways to 

systematically and consistently disseminate policy documents.   

Such strategies would likely be more effective if tied to professional organizations and/or police 

departments/services as opposed to specific individuals in order to prevent ‘broken links’ in the 

distribution chain.  Individuals may move, retire, take on other jobs, etc. and if a specific person is in 

charge of distributing policy documents, their movement away from their current duties increases the 

chances that distribution may break down, e.g., if documents were sent to a personal work e-mail address 

which gets deactivated.  Structuring dissemination as a more ‘top-down’ approach could improve the 

chances of wide distribution of future policy documents. 

Is It Time to Mandate Change? 

 One mechanism for policy change is for defence lawyers to successfully challenge specific 

procedures in court, setting a precedent in all courts at and below that court level.  While case law is 

certainly an important mechanism for change it will not have force of law at a national level unless a case 

is heard by the Supreme Courts.  The Supreme Courts only hear a small percentage of cases seeking leave 

for appeal, and as such endeavours are very costly, this could present a significant barrier for some of 

those who would seek leave to appeal.  Additionally, should the Supreme Court make a decision that 

mandates the way identification procedures should be conducted, there is no built-in mechanism for 

updating or changing practices. 

Another mechanism for policy change is for individual police services to take the initiative to 

adopt new procedures.  While some certainly have done so and are commendable in their efforts to update 

procedures according to best-practice recommendations, unless all police forces in a country voluntarily 

adopt such changes, there will be no national-level best practices.  Such changes would require the 

coordination and cooperation of thousands of law enforcement agencies – PERF (2013) identified 15 685 

unique agencies.  The U.S. and RPMJ guidelines specifically state that the recommendations made do not 

constitute legal mandates and that they recognize procedures may need to be altered based on the 

requirements and procedures of different jurisdictions.  But perhaps in order to effect systematic and 
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consistent change in procedure that is in line with best practice recommendations, it may be time to move 

to a more top-down and mandated way of inducing policy change.  The most effective training manuals 

and distribution strategies will mean nothing if procedures are not adopted. 

 We echo the sentiments of Beaudry and Lindsay (2006) that the time may be ripe to develop a 

system like that of the Home Office in the U.K.  Following consultation with police, experts, and other 

qualified individuals, the Home Office issues Memoranda of Best Practice.  After such issuances officers 

are expected to follow procedures and would have to justify to the court’s satisfaction why they did not 

follow a particular procedure.  As Beaudry and Lindsay point out, it is possible for this system to be 

implemented in Canada due to Canada having one national criminal code.  An important feature to note of 

a system such as the Home Office is that it has a built-in mechanism for changing and updating 

procedures when warranted without having to change existing laws.   

Unfortunately, the United States cannot have national mandates due to its criminal codes being at 

the state versus national level.  However, this would not preclude the different states from agreeing to 

mandate the same set of best-practice guidelines.  While certainly not as elegant and simple as a national 

mandate, such an arrangement would essentially function as such and, while not easy to coordinate in an 

absolute sense, it would certainly be easier to coordinate the 50 states versus over 15 000 individual law 

enforcement agencies.    

Qualification 

 A radical change in policing might be modeled on research ethics procedures in universities. In 

recent years many universities have developed training procedures for anyone who will be conducting 

research with human research participants. Before a person is permitted to conduct research, they first 

must pass (complete) a course on research ethics. Much of the problem of dissemination of information to 

police conducting identification procedures could be eliminated by insisting that identification evidence 

would only be admissible in court if the identification procedure had been conducted by an officer 

certified or qualified via training to conduct identification procedures.  Such training would also promote 

consistency in procedure, provided the same training was offered to officers nation-wide.  This could be 
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accomplished by using the same type of system as do universities: web based training procedures with 

built in feedback. Similar strategies could work for police and be cost effective. 

Final Comment 

 Within the last 2 – 3 years, R. C. L. Lindsay has consulted in several cases where Ontario police 

officers have used a new identification procedure.  Still photos are taken from video surveillance footage 

and distributed among police and parole officers (personal communication, 2013) and the idea, of course, 

is that if the perpetrator was previously involved with the criminal justice system, he or she may be 

recognized by one of these individuals.  When an individual is recognized by a police or parole officer, 

this is taken as a positive identification.  However, Lindsay has pointed out several potentially 

problematic aspects of the procedure.  To give a few examples, no records are kept of how many officers 

see these photos, nor how many of the officers viewing the pictures knew the individuals who were 

eventually identified but failed to identify them, nor whether other officers identified different 

individuals.  This is just one example, but other experts involved in consulting are undoubtedly 

encountering other untested identification procedures being used by police. 

 The whole point of developing policy recommendations is to prevent usage of procedures which 

will compromise the eyewitness evidence in an investigation and to promote usage of procedures that will 

maximize the chances of getting accurate information.  When police use new procedures before they are 

tested and validated, they could be undoing all the good done by the development of, and adherence to, 

policy recommendations if it turns out that these new procedures severely compromise evidence.  Thus, 

we propose that before new procedures are used by police, they should be experimentally tested to 

discover whether they are obviously problematic in any way.  It makes no sense to take two strides 

forward in developing recommendations for proper procedure only to use untested procedures that 

compromise evidence and takes two steps back. 
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Table 5. Wording of Canadian and American Policy Guidelines Regarding Identification Procedures When They Make the Same Recommendations 

Topic of Recommendation Source Wording of Recommendation 

 

 

 

 

 

1) Filler Selection 

 

U.S. 

“Select fillers who generally fit the witness’ description of the perpetrator.  When there is a 

limited/inadequate description of the perpetrator provided by the witness, or when the description of the 

perpetrator differs significantly from the appearance of the suspect, fillers should resemble the suspect in 

significant features.” 

 

Sophonow 

“The fillers in the line-up should match as closely as possible the descriptions given by the eyewitnesses 

at the time of the event. It is only if that is impossible, that the fillers should resemble the suspect as 

closely as possible.” 

 

FPT 

“The suspect should not stand out in the lineup or photospread as being different from the others, based 

on the eyewitness’s previous description of the perpetrator, or based on other factors that would draw 

extra attention to the suspect.” 

 

2) Instructions to Witnesses: 

Importance of Exonerating the 

Innocent 

U.S. “Instruct the witness that it is just as important to clear innocent persons from suspicion as to identify 

guilty parties.” 

Sophonow “In addition, before showing the photo pack to a witness, the officer should advise the witness that it is 

just as important to clear the innocent as it is to identify the suspect.” 

FPT No mention. 

 

3) Instructions to Witnesses: 

Perpetrator May or May Not Be In 

Lineup 

U.S. “Instruct the witness that the person who committed the crime may or may not be in the set of 

photographs being presented.” 

Sophonow “Before the showing of the photo pack, the officer conducting the line-up should confirm that he does not 

know who the suspect is or whether his photo is contained in the line-up.” 

FPT “The witness should be advised that the actual perpetrator may not be in the lineup or photospread, and 

therefore the witness should not feel that they must make an identification.” 
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4) Feedback to Witnesses 

U.S. “If an identification is made, avoid reporting to the witness any information regarding the individual 

he/she has selected prior to obtaining the witness’ statement of certainty.” 

Sophonow “Police officers should not speak to eyewitnesses after the line-ups regarding their identification or their 

inability to identify anyone.” 

 

FPT 

“If the identification process occurs on police premises, reasonable steps should be taken to remove the 

witness on completion of the lineup to prevent any potential feedback by other officers involved in the 

investigation and cross contamination by contact with other witnesses.” 

5) Multiple Suspect Lineups U.S. “In composing a photo lineup, the investigator should include only one suspect in each identification 

procedure.” 

 Sophonow “Suspect” only referred to in singular 

 FPT “Suspect” only referred to in singular 

 

Note: ‘U.S.’ refers to the U.S. policy guidelines (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999), ‘Sophonow’ refers to 

the recommendations resulting from the Sophonow Inquiry in Canada (Cory, 2001), and ‘FPT’ refers to the Guidelines published by the Federal, Provincial, 

Territorial (FPT) Heads of Prosecution Committee Working Group (Canadian Department of Justice, 2005).  
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Table 6. Wording of Canadian and American Policy Guidelines Regarding Identification Procedures When They Make Different Recommendations 

Topic of Recommendation Source Wording of Recommendation 

 

6) Lineup Size 

U.S. “Include a minimum of five fillers (nonsuspects) per identification procedure.” 

Sophonow “The photo pack should contain at least 10 subjects.” 

FPT No mention. 

 

 

7) Simultaneous vs. Sequential 

Presentation 

 

U.S. 

“Although some police agencies currently use sequential methods of presentation, there is not a 

consensus on any particular method or methods of sequential presentation that can be 

recommended as a preferred procedure; although sequential procedures are included in the Guide, 

it does not indicate a preference for sequential procedures.” 

Sophonow “The photo pack must be presented sequentially and not as a package.” 

FPT “A photospread should be provided sequentially, and not as a package, thus preventing ‘relative 

judgments.’” 

 

 

 

 

8) Double-Blind Testing 

 

U.S. 

“Blind procedures are not included in the Guide but are identified as a direction for future 

exploration and field testing. In the interim, an enhanced awareness on the part of investigators of 

the subtle impact they may have on witnesses will result in more professional identification 

procedures.” 

Sophonow “Once again, it is essential that an officer who does not know who the suspect is and who is not 

involved in the investigation conducts the photo pack line-up.” 

 

FPT 

“If possible, an officer who is independent of the investigation should be in charge of the lineup or 

photospread. This officer should not know who the suspect is – avoiding the possibility of 

inadvertent hints or reactions that could lead the witness before the identification takes place, or 

increase the witness’s degree of confidence afterward.” 

 

 

9) Showups 

U.S. “When circumstances require the prompt display of a single suspect to a witness, the inherent 

suggestiveness of the encounter can be minimized through the use of procedural safeguards.” 

Sophonow No mention. 

FPT “Show-ups should be used only in rare circumstances, such as when the suspect is apprehended 

near the crime scene shortly after the event (see ‘Notes’ below).” 
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Notes: ‘U.S.’ refers to the U.S. policy guidelines (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999), ‘Sophonow’ refers to 

the recommendations resulting from the Sophonow Inquiry in Canada (Cory, 2001), and ‘FPT’ refers to the Guidelines published by the Federal, Provincial, 

Territorial (FPT) Heads of Prosecution Committee Working Group (Canadian Department of Justice, 2005).  
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Table 7. (Survey question 16) Percent of Canadian (N = 67) and American officers (N = 128) selecting lineup fillers based on their similarity to the suspect 

with regard to 27 criteria.   Response options were: “Rarely,” “Only if included in the witness’ description,” and “Always.”  The options are ordered 

from greatest to least based on the Canadian officers’ ‘Always’ responses.  The ‘Difference’ column represents the difference score between Canadian 

and American ‘Always’ responses. 

    CANADA       USA               

  Rarely Description Always   Rarely Description Always   Difference    2 p Cramer's V 

Race/Ethnic group 0.0# 16.4# 83.6 

 

1.6# 1.6 96.9 

 

-13.3 

 

No statistic; 3 cells expected count < 5 

Age 0.0# 25.4 74.6 

 

0.7# 24.3 83.6 

 

-9.0 

 

2.05 .1522 0.12 

Background of the Photo 23.9 3.0 73.1 

 

16.4 10.2 73.4 

 

-0.3 

 

4.24 .1200 0.15 

Photographic quality 25.4 9.0 65.7 

 

14.8 10.2 75.0 

 

-9.3 

 

3.24 .1979 0.13 

Hair Colour 9.0# 29.9 61.2 

 

8.5 10.2 84.4 

 

-23.2 

 

11.83 .0006*B 0.27 

Hair Length 7.5# 37.0 55.2 

 

5.5 14.1 80.5 

 

-25.3 

 

13.39 .0003*B 0.28 

Facial Hair 6.0# 38.8 55.2 

 

3.1 19.5 77.3 

 

-22.1 

 

8.35 .0039* 0.22 

Eye-gaze 38.8 7.5 53.7 

 

34.4 10.9 54.7 

 

-1.0 

 

0.79 .6737 0.06 

General Facial Features 25.4 25.4 49.3 

 

18.8 21.1 60.2 

 

-10.9 

 

2.20 .3329 0.11 

Hair Style 17.9 38.8 43.3 

 

14.1 21.9 64.1 

 

-20.8 

 

8.31 .0157* 0.21 

Photo Recency 52.2 6.0 41.8 

 

34.4 16.4 49.2 

 

-7.4 

 

7.72 .0211* 0.20 

Skin Complexion 26.9 35.8 37.3 

 

7.8 25.8 66.4 

 

-29.1 

 

19.23 .0001*B 0.31 

Eye Glasses 19.4 43.3 37.3 

 

10.9 32.0 57.0 

 

-19.7 

 

7.23 .0269* 0.20 

Weight/Build 23.9 43.3 32.8 

 

16.4 22.7 60.9 

 

-28.1 

 

14.36 .0008*B 0.27 

Face Shape 47.8 22.4 29.9 

 

27.3 32.8 39.8 

 

-9.9 

 

8.18 .0167* 0.20 

Distinguishing Marks 35.8 37.3 26.9 

 

23.4 34.4 42.2 

 

-15.3 

 

5.34 .0693 0.17 

Eye Colour 47.8 29.9 22.4 

 

22.7 34.4 43.0 

 

-20.6 

 

14.32 .0008*B 0.27 

Pose 68.7 9.0 22.4 

 

50.8 18.0 31.3 

 

-8.9 

 

6.10 .0474* 0.18 

Nose 43.3 37.3 19.4 

 

32.8 41.4 25.8 

 

-6.4 

 

2.27 .3214 0.11 

Lips 49.3 31.3 19.4 

 

36.7 38.3 25.0 

 

-5.6 

 

2.87 .2381 0.12 

Height 53.7 29.9 16.4 

 

42.2 18.8 39.1 

 

-22.7 

 

10.88 .0043* 0.24 

Forehead 56.7 28.4 14.9 

 

42.2 35.2 22.7 

 

-7.8 

 

3.90 .1423 0.14 

Chin 55.2 29.9 14.9 

 

38.3 39.8 21.9 

 

-7.0 

 

5.16 .0758 0.16 

Cheeks 58.2 28.4 13.4 

 

37.5 39.1 23.4 

 

-10.0 

 

7.85 .0197* 0.20 
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Eyebrows 55.2 32.8 11.9 

 

37.5 38.3 24.2 

 

-12.3 

 

6.84 .0327* 0.19 

Neck 64.2 26.9 9.0 

 

42.2 35.9 21.9 

 

-12.9 

 

9.59 .0083* 0.22 

Clothing 86.6 6.0 7.5 

 

60.9 18.8 20.3 

 

-12.8 

 

13.71 .0011*B 0.27 

 
# = expected frequency <5; column dropped from analysis 

* = significant at p < .05 

*B = significant at p <.00185 (Bonferroni correction applied) 
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Table 8. (Survey question 39d) Proportions of Canadian and American officers who Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Usually, or Always instruct witnesses that 

it is as important to exonerate the innocent as it is to convict the guilty prior to conducting a lineup. 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes# Usually Always 

     

  % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p 

Cramer's 

V 

Canada  55.1 43 5.1 4 7.7 6 6.4 5 25.6 20 

 
5.32 3 .150 0.1682 

U.S.  43.8 53 14.0 17 4.1 5 8.3 10 29.8 36 

 

                #= Column dropped 
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Table 9. (Survey question 39a) Proportions of Canadian and American officers who Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Usually, or Always instruct witnesses that 

the perpetrator may or may not be in the lineup prior to conducting a lineup. 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

     

  % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p 

Cramer's 

V 

Canada  1.3 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 1.3 1 97.4 76 

 

No statistic due to 8 cells with 

expected value < 5 U.S.  5.0 6 0.8 1 3.3 4 5.8 7 85.1 103 
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Table 10. (Survey question 39i) Proportions of Canadian and American officers who Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Usually, or Always instructs witnesses to 

select the person he or she saw commit the crime prior to conducting a lineup. 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

     
  % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  64.1 50 3.8 3 7.7 6 6.4 5 17.9 14 

 
14.95 4 .005 0.274 

U.S.  38.0 46 9.9 12 8.3 10 6.6 8 37.2 45 

  

Post-hoc Analyses 

 

N R, S, U, A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  64.1 50 35.9 28 

12.93 1 < .001 0.255 U.S.  38.0 46 62.0 75 

         

 

R N, S, U, A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  3.8 3 96.2 75 

2.51 1 .113 0.112 U.S.  9.9 12 90.1 109 

         

 

S N, R, U, A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  7.7 6 92.3 72 

0.02 1 .888 0.010 U.S.  8.3 10 91.7 111 

         

 

U N, R, S, A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  6.4 5 93.6 73 

0 1 1.000 0.000 U.S.  6.6 8 93.4 113 

         

 

A N, R, S, U 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  17.9 14 82.1 64 

8.42 1 .004 0.206 U.S.  37.2 45 62.8 76 
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Table 11. (Survey question 56) Percent of the time Canadian and American officers reported being asked by witnesses if they had ‘got the right guy’ after 

the witness made a selection from a lineup. 

  N Mrank Mdn U z p 

Canada  78 106.58 50.0% 
4127.50 -1.41 .158 

U.S.  120 94.90 50.0% 
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Table 12. (Survey questions 57a ) Percent of the time Canadian and American officers reported telling a witness when he or she had selected the suspect 

from a lineup. 

Mann-Whitney U 

  N Mrank Mdn U z p 

Canada 78 76.68 0.0 
2900.00 -5.07 < .001 

U.S.  121 115.03 10.0 

 

Independent Samples t-test 

    N M SD Min Max   t df p d 

Canada  78 10.78 26.99 0 100 

 
-5.65 196.48 < .001 0.82 

U.S.  121 39.34 44.29 0 100 

 
 

Table 13. (Survey questions 57b) Percentage of the time officers who reported telling a witness when he or she had selected the suspect from a lineup 

provided this feedback prior to obtaining a statement of confidence. 

 

Mann-Whitney U 

  N Mrank Mdn U z p 

Canada 18 36.00 0.0 
477.00 -2.30 .022 

U.S.  70 46.69 0.0 

 

Independent Samples t-test 

 

N M SD Min Max   t df p d 

Canada 18 0 0.00 0 0 

 
-4.01 69.00 < .001 1.06 

U.S. 70 16.83 35.07 0 100 
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Table 14. (Survey questions 58a) Percent of the time Canadian and American officers reported telling a witness when he or she had selected a filler from 

a lineup. 

 

Mann-Whitney U 

. 

  N Mrank Mdn U z p 

Canada 78 83.99 0.0 
3470.50 -3.68 < .001 

U.S.  121 110.32 0.0 

 

Independent Samples t-test 

  N M SD Min Max   t df p d 

Canada  78 12.18 30.38 0 100 

 
-3.14 192.72~ 0.002 0.46 

U.S.  121 28.07 40.71 0 100 

  

 

Table 15. (Survey questions 58 b) Percentage of the time officers who reported telling a witness when he or she had selected a filler from a lineup 

provided this feedback prior to obtaining a statement of confidence 

Mann-Whitney U 

 

  N  Mrank Mdn U z p 

Canada 15 28.00 0.0 
300.00 -2.32 .021 

USA 56 38.14 0.0 

 

 

 

Independent Samples t-test 

  N  M SD Min Max   t df p d 

Canada 15 0 0.00 0 0 

 
-4.01 55.00 < .001 1.17 

U.S.  56 20.63 38.46 0 100 
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Table 16. (Survey question 32) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers used multiple-suspect lineups in the event a case had a single 

perpetrator but multiple suspects. 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes# Usually# Always# 

     
  % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 56) 76.8 43 5.4 3 10.7 6 1.8 1 5.4 3 

 
1.29 1 .256 0.091 

U.S. (n = 119) 80.7 96 11.8 14 5.0 6 0.8 1 1.7 2 

 

                #= Column dropped from analysis 
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Table 17. (Survey question 33) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers used multiple-suspect lineups in the event a case had multiple 

perpetrators and multiple suspects. 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes# Usually# Always# 

       % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 56) 76.8 43 7.1 4 7.1 4 3.6 2 5.4 3 

 
No analysis* 

U.S. (n = 119) 82.4 98 10.1 12 5.0 6 0.8 1 1.7 2 

  

*Only described descriptively; in 2 x 5 analysis, S, U, A dropped from analysis due to expected value <5. 

However, when they were dropped from analysis, R column had expected value < 5, so could not conduct analysis. 
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Table 18. (Survey question 22) Nominal lineup sizes (suspect + n fillers) used by Canadian and American officers. 

Mann-Whitney U 

 

  N Mrank Mdn U z   p 

Canada 88 169.95 12 
136.00 -13.54  <.001 

U.S. 127 65.07 6 
 

 

 

Independent Samples t-test 

  N  M SD Min Max   t df p d 

Canada 88 10.99 1.79 6 20  
24.66 102.41 < .001 3.42 

U.S.  127 6.08 0.64 5 12  
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Table 19. (Survey question 54) The percentage of lineups conducted sequentially by Canadian and American officers who had EVER used the sequential 

lineup. 

Mann-Whitney U 

 

  N Mrank Mdn U z   p 

Canada 61 63.86 100 
801.50 4.55 

 
< .001 

U.S. 46 40.92 37.50  

 

 

Independent Samples t-test 

  N  M SD Min Max   t df p d 

Canada 61 89.44 28.56 0 100  
4.66 71.20 < .001 0.91 

U.S.  46 53.96 45.31 0 100  

 

 

 

Table 20. (Survey question 54) Total percentage of lineups conducted sequentially by Canadian and American officers.  

 

Mann-Whitney U 

 

  N Mrank Mdn U z   p 

Canada 73 87.40 100 
1503.50 -4.70 

 
< .001 

U.S. 71 57.18 5  

 

 

Independent Samples t-test 

  N  M SD Min Max   t df p d 

Canada 73 74.74 42.35 0 100  
5.49 142.00 < .001 0.92 

U.S.  71 34.96 44.65 0 100  
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Table 21. (Survey question 55b) Proportions of Canadian and American officers who Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Usually, or Always allowed witnesses 

viewing a sequential lineup to go through the lineup more than once if they did not choose anyone the first time. 

 

Never Rarely^ Sometimes# Usually Always 

     
  % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  32.8 20 8.2 5 0.0 0 13.1 8 45.9 28 

 
10.91 2 .004 0.330 

U.S.  8.7 4 0.0 0 15.2 7 17.4 8 58.7 27 

  

#= Column dropped 

^ = Collapsed with adjacent column 

 

Post hoc Analyses 

 

 

N/R U, A 

    

  % n % n 2 df p 

Cramer's 

V 

Canada  41.0 25 59.0 36 
10.91 1 .001 0.330 

U.S.  10.3 4 89.7 35 

         

 

U N/R, A 

    

  % n % n 2 df p 

Cramer's 

V 

Canada  13.1 8 86.9 53 
0.97 1 .325 0.099 

U.S.  20.5 8 79.5 31 

         

 

A N/R, U 

    

  % n % n 2 df p 

Cramer's 

V 

Canada  45.9 28 54.1 33 
5.23 1 .022 0.229 

U.S.  69.2 27 30.8 12 
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Table 22. (Survey question 55c) Proportions of Canadian and American officers who Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Usually, or Always allowed witnesses 

viewing a sequential lineup to select multiple lineup members and then decide between these members at a later time. 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes Usually^ Always 

     
  % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  60.7 37 19.7 12 13.1 8 1.6 1 4.9 3 

 
9.15 3 .027 0.292 

U.S.  43.5 20 13.0 6 17.4 8 6.5 3 19.6 9 

  

^ = Collapsed with adjacent column 

 

Post hoc Analyses 

 

 

N R, S, U/A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  60.7 37 39.3 24 
3.11 1 .078 0.171 

U.S.  43.5 20 56.5 26 

         

 

R N, S, U/A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  19.7 12 80.3 49 
0.82 1 .365 0.088 

U.S.  13.0 6 87.0 40 

         

 

S N, R, U/A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  13.1 8 86.9 53 
0.38 1 .538 0.060 

U.S.  17.4 8 82.6 38 

 

 

 

       

 

U/A N, R, S 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  6.6 4 93.4 57 
7.86 1 .005 0.271 

U.S.  26.1 12 73.9 34 
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Table 23. (Survey question 55d) Proportions of Canadian and American officers who Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Usually, or Always accurately informed 

witnesses viewing a sequential lineup as to how many lineup members they would see. 

 

Never Rarely^ Sometimes# Usually^ Always 

     
  % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  47.5 29 4.9 3 4.9 3 4.9 3 36.1 22 

 
11.15 1 .0008 0.354 

U.S.  19.6 9 0.0 0 6.5 3 4.3 2 69.6 32 

  

#= Column dropped 

^ = Collapsed with adjacent column 
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Table 24. (Survey question 34a) Proportions of Canadian and American officers who reported that the officer in charge of a case Never, Rarely, 

Sometimes, Usually, or Always was the person to conduct a lineup. 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

     
  % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  54.7 64 7.7 9 14.5 17 18.8 22 4.3 5 

 
110.82 4 < .001 0.625 

U.S.  6.0 10 2.4 4 9.0 15 69.5 116 13.2 22 

  

Post hoc Analyses 

 

N R, S,U,A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  54.7 64 45.3 53 
84.73 1 < .0001 0.546 

U.S.  6.0 10 94.0 157 

 
 

       

 

R N, S,U,A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  7.7 9 92.3 108 
4.42 1 .036 0.125 

U.S.  2.4 4 97.6 163 

         

 

S N, R,U,A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  14.5 17 85.5 100 
2.12 1 .206 0.086 

U.S.  9.0 15 91.0 152 

         

 

U N, R, S,A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  18.8 22 81.2 95 
70.68 1 < .0001 0.499 

U.S.  69.5 116 30.5 51 

         

         

         

 

A N, R, S,U 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  4.3 5 95.7 112 
6.33 1 .012 0.149 

U.S.  13.2 22 86.8 145 
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Table 25. (Survey question 34d) Proportions of Canadian and American officers who reported that lineups were Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Usually, or 

Always conducted in double-blind fashion. 

 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

     
  % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  9.4 11 10.3 12 8.5 10 24.8 29 47.0 55 

 
133.18 4 < .001 0.685 

U.S.  56.9 95 25.1 42 10.2 17 4.2 7 3.6 6 

 
 

Post hoc Analyses 
 

 

N R, S,U,A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  9.4 11 90.6 106 

66.31 1 < .0001 0.483 U.S.  56.9 95 43.1 72 

         

 

R N, S,U,A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  10.3 12 89.7 105 

9.91 1 .002 0.187 U.S.  25.1 42 74.9 125 

         

 

S N, R,U,A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  8.5 10 91.5 107 

0.21 1 .647 0.027 U.S.  10.2 17 89.8 150 

         

 

U N, R, S,A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  24.8 29 75.2 88 

26.36 1 < .0001 0.305 U.S.  4.2 7 95.8 160 

         

 

A N, R, S,U 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  47.0 55 53.0 62 

76.89 1 < .0001 0.520 U.S.  3.6 6 96.4 161 
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Table 26. (Survey questions 63a) Proportions of Canadian and American officers who reported having EVER used a showup procedure. 

 

 

Yes No 

     
  % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada  22.2 26 77.8 91 

 
72.97 1 < .001 0.507 

U.S.  73.7 123 26.3 44 

  

 

Table 27. (Survey questions  63b) The number of showups used in the 12 months preceding the survey by the Canadian and American officers who 

reported having ever used a showup procedure. 

  N Mrank Mdn U z p 

Canada  26 49.96 0.50 
948.00 -3.34 .001 

U.S.  123 80.29 2.00 
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Table 28. Correlations and Fisher’s r-to-z transformation for variables significantly correlated to the population of areas served by Canadian and 

American officers. 

 

 

Canada   U.S.   Fisher's 

Question r n p   r n p   Z p 

Percentage of the time officers told a witness he or she had selected 

the suspect from a lineup prior to getting their statement of 

confidence 

N/A; no Canadian officers 

gave feedback prior to 

obtaining confidence 

statement 

 
.312* 69 .009* 

 
N/A 

Percentage of the time sequential lineups were used by officers 

who had ever used a sequential lineup 
.147 60 .262 

 
-.314 43 .040* 

 
2.29 .022* 

Percentage of the time all lineups were conducted sequentially .245 73 .036* 
 

-.013 71 .917 
 

1.55 .12 

How often lineups were conducted by the officer in charge of the 

case 
-.321 116 <. 001* 

 
.043 162 .587 

 
-3.05 .002* 

How often lineups were conducted in a double-blind fashion .374 116  < .001* 
 

.078 162 .327 
 

2.56 .011* 

 
* = significant at p < .05 
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Chapter 4 

A Survey of Lineup Construction Procedures Used by Canadian and 

American Police Officers 

 Thanks to the proliferation of crime television shows in recent years, many people have a general 

understanding of what a lineup is and how it works.  An individual the police suspect of having 

committed a crime is placed in a group with other non-suspect people (i.e., fillers), and this grouping is 

then shown to a witness.  This group of ‘suspect plus fillers’ may be presented to the witness in person, or 

through photographs or video.  The job of the witness is to then tell police officers (usually in dramatic 

fashion since it is television) whether or not the person they saw commit the crime is in that group of 

people. 

 What crime shows are much less likely to impart to their viewers is that there are many 

considerations that must be made when constructing actual police lineups, and these considerations must 

be made so as to not compromise the evidence gained from showing a lineup to a witness.   

 A lineup should be constructed in such a way that it does not introduce bias toward the suspect.  

That is, the suspect should not stand out from the fillers in any way that suggests the suspect is the 

‘correct’ choice.  Bias can be quite obvious, such as in the U.S. case documented by Ellison and Buckhout 

(1981) in which the suspect was of African ancestry and all the fillers were of European ancestry.  

Another example is the Canadian case of Ivan Henry, who refused to participate in a lineup and so was 

forcibly put in the lineup by three officers who held him in a headlock and restrained his arms (Fong, 

2010).  However, bias can also be as subtle as having a suspect’s photo slightly angled (Buckhout, 

Figueroa, & Hoff, 1974) or having the lighting or background of a suspect’s photo be different from that 

of the fillers (Mansour, Bertrand, & Lindsay, 2013). 

 From a lineup, police can obtain evidence beyond what a witness can produce in a verbal 

description of the crime and the perpetrator, and an eyewitness identification is a potent piece of evidence 
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in a courtroom (Boyce, Beaudry, & Lindsay, 2007).  However, the fallibility of eyewitnesses is now well-

known and there are numerous examples of exonerations in which eyewitness error played a role (e.g., 

The National Registry of Exonerations, 2013).  As such, when constructing a lineup to show to a witness, 

police services want to construct a lineup in such a manner that will maximize their chances of getting a 

correct decision from the witness.  It is important to note that a correct decision can be either identifying 

the suspect as the perpetrator when he or she is the true perpetrator (i.e., police have arrested the correct 

person) or saying the perpetrator is not in the lineup when he or she is not present in the lineup (i.e., 

police have arrested the wrong person). 

 There are many research-based recommendations as well as policy guidelines on how officers 

should construct lineups appropriately in order to increase the likelihood of a witness making a correct 

decision (e.g., Brewer & Palmer, 2010; Canadian Department of Justice, 2005 & 2011; Clark, Rush, & 

Moreland, 2013; Cory, 2001; Malpass, Tredoux, & McQuiston-Surrett, 2007; Steblay, Dysart, & Wells, 

2011; U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999; Wells, 

Small, Penrod, Malpass, Fulero, & Brimacombe, 1998).  Yet very little formal knowledge exists about 

how police officers construct lineups and two previous surveys of police identification procedures do not 

offer much insight into current procedures.  Wogalter, Malpass, and McQuiston (2004) surveyed U.S. 

police officers on how they constructed and administered lineups, however, the data were collected in 

1992 (Beaudry & Lindsay, 2006).  Given the passage of time and that the majority of the research-based 

and policy recommendations came after their data were collected, much could have changed procedurally 

in the intervening years.  Beaudry and Lindsay surveyed primarily Ontario police officers about their 

identification procedures and though the data were collected much more recently (2004), the data cannot 

be generalized to a national level, predate the first version of the Canadian Department of Justice 

guidelines (2005), and few questions pertained to lineup construction. 

The current research undertook a survey with the goals of 1) finding out what is the ‘state of 

affairs’ regarding how police officers currently construct lineups, and 2) to survey Canadian and U.S. 

police officers at the same time so between-country comparisons could be made. 
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Some of the survey questions were developed based on the ‘best practices’ recommended by 

research and/or policy guidelines, but we had no specific hypotheses about what we would find in such 

cases.  Some questions were included because research exists on a topic but has not yet reached 

consensus, or too little research exists to develop best practice recommendations.  Some questions were 

included because the Wogalter et al. (2004) and Beaudry and Lindsay (2006) surveys contained similar 

questions.  Other questions were developed based on intuition rather than because of any specific research 

or theoretical basis.  Though the full survey included questions about several other aspects of 

identification procedures (see Appendix A), only questions pertaining to lineup construction will be 

discussed here.  The questions address four general areas: training, filler selection, lineup presentation, 

and lineup fairness. 

Training 

 We had no basis for asking questions about what kind of training officers received regarding 

lineup construction other than that we thought it was important to know the answer.  Knowing what kind 

of training officers do or do not receive regarding lineup construction may help identify important gaps in 

the implementation of procedural recommendations.   

Filler Selection 

 Research and policy-based recommendations have been made in terms of how lineup fillers 

should be selected.  The general guiding principle is that fillers should be selected so as to prevent biasing 

the lineup toward the suspect; the suspect should not stand out as different from the fillers (e.g., Wells et 

al., 1998).  Recommendations also generally include that lineup fillers should match the witness’ 

description of the perpetrator, but when the description is impoverished, does not match the suspect, 

and/or the suspect has a distinctive feature not mentioned in the witness’ description, the fillers should 

match the suspect in appearance (e.g., Wells et al.; U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice 

Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999).  This latter idea of matching distinguishing features on the 

suspect that are not described by the witness is known as the ‘default values’ issue (Lindsay, Martin, & 

Webber, 1994).  
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 Though, to our knowledge, no research or recommendations exist regarding how officers should 

find fillers or how many potential fillers they should consider, we decided to ask such questions as they 

are pertinent to generating a broad understanding of lineup construction. 

Lineup Presentation 

 There are numerous decisions officers must make regarding how to present a lineup to a witness. 

 Lineup Modality.  U.S. and Canadian policy guidelines include recommendations and/or 

instructions pertaining to both live (i.e., lineup members are physically present) and photo lineups, but do 

not recommend one presentation modality over the other (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice 

Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999; Cory, 2001; Canadian Department of Justice, 2005, 2011).  

While it is likely that many believe a live lineup is more likely to engender a correct decision from an 

eyewitness, current research findings do not support this assumption and do not find differences in 

witness performance between live and photo lineups (Brewer & Palmer, 2010).  However, even if officers 

do believe that a live lineup is more likely to lead to a correct witness decision, live lineups are more 

difficult to construct than photo lineups owing to the necessity of finding quality fillers who can be 

physically present.  As well, given advances in technology and the associated decrease in its cost, it is 

now much easier and cheaper to access and maintain databases of photos.  Given these contrasting issues, 

which presentation modality do officers use? 

 Simultaneous vs. Sequential Presentation.  One of the most researched and debated areas in the 

eyewitness literature is whether to present lineup members in a simultaneous or sequential manner to a 

witness (e.g., Lindsay, Mansour, Beaudry, Leach, & Bertrand, 2009; Malpass, Tredoux, & McQuiston-

Surrett, 2009).  A simultaneous lineup is the traditional method of display in which all lineup members 

are shown to the witness at the same time in a single grouping.  In a sequential lineup, witness are shown 

lineup members one at a time, must make a yes or no decision upon viewing each lineup member, are not 

allowed to look at lineup members again once they have made their decision, and are unaware of the 

number of lineup members they will see (Lindsay & Wells, 1985).   
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  U.S. policy guidelines include instructions for using both simultaneous and sequential lineups 

(National Institute of Justice, 1999) while Canadian guidelines explicitly recommend the sequential 

lineup (Cory, 2001; Canadian Department of Justice, 2005, 2011).  Some jurisdictions have gone as far as 

to require usage of sequential over simultaneous lineups.  For example, New Jersey was the first state to 

make usage of the sequential lineup mandatory for officers (Kolata & Peterson, 2001, July 21) and other 

jurisdictions have followed suit since (Steblay, Dysart, & Wells, 2011).  However, many officers in other 

jurisdictions may or may not be using sequential lineups. 

 Nominal Size of Lineup.  There is a small literature on the topic of how many people should be 

in a lineup (e.g., Nosworthy & Lindsay, 1990; Gonzalez, Ellsworth, & Pembroke, 1993; Bertrand, 

Beaudry, Mansour, & Lindsay, 2006; Kalmet, Lindsay, & Bertrand, 2013) but the literature provides 

mixed results regarding the effect of changing the nominal size of the lineup, or what size of lineup 

should be recommended.  

 The U.S. policy guidelines recommend including a minimum (their emphasis) of five fillers for 

photo lineups and four for live lineups (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National 

Institute of Justice, 1999).  Though they do not provide an explanation of why the recommendations 

differ, in an accompanying training manual published four years after the guidelines, the difference in 

recommendations is stated as being due to the greater difficulty of finding fillers for a live lineup (U.S. 

Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 2003).  Cory (2001) 

recommended using a minimum 10-person lineup (i.e., suspect plus nine fillers), though no 

recommendation is included as to a maximum size.  No recommendations regarding lineup size are 

included in the other Canadian guidelines (Canadian Department of Justice, 2005, 2011). 

 Number of Suspects in a Lineup.  A lineup may contain anywhere from one lineup member as a 

suspect to all the lineup members as suspects.  Research is clear that multiple-suspect lineups increase the 

odds of a witness making a false identification (Wells & Turtle, 1986) and the recommendation that 

follows is that a lineup only contain one suspect (e.g., Brewer & Palmer, 2010).  The U.S. guidelines 

(National Institute of Justice, 1999) provide a recommendation to use only one suspect in each lineup.  
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Though neither of the Canadian guidelines explicitly state that single-suspect lineups should be used, the 

wording is indicative of this as ‘suspect’ is always used in singular, not plural, e.g., “The suspect should 

not stand out in the lineup…” (Canadian Department of Justice, 2011). 

 Suspect Placement in Lineup.  There is a small literature on how suspect placement in a lineup 

affects identification decisions.  Early studies found no effect of position in sequential lineups (e.g., 

Lindsay & Wells, 1985), but in subsequent years, other studies have found position effects for both 

sequential (e.g., Gronlund, Carlson, Dailey, & Goodsell, 2009; Carlson, Gronlund, & Clark, 2008) and 

simultaneous lineups (e.g., O’Connell & Synnot, 2009) on identification decisions. 

Lineup Fairness 

 Constructing a ‘fair’ lineup – one that does not suggest or make obvious who is the suspect – has 

been a continued area of research interest since the 1970s (e.g., Wells, Leippe, Ostrom, 1979; Malpass, 

1981; Malpass, Tredoux, & McQuiston-Surrett, 2007).  Different measures such as functional size, 

effective size, and Tredoux’ E have been developed to assess lineup fairness (see Malpass et al. for a 

detailed discussion of these and other fairness measures) and all rely on the mock-witness task (Doob & 

Kirshenbaum, 1973) in some fashion to generate their fairness measures.  In the mock-witness task, 

individuals who were not present for the crime (and therefore have not seen the perpetrator) are provided 

with the lineup and a description of the perpetrator provided by one or more eyewitnesses. The mock-

witnesses are asked to select the lineup member they think is the suspect.  The logic is that if the lineup is 

fair, mock-witnesses should not be able to identify the suspect except by guessing, and guesses should be 

at chance levels.  As selections of the suspect are increasingly above chance, then the lineup is said to be 

more biased toward selections of the suspect. 

 There are two questions of interest here.  First, do police officers do any sort of assessment of 

lineup fairness prior to showing a lineup to a witness?  Second, if they do assess fairness, what methods 

do they use? 

Hypotheses 
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 To reiterate, we had no specific hypotheses about what we would find, even in cases where 

questions were developed from ‘best practice’ recommendations.  Though we certainly hoped to find that 

best practices were being followed where they exist, one thing that is clear from the Wogalter et al. (2004) 

and Beaudry and Lindsay (2006) surveys, as well as anecdotal information, is that police procedure varies 

considerably and not always in predictable ways. 

Results 

Training 

 We asked officers to indicate, using provided categories, how they learned to construct lineups.  

Officers were told to select all options that applied to them.  As five options were provided, the 

Bonferroni-corrected alpha is .01.  See Table 29 for full results. 

 There was no difference in the proportions of Canadian and American officers who reported that 

they learned to construct lineups “on the job” (i.e., no formal training; 77.6% versus 83.6%, p = .307) or 

from a colleague (77.6% versus 76.6%, p = .869). 

 Canadian officers (64.2%) were more likely to report having learned to construct lineups from 

some sort of written guidelines than were American officers (39.8%), 2 (1, N = 94) = 10.43, p < .001, V 

= .231. 

 There was no difference in the proportions of Canadian (41.8%) and American officers (36.7%; p 

= .489) who indicated that they learned to construct lineups via some sort of coursework or professional 

instruction. 

Filler Selection 

Finding fillers. We asked officers to indicate, using provided categories, how they found fillers 

for their lineups.  Officers were told to select all options that applied to them.  As five options were 

provided, the Bonferroni-corrected alpha is .01.  See Table 30 for full results. 

Canadian (93.9%) and American (86.5%) officers were equally likely to indicate that they found 

their lineup fillers from a database or computer program, p = .117.  The approximate population of the 
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area served by officers’ units was not significantly correlated with whether officers did or did not find 

fillers from a database or computer program, ps > .406. 

A smaller proportion of Canadian officers (9.1%) than American officers (57.1%) indicated that 

they used jails as a source for fillers, 2 (1, N = 78) = 41.46, p < .0001, V = .465.When asked 

approximately how many potential fillers they looked at before they had all their lineup fillers, Canadian 

officers reported looking at a greater number of fillers (N = 64, Mdn = 90) than U.S. officers (N = 117, 

Mdn = 50), Mrank_Canada = 101.82 Mrank_U.S. = 85.08, U = 3051.50  z = -2.06, p = .039. See Table 31. 

However, Canadian lineups use more fillers and the number of potential fillers examined is approximately 

equal in terms of number examined per filler employed in the lineups12. 

 Filler Characteristics13.  Note that full results and discussion regarding selection of fillers based 

on specific characteristics can be found in Chapter 3. 

 Distinctive Markings on Suspect.  Officers were asked what they usually did when a suspect 

had a distinctive facial marking (e.g., birthmark, mole, scar, or tattoo).  They were asked to select one of 

the following five options: a) Try to find lineup members with similar marks, b) Try to add similar marks 

to other lineup members, c) Cover up the marks on the suspect, d) Cover the position of the markings on 

all lineup members, including the suspect, e) do nothing.  Column ‘c’ was dropped from analysis because 

the Canadian cell had an expected value < 5.  There was no difference in how officers typically handled a 

suspect with distinctive facial markings; most Canadian (70.1%) and American (59.4%) officers reported 

that they tried to find lineup members with similar marks, p = .486.  Nine percent of Canadian and 10.2% 

of American officers said they did nothing when a suspect had a distinctive facial marking an 

d 1.5% of Canadian and 6.2% of American officers said they covered up the marks on the suspect.  See 

Table 32 for full results. 

                                                      

12 See ‘Nominal Size of Lineup’ in ‘Lineup Presentation’ section. 
13 Note that these results are presented (Table 27) and discussed in Chapter 3.  While germane to a discussion 

regarding lineup construction, the information is omitted here to minimize redundancy. 
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 Photo Angle. There was no difference between Canadian and American officers regarding 

whether they used photos from angles other than a face front pose in their lineups, p = .256.  

Respectively, most officers reported that they ‘Never’ (78.8% versus 72.2%) or ‘Rarely’ (16.7% versus 

23.8%) used photos other than those from a front-facing angle in their lineups.  None of the officers 

reported that they ‘Usually’ or ‘Always’ did this.  See Table 33 for full results. 

 We also asked officers what types of still photos their departments took of individuals upon 

arrest.  We provided them with nine exemplars (head/upper body/full body) x (facing front/facing 

profile/facing three-quarters; See Appendix A, Question 23) and had them indicate, yes or no, whether 

their department took those types of photos.  See Table 34 for full results.  Five of the nine analyses could 

not be conducted due to expected cell values < 5, and none of the remaining analyses indicated significant 

differences, ps > .224.  Strong majorities of Canadian (99.1%) and U.S. (98.8%) officers indicated head 

shots facing front were taken upon arrest, and weak majorities of Canadian (65.8%) and U.S. (58.7%) 

officers reported taking head shots in profile.  Very few officers from either country reported that their 

departments took any type of three-quarter pose or full body pictures.  Of three possible three-quarter 

pose pictures, the percentage of Canadian officers reporting these pictures were taken ranged from 0.9% - 

1.7%, and the percentage of U.S. officers ranged from 0% - 1.8%. 

Lineup Presentation 

 As discussed in the ‘Method’ section, the results pertain only to photo lineups.  Though we asked 

questions regarding live and video lineups, there was not enough data to provide meaningful analysis.  

Live lineups were rarely constructed or administered by Canadian (0.9%, 0.9%; respectively) or 

American officers (16.2%, 17.4%; respectively).  Similarly, video lineups were rarely constructed or 

administered by Canadian (0.9%, 0.9%; respectively) or American officers (6.8%, 6.8%; respectively). 

Usage of Photo versus Live or Video Lineups.  We asked officers to indicate, using provided 

categories, why they used photo lineups instead of live or video lineups.  Officers were told to select all 

options that applied to them.  As eight options were provided, the Bonferroni-corrected alpha is .00625.  

See Table 35 for full results. 
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Greater proportions of Canadian as opposed to American officers reported photo lineups were a 

departmental requirement (73.9% versus 35.9%), 2 (1, N = 111) = 30.03, p < .001, V = .373, or a court-

required procedure (27.3% versus 4.7%), 2 (1, N = 30) = 22.24, p < .001, V = .321.   

Smaller proportions of Canadian compared to U.S. officers reported using photo versus live 

lineups because they found it easier to find fillers for photo lineups (38.6% versus 65.6%), 2 (1, N = 118) 

= 15.33, p < .001, V = .266, or because photo lineups can be conducted more quickly (40.9% versus 

61.7%), 2 (1, N = 115) = 9.07, p = .003, V = .205. 

Canadian and American officers were equally likely to endorse the reasons that photo lineups 

were easier for witnesses (34.1% versus 39.8%, respectively) or that they are easier to keep records of 

(35.2% versus 44.5%), ps > .172. 

Simultaneous Versus Sequential Presentation.  We asked officers what percentage of the time 

the lineups they constructed were designed to be presented simultaneously versus sequentially.  Since the 

sum of the two percentages each officer gave equaled 100%, only sequential data is presented to avoid 

redundancy. 

Canadian officers (N = 56, Mdn = 100%) reported that a greater percentage of their lineups were 

designed to be presented sequentially than did American officers (N = 119, Mdn = 5%), Mrank_Canada = 

123.88 Mrank_U.S. =71.12, U =1323.00, Z = -6.81, p < .001.  Of note, for Canadian officers, 4.3% said none 

of the lineups they constructed were designed to be presented sequentially while 39.3% said this was the 

intention 100% of the time.  For American officers, 29.9% said they never designed their lineups to be 

presented sequentially while 17.4% said they did so 100% of the time.  See Table 36 for results. 

Also of note is that the same conclusion is reached using an independent samples t-test, though 

the means are not as close to ceiling and floor as the medians; Canadian officers (M = 87.32, SD = 31.19) 

reported designing their lineups to be presented sequentially a greater proportion of the time compared to 

American officers (M = 34.43, SD = 43.51), t(145.14) = 9.17, p < .001, d = 1.49.  See Table 36 for results. 
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Nominal Size of Lineup14.  We asked officers what was the nominal size (i.e., suspect + n fillers) 

of the lineups they used.  Canadian officers (N = 88, Mdn = 12) used lineups that were larger than those 

used by U.S. officers (N = 127, Mdn = 6), Mrank_Canada = 169.95 Mrank_U.S. = 65.07, U = 136.00  Z = -13.59, 

p < .001.  Examination of the means showed similar central tendency for Canadian (M = 10.99, SD = 

1.79) and U.S. (M = 6.08, SD = 0.64) lineups and resulted in the same conclusion, t(102.41) = 24.66, p < 

.001, d = 3.42.  See Table 37. 

 Inspection of the frequency distributions confirmed what can be inferred from the standard 

deviations, i.e., that there was more variability in the Canadian officers’ responses. Of the Canadian 

officers, 35.2% reported using 10-person lineups and 47.7% reported using 12-person lineups.  U.S. 

officers had very little variance in their responses with 95.3% reporting that they used 6-person lineups.   

 Number of Suspects in Lineup15.  We asked officers to indicate, using the NRSUA scale, how 

often they constructed multiple-suspect lineups in the event that a particular case a) had a single 

perpetrator but multiple suspects, or b) multiple suspects and multiple perpetrators. 

 Single perpetrator. Regarding the situation where they have a single perpetrator but multiple 

suspects, officers did not differ in their likelihood of using multiple-suspect lineups, p = .256.  A strong 

majority of Canadian (76.8%) and American officers (80.7%) reported that they ‘Never’ did this. Note 

that the ‘Sometimes,’ ‘Usually,’ and ‘Always’ columns were dropped from analysis due to expected cell 

values < 5, however, there were selections for each of these categories from Canadian and American 

officers with approximately 20% of officers in each country using multiple suspect lineups in single-

perpetrator cases at least some of the time.  See Table 38. 

 Multiple perpetrators. Regarding the situation where there are multiple perpetrators and multiple 

suspects, no analyses could be conducted due to expected cell values < 5.  A strong majority of Canadian 

                                                      

14 Note that these results are presented and discussed in Chapter 3, but are provided here to give context to the 

information in Table 31. 
15 Note that these results are also presented and discussed in Chapter 3, but are provided here to give context to the 

information in Table 31. 
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(76.8%) and American officers (80.7%) reported that they ‘Never’ did this.   The ‘Rarely,’ ‘Sometimes,’ 

‘Usually,’ and ‘Always’ columns that had to be dropped from analysis due to expected cell values < 5, 

however, there were selections for each of these categories from Canadian and American officers.  Again, 

approximately 20% of officers in each country use multiple suspect lineups in multiple-perpetrator cases 

at least some of the time.  See Table 39. 

 Consistency in responding regarding multiple perpetrators.  Officers’ responses regarding 

single and multiple perpetrators were examined to determine whether the officers who reported using 

multiple-suspect lineups for single-perpetrator crimes were also the ones who would use multiple-suspect 

lineups for multiple-perpetrator crimes.  Difference scores were calculated by subtracting the multiple-

perpetrator NRSUA value from the single-perpetrator NRSUA value. 

 Strong majorities of Canadian (75.0%) and U.S. officers (77.3%) consistently responded ‘Never’ 

to both questions. 

 Some Canadian (17.9%) and U.S. officers (12.6%) responded consistently to both questions but 

gave answers other than ‘Never.’  The options chosen by Canadian officers were ‘Rarely’ (3.6%), 

‘Sometimes’ (7.1%), ‘Usually’ (1.8%), and ‘Always’ (5.6%).  The options chosen by the U.S. officers 

were ‘Rarely’ (8.4%), ‘Sometimes’ (3.4%), and ‘Always’ (0.8%) 

  Small proportions of Canadian (3.6%) and U.S. officers (6.5%) had positive difference scores, 

indicating they were more likely to use multiple-suspect lineups for single perpetrator crimes.  The 

difference scores for Canadian officers were all 1 while they ranged from 1 to 4 for U.S. officers. 

 Small proportions of Canadian (3.6%) and U.S. officers (6.5%) had negative difference scores, 

indicating they were more likely to use multiple-suspect lineups for multiple-perpetrator crimes.  The 

difference scores for Canadian officers were all -1 while they ranged from -1 to -4 for U.S. officers. 

Suspect Position in Lineup.  We asked officers to indicate, using the NRSUA categories, how 

frequently they used various methods to determine where to place a suspect in a lineup.   

 Suspect selects position. Strong majorities of Canadian (94.6%) and American (86.6%) officers 

said they ‘Never’ let the suspect select his or her own position in the lineup.  However, there was a very 
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small proportion of Canadian and American officers who said they ‘Usually’ (1.8%, 1.7%; respectively) 

or ‘Always’ (1.8%, 4.6%; respectively) allowed the suspect to select his or her own position in the lineup. 

No statistic could be computed due to seven cells with expected values < 5.  See Table 40. 

 Defence attorney selects position. All the Canadian (100.0%) and 90.8% of American officers 

reported ‘Never’ letting defence attorneys choose their clients’ position in a lineup; none of the officers 

said this ‘Always’ happened.  Again, no statistic could be computed due to seven cells with expected 

values < 5.  See Table 41. 

 Officer assigns position. Canadian and American officers differed in the proportions who 

reported that the officer assigned the suspect’s position in the lineup, 2 (3, N = 175) = 11.06, p = .011, V 

= .276.  Note that the ‘Never’ and ‘Rarely’ columns were collapsed.   

Follow-up analyses revealed that a greater proportion of Canadian (55.4%) compared to 

American (27.7%) officers said it ‘Never/Rarely’ happened that the officer selected the suspect’s position 

in the lineup, 2 (1, N = 175) = 12.53, p < .001, V = .268.  A smaller proportion of Canadian (5.4%) 

compared to American officers (16.8%) said the officer ‘Usually’ selected the suspect’s position, 2 (1, N 

= 175) = 4.37, p = .037, V = .158.  See Table 42. 

 Suspect always in same position. A greater proportion of Canadian (94.0%) than American 

(72.5%) officers said it ‘Never’ happened that the suspect was always placed in the same position in the 

lineup, 2 (1, N = 121) = 9.51, p = .002, V = .250.  Note that the ‘Sometimes,’ ‘Usually,’ and ‘Always’ 

columns had to be dropped from analysis due to expected values < 5.  See Table 43. 

 Suspect position is randomly assigned. Canadian and American officers differed in the 

proportions who reported how frequently a suspect’s position was randomly assigned within a lineup, 2 

(3, N = 175) = 18.67, p = .0003, V = .327.  Note that the ‘Never’ and ‘Rarely’ columns were collapsed.   

Follow-up analyses revealed that a smaller proportion of Canadian compared to American 

officers said that the suspect’s position was ‘Sometimes’ (5.4%, 18.5%; respectively), 2 (1, N = 175) = 

5.36, p = .021, V = .175, or ‘Usually’ (12.5%, 26.1%; respectively) randomly assigned, 2 (1, N = 175) = 
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4.11, p = .043, V = .153.  However, a larger proportion of Canadian (71.4%) than American (37.0%) 

officers reported that the suspect’s position was ‘Always’ randomly assigned, 2 (1, N = 175) = 18.11, p < 

.0001, V = .322.  See Table 44. 

Lineup Fairness 

 Assessing Fairness. We asked officers to indicate, using the NRSUA categories, how frequently 

they assessed the fairness of a lineup in some way before showing it to a witness.   

There was no difference between Canadian and American officers in how often they assessed the 

fairness of a lineup before showing it to a witness, p = .689.  Generally speaking, the Canadian and 

American officers reported ‘Usually’ (11.1%, 10.2%; respectively) or ‘Always’ (82.1%, 88.0%; 

respectively) assessing fairness prior to a witness viewing a lineup.  Note that though there were a small 

number of selections for the other categories, the ‘Never,’ ‘Rarely,’ and ‘Sometimes’ columns had to be 

dropped from analysis due to expected cell values < 5.  See Table 45. 

Methods of Assessing Fairness. Next, we presented officers with various methods of assessing 

lineup fairness and asked them to indicate, using the NRSUA scale, how often they used each of those 

methods. 

Own judgment. There was no difference in the proportions of officers who reported using their 

own judgment to assess lineup fairness; most Canadian and American officers reported ‘Usually’ (19.8%, 

27.5%; respectively) or ‘Always’ (76.6%, 65.3%; respectively) doing so, p = .098.  Note that the ‘Never,’ 

‘Rarely,’ and ‘Sometimes’ columns were dropped from analysis due to expected cell values < 5.  See 

Table 46. 

Opinion of other officer. Canadian and American officers differed in reporting how frequently 

they asked the opinion of a fellow officer as a method to assess lineup fairness, 2 (3, N = 278) = 9.30, p = 

.026, V = .183.  Note that the ‘Never’ and ‘Rarely’ columns were collapsed.  Follow-up analyses revealed 

that a greater proportion of Canadian officers (15.3%) than American officers (4.8%) said they 
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‘Never/Rarely’ used another officer’s opinion to assess lineup fairness, 2 (1, N = 278) = 9.03, p = .003, V 

= .180.  See Table 47. 

Opinion of prosecuting attorney. Canadian and American officers differed in the frequency with 

which they used the opinion of a prosecuting attorney to assess fairness prior to administering a lineup, 2 

(2, N = 278) = 25.92, p < .001, V = .308.  Note that the ‘Usually’ and ‘Always’ columns were dropped 

from analysis due to expected cell values < 5. 

Follow-up analyses revealed that Canadian officers (80.9%) were more likely than American 

officers (51.5%) to say they ‘Never’ asked the opinion of a prosecuting attorney regarding a lineup’s 

fairness prior to administering the lineup, 2 (1, N = 273) = 24.42, p < .0001, V = .299.  Conversely, 

Canadian officers were less likely than American officers to say they ‘Rarely’ (16.4%, 33.7%; 

respectively), 2 (1, N = 273) = 10.13, p = .0015, V = .193, or ‘Sometimes’ used this method to assess 

lineup fairness (2.7%, 14.7%; respectively), 2 (1, N = 273) = 10.61, p = .0011, V = .197.  See Table 48. 

Opinion of defence attorney.  Canadian officers (93.7%) were more likely than American 

officers (85.6%) to say that they ‘Never’ used the opinion of a defence attorney to assess fairness prior to 

administering a lineup, 2 (1, N = 278) = 4.12, p = .042, V = .123.  Note that the ‘Sometimes, ‘Usually,’ 

and ‘Always’ columns were dropped from analysis due to expected cell values < 5.  See Table 49. 

Mock-Witness Task.  Canadian and American officers did not differ in how frequently they used 

a mock-witness task to assess lineup fairness, p = .795.  Note that the ‘Usually’ and ‘Always’ columns 

had to be dropped from analysis due to expected cell values < 5.  The greatest proportion of both 

Canadian (84.7%) and American (88.0%) officers said they ‘Never’ used the mock-witness task to assess 

lineup fairness.  See Table 50. 

Discussion 

We undertook this survey in order to provide a snapshot of police lineup construction practices 

that was more recent and comprehensive than the Wogalter et al. (2004) and Beaudry and Linday (2006) 
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surveys, and which post-dates the major policy recommendations in Canada and the U.S.16  These data are 

informative from the standpoint of simply finding out how police officers are constructing their lineups, 

but many interesting findings emerge from the results. 

We provide discussion specific to each of the four general areas surveyed (training, filler 

selection, lineup presentation, and lineup fairness) and then a brief general discussion. 

Training 

An intriguing finding emerged that officers are more likely to report being self-taught or taught 

by a colleague than that they received any kind of formal training regarding lineup construction 

procedures.  Similar numbers of Canadian and American officers (over three-quarters) reported learning 

‘on-the-job’ and/or from a colleague and fewer than half reported receiving coursework or professional 

instruction.  Even though Canadian officers were more likely to learn lineup construction practices from 

written guidelines, approximately a third did not receive such training.   

This lack of formal training regarding lineup construction practices represents a gap that is 

imperative to close as this lack of training can promote large inconsistencies in procedures that are not in 

line with best practices.  If it is up to individual officers to discern on their own how to construct lineups, 

they may not be aware of what are current best practice standards.  Of course, it is reasonable to expect 

that officers who are new to lineup construction would learn, at least in part, how to do so from an 

experienced colleague.  However, if the colleague themselves did not receive formal training and 

developed their own methods for lineup construction, the information they pass on to other officers may 

not be in line with best practice standards and could be highly idiosyncratic.  Having standardized training 

programs would promote consistency in procedure in line with standards of best practice. 

However, we must caution that while we strongly recommend having standardized training 

programs, the reasons for the current lack of formal training needs to be investigated.  For example, there 

could be significant resource issues as sending all officers constructing lineups on training programs may 

                                                      

16 For a discussion of the effect of policy on police lineup practices, see Chapter 3. 
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be too costly.  Additionally, if no training programs currently exist, or are too far away to reasonably 

access, should individual departments be expected to expend the resources to develop their own? On the 

other hand, given current technology, training programs could be made available via the web and made 

available at no cost to individual officers or police services. 

Finding Fillers 

As technology has become more sophisticated and less expensive, it makes sense that strong 

majorities of officers in both countries report finding fillers from computer programs and/or databases.  

Interestingly, 6.1% of Canadian and 13.5% of American officers did not report finding fillers in such a 

manner.  One plausible explanation is that perhaps smaller departments do not have access to 

computerized systems due to more limited funding.  We could not directly answer this question since we 

did not ask officers for the size of their departments.  However, the area of the population served by 

officers’ units may be a reasonable proxy and there was no correlation between the population served and 

the frequency with which officers said they did or did not find fillers via a database or computer program.  

Therefore, officers saying they did not use computers or databases to find fillers were just as likely to 

come from less versus more populous areas. 

Interestingly, there was a large difference in the proportion of Canadian (9.1%) and American 

(57.1%) officers reporting they used jail as a source of fillers.  This could simply be due to American 

officers having more options to choose from, in a manner of speaking, as a result of the differential 

incarceration rates between the two countries.  As of July 2012, the U.S. incarceration rate was the 

highest in the world at 731 per 100 000 people while Canada’s rate was 118 per 100 000 people, putting it 

at 133rd in the world (Dauvergne, 2012; “Entire world - Prison Population Rates”, n.d.), and making the 

U.S incarceration rate approximately 6.2 times higher than Canada’s. 

The finding that Canadian officers report looking at more potential fillers when constructing 

lineups compared to American officers is not surprising given that they are also using larger lineups.  

Using the ratio of median number of lineup fillers to median lineup size, Canadian officers look at 

approximately 7.5 fillers per lineup member and American officers look at approximately 8.3 fillers per 
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lineup member.  Thus, Canadian and American officers appear to consider about the same number of 

fillers per lineup member when constructing lineups. 

Filler Characteristics 

 As footnoted in the results section, in order to minimize redundancy, the full discussion regarding 

filler characteristics is provided in Chapter 3 and omitted here. 

Distinctive Markings 

 When officers encounter a suspect with some type of distinctive facial marking (e.g., birthmark, 

mole, scar, tattoo), such a marking could easily constitute a default value that must be addressed in some 

manner so as to avoid biasing the lineup (Lindsay et al., 1994).  The 1999 U.S. guidelines (U.S. 

Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice) recommend that officers 

create consistency in appearance between suspect and fillers by “artificially adding or concealing that 

feature.” The accompanying 2003 training manual (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice 

Programs, National Institute of Justice) recommends that any unique characteristics mentioned by a 

witness should be left visible and fillers with a similar characteristic should be selected.  In the case that 

the distinctive marking is not mentioned in the witness’ description, the manual recommends fillers with 

existing similar markings should be selected, or similar markings should be added to fillers. 

Beaudry et al. (2011, June) found that the presence of a tattoo increased false identifications in a 

biased lineup, and that false identifications increased regardless of whether a tattoo was of the same 

design and/or location as a perpetrator’s.  Recent research by Wade and colleagues regarding different 

methods of treating distinctive markings on suspects has found that digitally adding a distinctive feature 

to all lineup members promoted greater accuracy in young adults’ lineup decisions compared to digitally 

removing the marking on the suspect (Zarkadi, Wade, & Stewart, 2009; Badham, Wade, Watts, Woods, & 

Maylor, 2013), but that older adults’ performance was approximately the same between the two methods 

(Badham et al.).  Additionally, in comparison to either replication or removal of the marking, doing 

nothing regarding a distinctive marking produced more target identifications, but also slightly increased 

false identifications in target-absent lineups (Schaper, Steinmann, & Wade, 2013, June). 
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A majority of officers in both countries reported that they tried to find lineup members with 

similar marks.  Surprisingly, a small proportion of officers said that they covered up the marks on the 

suspect only, and 9.0% of Canadian and 10.2% of American officers reported that they do nothing.  

Depending on how officers cover up the marks, there is potential to create lineup bias.  For example, if 

officers digitally remove the distinguishing mark on the suspect, there is much less concern about 

potential bias than if they somehow block or put a patch over the mark on only the suspect.  However, in 

the instances where nothing is done regarding the distinguishing mark, it is almost certain that bias is 

present in the lineup.  

Photo Angle 

Findings are mixed, but some research indicates that including photos of lineup members from 

angles other than a frontal view may help maintain identification accuracy as nominal lineup size 

increases, or at least that the decrease in accuracy will be smaller compared to only using frontal photos 

(Bertrand, Beaudry, Mansour, & Lindsay, 2006, March).  However, other research finds no effect 

(Kalmet, Lindsay, & Bertrand, 2013).   

Nearly all officers in both countries reported that they ‘Never’ or ‘Rarely’ used photos from 

angles other than a face front pose in their lineups.  Thus, a majority of lineups are constructed using only 

face-front photos, though the reasons why are unclear.  Nearly all officers in both countries reported that 

in their departments, head shot photos facing front were taken of individuals upon arrest.  Weak 

majorities of officers in both countries reported that head shot photos in profile were taken; yet at over 

half, this still represents a large proportion of officers saying these types of photos are taken.  Few officers 

reported taking photos of any other kind.   

Thus, there is a ‘chicken-and-egg’ scenario in trying to explain why non-frontal photos are used 

irregularly in lineups. Do officers not use non-frontal photos in lineups because they lack the photos, or 

do they not take the non-frontal photos because they do not use them in the lineups?  However, other 

scenarios are plausible as well.  For example, most officers reported accessing lineup filler photos from 

computer programs and/or databases, and perhaps these databases only provide access to frontal photos.  
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If the programs had to house two or more photos per individual, this could substantially increase the 

necessary storage space and computing power to run them. 

Lineup Presentation 

 It appears that current practice is for lineups to be almost exclusively presented in photographic 

format; there were not even enough respondents reporting that they used live and/or video lineups to 

analyze the data.  Canadian and American officers differed somewhat in the reasons they gave for their 

usage of photo versus live or video lineups.  Greater proportions of Canadian officers reported that usage 

of photo lineups was a requirement of some kind, such as departmental guidelines/procedures, standard 

procedure, or via the courts.  American officers were more likely to endorse three of the five ‘ease-of-use’ 

reasons; that it was easier to find fillers for photo lineups, that they were easier to present in court, and 

that they could be conducted more quickly.   

It is unsurprising that Canadian officers were less likely to endorse ease-of-use reasons since 

those reasons essentially do not matter when usage of photo lineups is a requirement in some fashion.  

And conversely, it is unsurprising that American officers, who were less likely to report usage of photo 

lineups as a requirement, would endorse ease of use reasons.  Given the demands of their jobs, why would 

they not employ methods that were easier to use? 

Greater proportions of Canadian officers reported that their lineups were intended to be presented 

sequentially.  This makes sense in light of policy guidelines in Canada which explicitly recommend usage 

of sequential over simultaneous lineups (Cory, 2001; Department of Justice Canada, 2005; 2011), and 

policy guidelines in the U.S. which state that the sequential lineup is not a preferred method over the 

simultaneous lineup (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 

1999).  Similarly, Canadian guidelines recommend using at least 10-person lineups while U.S. guidelines 
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recommend using at least 6-person lineups, and officers’ reported lineup sizes are in accordance with 

these guidelines17. 

Research-based policy recommendations either imply or explicitly state that a lineup should 

contain only one suspect (e.g., Brewer & Palmer, 2010; U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice 

Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999; Department of Justice Canada, 2005; 2011).  Whether 

officers dealt with multiple suspects for a single perpetrator crime, or multiple suspects for a multiple 

suspect crime, responses were in line with policy recommendations.  Strong majorities reported that they 

‘Never’ or ‘Rarely’ constructed lineups that contained more than one suspect.  However, while a rare 

practice, it is concerning that in both scenarios, 5.4% of Canadian officers and 1.7% of American officers 

reported ‘Always’ including more than one suspect per lineup in multiple-suspect situations and 

approximately 20% of officers reported using multiple-suspect lineups at least some of the time. 

 Regarding how a suspect’s position in a lineup is selected, respondents in both countries indicated 

it happened infrequently that the suspect or his or her attorney picked the lineup position.  While 

Canadian officers were more likely than American officers to say the officer ‘Never/Rarely’ assigned the 

suspect’s position (55.4% vs. 27.7%), there were still fairly sizeable proportions who said this ‘Always’ 

happened (32.1% vs. 19.3%).  Greater proportions of Canadian versus American officers said the 

suspect’s position was ‘Sometimes,’ ‘Usually,’ or ‘Always’ randomly assigned.   

It seems clear that there is great variability in the practice of how suspects’ positions in a lineup 

are selected, both within and between countries.  Based on recent research which has shown position 

effects for both simultaneous and sequential lineups (e.g., Gronlund, Carlson, Dailey, & Goodsell, 2009; 

Carlson, Gronlund, & Clark, 2008; O’Connell & Synnot, 2009), it may be argued that the ‘ideal’ suspect 

position be determined and a policy recommendation be made to that effect.  However, this type of 

procedural implementation could potentially have more deleterious effects on identification accuracy and 

                                                      

17 For a discussion of policy issues related to simultaneous and sequential lineups, and nominal lineup size, please 

see Chapter 2. 



 

 

 

121 

the validity of lineup procedures than random placement of a suspect in a lineup.  If the suspect’s position 

in a lineup were fixed, it could easily become well-known that the suspect will always be in position five 

(for example), and witnesses would then make the “correct” choice based on this knowledge. 

Lineup Fairness 

 It is common practice for Canadian and American officers to assess the fairness of a lineup prior 

to showing it to a witness; nearly all officers reported ‘Usually’ or ‘Always’ doing so, and ‘Usually’ or 

‘Always’ using their own judgement as one method of assessment.  Interestingly, smaller proportions of 

Canadian officers asked other officers, prosecuting attorneys, or defence attorneys for their opinions 

regarding a lineup’s fairness, though it should be noted that there was no difference in the proportions of 

Canadian and American officers reporting they ‘Usually’ (36.0% vs. 41.3%) or ‘Always’ (21.6% vs 

26.3%) asked the opinion of a fellow officer.  Taken together, results indicate that Canadian officers are 

somewhat less likely to seek outside opinions regarding the fairness of their lineups, though many do so 

with regularity. 

General Discussion 

This survey provides valuable insight into current Canadian and American police lineup 

construction practices and post-dates the policy recommendations made in both countries.  Making 

comparisons between the two countries provides interesting context regarding police procedures, 

illustrates aspects of lineup construction that may be common across borders, and illustrates other aspects 

that may differ due to political, legal, and social factors. 

Overall, there is a great deal of concordance in how Canadian and American officers construct 

their lineups.  In several cases, no significant differences were found, and in others, analyses could not be 

conducted because officers overwhelmingly answered the same way such that expected cell values 

dropped below 5.  Additionally, many officers reported using procedures that were in line with research- 

or policy-based recommendations (where such recommendations exist).  However, there was still a good 

deal of variability in answers to questions, some more than others, demonstrating that what is ‘typical’ of 

police procedure can vary considerably. 
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 As noted throughout, some between-country differences appear to be due to differential policy 

recommendations (e.g., nominal lineup size and usage of sequential lineups) while other differences are 

unique to the countries in some way (e.g., jail as a source of lineup fillers being related to differences in 

incarceration rates). 

 Some lineup construction procedures police reported carrying out give cause for concern as 

research demonstrates that they are likely to decrease witness accuracy from lineups.  For example, even 

though most officers do try to address distinctive facial markings in an appropriate manner, small 

proportions of officers in both countries do nothing to address such marks and almost certainly end up 

creating lineups which may increase false identifications (Schaper, Steinmann, & Wade, 2013, June).  

Similarly, though most officers report that they never use multiple suspect lineups – a practice in line with 

research recommendations – small proportions of officers report doing so with regularity, which has the 

potential to increase rates of false identifications. (e.g., Brewer & Palmer, 2010; Wells & Turtle, 1986). 

 Though we have a wide variety of information regarding what officers are doing regarding lineup 

construction, we must be careful in our interpretation as we do not have information about why they are 

constructing lineups in particular ways, nor why they may be constructing lineups in ways that have been 

demonstrated to decrease witness accuracy.  However, based on the data presented here, one clear 

possibility is that such practices may simply be due to a lack of training since most officers reported they 

had not received formal training in how to construct lineups.  It is possible that with greater numbers of 

officers receiving formalized training regarding lineup construction that there would be better adherence 

to ‘best-practice’ recommendations and less variability in police procedure (for a discussion on issues 

regarding formal training for lineup procedures, see Chapter 3). 

 Because we did not ask for explanations regarding why officers constructed their lineups in a 

particular way, we must be careful in determining why they use certain practices. Yet, though we can only 

speculate at why officers construct lineups as they do, knowing how officers are constructing lineups 

provides a current picture of police procedures, and may provide fruitful new avenues for researchers to 

explore.
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Table 29. (Survey question 14) Ways in which Canadian and American officers learned to construct lineups. 

 

Canada (n = 67) U.S. (n = 128)       

  N % N % 2 p Cramer's V 

Coursework/Professional instruction 28 41.8 47 36.7 0.48 .489 0.05 

On the job (no formal training/learned by practice) 52 77.6 107 83.6 1.05 .307 0.073 

From a colleague 52 77.6 98 76.6 0.03 .869 0.012 

Written guidelines 43 64.2 51 39.8 10.43 <.001* 0.231 

Court rulings and case law 33 49.3 48 37.5 2.50 .114 0.113 
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Table 30. (Survey question 15b) Ways in which Canadian and American officers find fillers for photo lineups. 

 

Canada (n = 66)   U.S. (n = 126)       

 

N % 
 

N % 2 p Cramer's V 

Other officers 0 0.0 

 

9 7.1 Not conducted; expected count <5 

Jail 6 9.1 

 

72 57.1 41.46 < .0001* 0.465 

Volunteers 0 0.0 

 

4 3.2 Not conducted; expected count <5 

Other Police Personnel 1 1.5 

 

7 5.6 Not conducted; expected count <5 

Database/computer program 62 93.9 

 

109 86.5 2.46 .117 0.117 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

125 

Table 31. (Survey question 21) Approximate number of potential fillers Canadian and American officers looked at before they had all 

their non-suspect lineup members. 

  N Mdn Mrank U z 

 

p  

Canada 64 90 101.82 
3051.50 -2.064 

 
0.039 

U.S. 117 50 85.08 
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Table 32. (Survey question 17) What Canadian and American officers usually do when a suspect in a lineup has a distinctive facial 

marking like a birthmark, mole, scar, or tattoo. 

 

Try to find lineup 

members with 

similar marks 

Try to add similar 

marks to other 

lineup members 

Cover up the 

marks on the 

suspect # 

Cover the 

position of the 

markings on 

all lineup  

members, 

including the 

suspect Do nothing 

      N % N % N % N % N % 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada 47 70.1 6 9.0 1 1.5 7 10.4 6 9.0 
2.44 3 .486 0.116 

USA 76 59.4 16 12.5 8 6.2 15 11.7 13 10.2 

               # = column dropped from analysis because Canadian cell had expected value < 5. 
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Table 33. (Survey question 24) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers use photos from angles other than facing front in a 

lineup. 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes# Usually# Always# 

       % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 66) 78.8 52 16.7 11 4.5 3 0.0 0 0.0 0 

 
1.29 1 .256 0.084 

U.S. (n = 126) 72.2 91 23.8 30 4.0 5 0.0 0 0.0 0 

 

                #= Column dropped from analysis due to expected cell values < 5 
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Table 34. (Survey question 23) Types and frequency of still photos taken of individuals upon arrest by Canadian and American officers.  

 

Canada  

(n = 117) 

 U.S.  

(n = 167) 

    
  % n  %  n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Head shot facing front 99.1 116  98.8 165 No stat, 2 expected cell values < 5 

Head shot profile 65.8 77  58.7 98 1.48 1 .224 .072 

Head shot three-quarters 0.9 1  1.8 3 No stat, 2 expected cell values < 5 

Upper body facing front 23.9 28  25.7 43 0.121 1 .728 .021 

Upper body profile 17.1 20  13.2 22 0.839 1 .360 .054 

Upper body three-quarters 0.9 1  0.0 0 No stat, 2 expected cell values < 5 

Entire body facing front 6.8 8  6.0 10 0.08 1 .772 .017 

Entire body profile 5.1 6  3.0 5 No stat, 1 expected cell value < 5 

Entire body three-quarters 1.7 2  0.0 0 No stat, 2 expected cell values < 5 
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Table 35. (Survey question 19) Reasons why Canadian and American officers use photo versus live or video lineups. 

 

Canada (n= 88) U.S. (n = 128)         

  % n % n   2 p Cramer's V 

Departmental guidelines/procedures require photo lineups under 

some (or all) circumstances 
73.9 65 35.9 46 

 
30.03 < .001* -.373 

Easier to find fillers 38.6 34 65.6 84 
 

15.33 < .001* .266 

Easier for witnesses (e.g., don't have the trauma of seeing the 

person who attacked them in person) 
34.1 30 39.8 51 

 
0.736 .391 .058 

Easier to keep records of 35.2 31 44.5 57 
 

1.87 .172 .093 

Easier to present in court 37.5 33 51.6 66 
 

4.15 .042* .139 

Courts require this procedure be used under some (or all) 

circumstances 
27.3 24 4.7 6 

 
22.24 <.001* -.321 

This is standard procedure 81.8 72 68.8 88 
 

4.64 .031* -.147 

Can be conducted more quickly 40.9 36 61.7 79 
 

9.07 .003* .205 
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Table 36. (Survey question 31) Percentage of lineups constructed by Canadian and American officers that are intended to be administered 

sequentially. 

Mann-Whitney U 

  N Mrank Mdn U z p 

Canada 56 123.88 100 
1323.00 -6.81 < .001 

U.S.  119 71.12 5 

 

 

Independent Samples t-test 

    N M SD Min Max   t df p d 

Canada  56 87.32 31.19 0 100 

 
9.17 145.14~ < .001 1.49 

U.S.  119 34.43 43.51 0 100 

 

  

 

         ~ = Unequal variances assumed 
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Table 37. (Survey question 22) Nominal lineup sizes (suspect + n fillers) used by Canadian and American officers. 

 

Mann-Whitney U 

 

  N Mrank Mdn U z   p 

Canada 88 169.95 12 
136.00 -13.54  <.001 

U.S. 127 65.07 6 
 

 

 

 

Independent Samples t-test 

  N  M SD Min Max   t df p d 

Canada 88 10.99 1.79 6 20  
24.66 102.41 < .001 3.42 

U.S.  127 6.08 0.64 5 12  
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Table 38. (Survey question 32) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers used multiple-suspect lineups in the event a case 

had a single perpetrator but multiple suspects. 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes# Usually# Always# 

     
  % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 56) 76.8 43 5.4 3 10.7 6 1.8 1 5.4 3 

 
1.29 1 .256 0.091 

U.S. (n = 119) 80.7 96 11.8 14 5.0 6 0.8 1 1.7 2 

 

                #= Column dropped from analysis 
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Table 39. (Survey question 33)Frequency with which Canadian and American officers used multiple-suspect lineups in the event a case 

had multiple perpetrators and multiple suspects.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes# Usually# Always# 

       % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 56) 76.8 43 7.1 4 7.1 4 3.6 2 5.4 3 

 
No analysis* 

U.S. (n = 119) 82.4 98 10.1 12 5.0 6 0.8 1 1.7 2 

 

*Only described descriptively; in 2 x 5 analysis, S, U, A dropped from analysis due to expected value <5. 

However, when they were dropped from analysis, R column had expected value < 5, so could not conduct analysis. 
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Table 40. (Survey question 28a) Frequency with which the suspect selected his or her own position in Canadian and American lineups. 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 56) 94.6 53 0.0 0 1.8 1 1.8 1 1.8 1 

 
No stat; 7 cells expected value < 5 

U.S. (n = 119) 86.6 103 1.7 3 2.9 5 1.7 3 4.6 8 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

135 

Table 41. (Survey question 28b) Frequency with which the suspect’s position in a lineup was assigned by his or defence attorney in 

Canadian and American lineups. 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 56) 100.0 56 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 

 
No stat; 7 cells expected value < 5 

U.S. (n = 119) 90.8 108 6.7 8 0.6 1 1.1 2 0.0 0 
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Table 42.  (Survey question 28c) Frequency with which the suspect’s position in a lineup was assigned by an officer in Canadian and 

American lineups.  

 

 

Never Rarely^ Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 56) 50.0 28 5.4 3 7.1 4 5.4 3 32.1 18 

 
11.06 3 .011 0.276 

U.S. (n = 119) 23.5 28 4.2 5 10.9 13 16.8 20 44.5 23 

 

                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 

            

Post-hoc Analyses: 

       

 

N/R S,U,A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 56) 55.4 31 44.6 25 
12.53 1 < .001 0.268 

U.S. (n = 119) 27.7 33 72.3 86 

     
    

 

S N/R,U,A 
    

  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 56) 7.1 4 92.9 52 
0.70 1 .403 0.064 

U.S. (n = 119) 10.9 13 89.1 103 

         

 

U N/R,S,A     
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 56) 5.4 3 94.6 53 
4.37 1 .037 0.158 

U.S. (n = 119) 16.8 20 83.2 99 

         

 

A N/R,S,U 
    

  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 56) 32.1 18 67.9 38 
3.49 1 .062 0.141 

U.S. (n = 119) 19.3 23 80.7 96 
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Table 43.  (Survey question 28d)  Frequency with which the suspect was always placed in the same position in Canadian and American 

lineups. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes# Usually# Always# 

       % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 56) 83.9 47 5.4 3 1.8 1 3.6 2 5.4 3 

 
9.51 1 .002 0.250 

U.S. (n = 119) 62.2 74 23.5 28 8.4 10 1.7 2 4.2 5 

 

                #= Column dropped from analysis 
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Table 44. (Survey question 28e) Frequency with which the suspect’s position was randomly assigned in Canadian and American lineups. 

 

Never Rarely^ Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 56) 8.9 5 1.8 1 5.4 3 12.5 7 71.4 40 

 
18.67 3 .0003 0.327 

U.S. (n = 119) 16.8 20 1.7 2 18.5 22 26.1 31 37.0 44 

 

                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
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Table 45. (Survey question 29) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers assessed the fairness of a lineup prior to showing it 

to a witness. 

                

 

Never# Rarely# Sometimes# Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 5.1 6 0.9 1 0.9 1 11.1 13 82.1 96 

 
0.16 1 .689 0.024 

U.S. (n = 167) 0.0 0 1.8 3 0.0 0 10.2 17 88.0 147 

 

                #= Column dropped from analysis 
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Table 46.  (Survey question 29a_1) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers used their own judgment to assess a lineup’s 

fairness prior to showing it to a witness. 

 

#= Column dropped from analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Never# Rarely# Sometimes# Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 111) 1.8 2 0.0 0 1.8 2 19.8 22 76.6 85 

 
2.74 1 .098 0.102 

U.S. (n = 167) 1.2 2 3.0 5 3.0 5 27.5 46 65.3 109 
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Table 47.  (Survey question 29a_2) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers used the opinion of another officer to assess a 

lineup’s fairness prior to showing it to a witness. 

 

Never^ Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

     

  % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p 

Cramer's 

V 

Canada (n = 111) 4.5 5 10.8 12 27.0 30 36.0 40 21.6 24 

 
9.30 3 .026 0.183 

U.S. (n = 167) 2.4 4 2.4 4 27.5 46 41.3 69 26.3 44 

  

^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 

 

Post-hoc Analyses: 

        

 

N/R S,U,A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 111) 15.3 17 84.7 94 
9.03 1 .003 0.180 

U.S. (n = 167) 4.8 8 95.2 159 

   

  

 
    

 

S N/R,U,A     
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 111) 27.0 30 73.0 81 
0.01 1 .921 0.006 

U.S. (n = 167) 27.5 46 72.5 121 

     
    

 

U N/R,S,A     
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 111) 36.0 40 64.0 71 
0.78 1 .377 0.053 

U.S. (n = 167) 41.3 69 58.7 98 
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A N/R,S,U     

  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 111) 21.6 24 78.4 87 
0.81 1 .368 0.054 

U.S. (n = 167) 26.3 44 73.7 123 
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Table 48. (Survey question 22a_3) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers used the opinion of the prosecuting attorney to 

assess a lineup’s fairness prior to showing it to a witness. 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes Usually# Always# 

       % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 111) 80.2 89 16.2 18 2.7 3 0.9 1 0.0 0 

 
25.92 2 <.0001 0.308 

U.S. (n = 167) 50.0 84 32.9 55 14.4 24 1.8 3 0.6 1 

 

                #= Column dropped from analysis 
              

Post-hoc Analyses: 

        

 

N R, S 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 110) 80.9 89 19.1 21 
24.42 1 < .0001 0.299 

U.S. (n = 163) 51.5 84 48.5 79 

     
    

 

R N, S     

  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 110) 16.4 18 83.6 92 
10.13 1 .0015 0.193 

U.S. (n = 163) 33.7 55 66.3 108 

     
    

 

S N, R     

  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 110) 2.7 3 97.3 107 
10.61 1 .0011 0.197 

U.S. (n = 163) 14.7 24 85.3 139 
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Table 49. (Survey question 22a_4) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers used the opinion of the defence attorney to 

assess a lineup’s fairness prior to showing it to a witness. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes# Usually# Always# 

       % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 111) 93.7 104 4.5 5 1.8 2 0.0 0 0.0 0 

 
4.12 1 .042 0.123 

U.S. (n = 167) 85.6 143 11.4 19 2.4 4 0.6 1 0.0 0 

  

 

               #= Column dropped from analysis 
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Table 50.  (Survey question 22 a_5) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers used the opinion of the mock-witness task to 

assess a lineup’s fairness prior to showing it to a witness. 

 

 

 

 

 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes Usually# Always# 

       % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 111) 84.7 94 7.2 8 5.4 6 0.9 1 1.8 2 

 
0.46 2 .795 0.041 

U.S. (n = 167) 88.0 147 5.4 9 6.0 10 0.6 1 0.0 0 

  

 

 

               

#= Column dropped from analysis             
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Chapter 5 

Lineup Administration Practices of Canadian and American Police Officers 

 Police show a lineup to a witness and the witness either does or does not identify the suspect as 

the perpetrator.  This seems a simple enough procedure on the surface, yet lineup administration requires 

many considerations in order to avoid compromising the evidence.   

A lineup is composed of a group of people containing a suspect and a number of fillers.  A 

suspect is the person police believe may have committed a particular crime, while fillers are stand-ins 

who are known to be innocent of the crime.  An officer will present a witness with a lineup and ask them 

to indicate whether or not they recognize anyone as the person who perpetrated the crime in question.  

The idea behind using a lineup is that if police have arrested the correct individual (i.e., the suspect is the 

perpetrator) a witness should be able to select him or her as the person they saw commit the crime in 

question.  If the police have arrested the wrong person (i.e., the suspect is innocent and is not the 

perpetrator), the witness should indicate that the perpetrator is not in the lineup.    

Unfortunately, witnesses do not always make correct decisions when viewing lineups.  

Sometimes a witness will indicate the perpetrator is not in the lineup when in fact the perpetrator is 

actually present.  Other times, a witness may incorrectly indicate a filler is the perpetrator.  Still other 

times, a witness may indicate the suspect is the perpetrator when it is incorrect to do so – this is a false 

identification since the police have arrested the wrong person and the suspect is not the perpetrator.  

Unfortunately, this latter type of error can have serious consequences as it may – and does – lead to the 

arrest, prosecution, and conviction of innocent individuals.   Mistaken eyewitness identification is one of 

the most common contributing factors in wrongful convictions and was involved in 41% of the first 1050 

individual exonerations in the United States (Gross & Shaffer, 2013). 

 The reason that lineup administration procedures are important to study is because they are 

system variables (Wells, 1978), meaning they are under control of the police officers.  Police officers 
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cannot reasonably control or correct for all the possible reasons that witnesses may make errors when 

viewing lineups.  For example, some witnesses may see perpetrators from a distance, at night, and only 

for a few seconds.  Under such conditions, witnesses would likely have a poor memory of the perpetrator 

and therefore a decreased likelihood of a correct identification decision.  Yet it is reasonable to expect 

police officers to control for the sources of error under their purview and much research has been 

conducted demonstrating that the ways in which police administer a lineup can impact witness accuracy.  

The current research was undertaken to survey police officers about how they currently 

administer their lineups in order to provide a snapshot of current lineup administration practices in 

Canada and the U.S.  Importantly, surveying officers at the same time would also allow us to make 

between-country comparisons which has not been done before.  The two previous surveys of police lineup 

procedures in Canada and the U.S. are either limited in scope or outdated, and as the data were collected 

approximately 15 years apart, any between-country comparisons are of limited utility (Beaudry & 

Lindsay, 2006; Wogalter, Malpass, & McQuiston, 2004).   

We asked officers questions regarding the three basic phases of lineup administration: pre-lineup 

procedures, lineup presentation, and post-identification procedures (described in the next section).  We 

also asked questions about what types of records officers kept after administering a lineup.  Some of the 

questions were developed using existing ‘best practice’ research recommendations and/or policy 

guidelines (Cory, 2001; Department of Justice Canada, 2005; U.S. Department of Justice, Office of 

Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice,1999; Wells, Small, Penrod, Malpass, Fulero, & 

Brimcombe, 1998).  Other questions were developed from intuition, general interest, or from research 

where no general best-practice consensus has been reached.   

Pre-lineup Procedures 

 Pre-lineup procedures include all the aspects of lineup administration that occur prior to the 

presentation of lineup members to a witness.  Our questions focused on what types of instructions officers 

gave to witnesses regarding the nature of the lineup task. 
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 The ‘May-or-May-Not’ Instruction. We asked how often officers provided what is perhaps one 

of the most well-known pre-lineup instructions: a reminder to witnesses that the perpetrator may or may 

not be present in the lineup.  Providing this instruction to witnesses is widely recommended as it 

decreases the rate of false identifications (Cory, 2001; Department of Justice Canada, 2005; Malpass & 

Devine, 1981; Steblay, 2013; U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of 

Justice, 1999).  We also asked questions that spoke to the same purpose behind providing the ‘may-or-

may-not’ instruction, i.e., that it inhibits incorrect choosing by decreasing pressure on witnesses to choose 

someone from the lineup (Steblay). 

 Appearance-Change Instructions. We also asked officers how often they provided an 

instruction that the perpetrator’s appearance may have changed since the time of the crime.  While 

included as a recommendation in the U.S. policy guidelines (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice 

Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999), it was not a guideline developed based on empirical 

research (Charman & Wells, 2007).  Research conducted subsequent to the release of the U.S. guidelines 

has demonstrated that an appearance-change instruction may have the undesirable effect of decreasing 

accuracy in witness identification decisions (Charman & Wells; Molinaro, Arndorfer, & Charman, 2013). 

 Instruction Regarding the Importance of Exonerating the Innocent.  Guidelines in Canada 

and the U.S. recommend including an instruction to the effect that it is as important to exonerate the 

innocent as it is to convict the guilty (Department of Justice Canada, 2005; Cory, 2001; U.S. Department 

of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999). We asked officers how often 

they provided such an instruction. 

 Context Reinstatement.  Context reinstatement refers to an aspect of the Cognitive Interview in 

which witnesses are asked to think about the crime they witnessed and the context and circumstances that 

were present during the crime in order to mentally recreate the event.  This aspect of the interview is built 

upon the principle that memory is best retrieved when retrieval occurs under circumstances that are the 

same (or most similar) as they were at the time of the crime (Fisher & Schreiber, 2007).   



 

 

 

149 

Research is mixed regarding whether context reinstatement enhances accuracy of eyewitness 

identification with lineups (e.g., Clifford & Gwyer, 1999; Ready, Bothwell, & Brigham, 1997; Rose, Bull, 

& Vrij, 2003; Sanders, 1984), and while not included in any research or policy recommendations, we 

thought that officers may apply the context reinstatement principle to lineup procedures. 

Lineup Presentation 

Lineup presentation refers to the process of actually showing the lineup members to the witness 

and having the witness indicate whether or not he or she recognizes anyone in the lineup as the person 

who committed the crime under investigation.  Aspects of lineup presentation include whether officers 

presenting the lineups know the identity of the suspect, the method of presenting lineup members, how 

officers present lineups when there are multiple suspects, and how lineups are presented to multiple 

witnesses. 

Blind Testing.  Blind testing occurs when an officer who is not privy to the suspect’s identity 

presents a lineup to a witness.  While not a cure-all, blind testing helps prevent the transference of 

intentional and/or unintentional cues from the officer to the witness as to the suspect’s identity (Austin, 

Zimmerman, Rhead, & Bull Kovera, 2013).  

U.S. guidelines discuss, but do not explicitly recommend, usage of blind testing when 

administering lineups (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of 

Justice, 1999).  Canadian guidelines specifically recommend that blind testing be used when presenting 

lineups to witnesses (Cory, 2001; Department of Justice Canada, 2005). 

Simultaneous Versus Sequential Presentation.  A simultaneous lineup is the traditional method 

of lineup presentation in which all lineup members are presented to a witness at the same time.  A 

sequential lineup is an alternative lineup presentation one in which lineup members are presented to a 

witness one at a time, the witness must make a yes/no decision regarding whether a currently-viewed 

lineup member is the perpetrator, lineup members are not seen again after the witness makes his or her 

decision, and witnesses are unaware of the number of lineup members they will see (Lindsay & Wells, 

1985). 
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While debate continues as to whether simultaneous or sequential lineups should be the preferred 

method of lineup presentation (e.g., Lindsay, Mansour, Beaudry, Leach, & Bertrand, 2009; Malpass, 

Tredoux, & McQuiston-Surrett, 2009) some officers in Canada and the U.S. have begun using the 

sequential lineup (Beaudry & Lindsay, 2006; Wogalter, Malpass, & McQuiston, 2004), and several 

jurisdictions in the U.S. have made usage of sequential lineup mandatory (Steblay, Dysart, & Wells, 

2011).  U.S. policy guidelines include the option and instructions – but not a recommendation – to use the 

sequential lineup (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 

1999).  Canadian policy guidelines specifically recommend using sequential lineups (Department of 

Justice Canada, 2005; Cory, 2001).  Thus, we asked officers how frequently they used the sequential 

lineup. 

We did go further in our query regarding officers’ usage of sequential lineups.  Research has 

demonstrated that rates of false identifications increase when officers deviate from the full sequential 

lineup procedure in ways which allow witnesses to make comparisons among lineup members (Lindsay, 

Lea, & Fulford, 1991).  Given this finding, officers who had used the sequential lineup were asked further 

questions regarding how they carried out the procedure to determine whether they were altering the 

procedure in ways that may alter its effectiveness.   

 Multiple Suspects.  In the event that a crime is committed by a single perpetrator, the subsequent 

investigation may produce multiple suspects.  In such a situation, officers may wish to have the witness 

view all the suspects via one or more lineups in order to help narrow the possibilities down to the 

individual most likely to be the perpetrator.  A lineup may contain one or more suspects, with the most 

extreme version being an all-suspect lineup.  Ronald Cotton’s is one well-known case of wrongful 

conviction in which multiple suspects (six) were identified for a single-perpetrator crime, and in which an 

all-suspect lineup was used. Mike Gaudlin, the detective in charge of the case, stated, “[Ronald Cotton’s] 

name, as well as five other persons, was mentioned to us and, of course, it was from there that we 

constructed a photo spread involving all six of those individuals.” (Frontline, 1997). 
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 Research and policy recommendations either explicitly state that lineups should contain only one 

suspect in order to minimize the chances of false identification (Brewer & Palmer, 2010; Wells & Turtle, 

1986; U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999), or 

imply as such by using ‘suspect’ exclusively in the singular (Cory, 2001; Department of Justice Canada, 

2005). 

 Multiple Witnesses.  In the event that there are multiple witnesses to a crime, officers may wish 

to show lineups to one or more of the witnesses.  However, officers must make a decision about whether 

to use a single lineup to show to all witnesses, or whether to use different lineups for different witnesses.  

When there are multiple witnesses to a crime and their descriptions of the perpetrator vary, Wells et al. 

(1998) recommend officers construct different lineups for each of the witnesses in order to prevent any 

sort of bias from entering into the lineup.  

Post-Identification Procedures 

 Post-identification procedures encompass all those that occur after a witness has made his or her 

identification decision, whether it was to identify someone from the lineup as the person they saw commit 

the crime in question, or to indicate that the perpetrator was not present in the lineup.  These procedures 

include the feedback given to a witness regarding his or her decision and assessing how confident the 

witness is in his or her decision. 

 Research and policy guidelines generally recommend assessing the confidence of a witness 

regarding his or her identification decision.  For witnesses who make a selection from a lineup (a.k.a. 

“choosers), confidence can be a useful indicator of accuracy in that greater confidence indicates a greater 

likelihood of decision accuracy18 (Brewer & Palmer, 2010).  Additionally, a confident witness is an 

extremely potent tool in a prosecutor’s arsenal (Smalarz & Wells, 2013).   However, it is extremely 

important that confidence is assessed directly after a witness’ identification decision and prior to the 

witness receiving any feedback about his or her decision in order to prevent artificial inflation or deflation 

                                                      

18 For a discussion regarding why the relationship does not hold for non-choosers, see Lindsay et al. (2013) 
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of the stated level of confidence (Brewer & Palmer, 2010; Smalarz & Wells, 2013; U.S. Department of 

Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999; Wells et al., 1998). 

 While assessing confidence is commonly recommended, there do not appear to be standard 

recommendations regarding how to assess confidence.  U.S. policy guidelines state that the “…witness’ 

own words regarding how sure he/she is” should be recorded after making a lineup decision (U.S. 

Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999), while other 

research indicates that it is important to take statements from witnesses regarding their confidence, but 

does not indicate any preferred methods of assessment (e.g., Brewer & Palmer, 2010; Smalarz & Wells, 

2013; Wells et al., 1998). 

Record Keeping 

 It is now common for policy guidelines to include recommendations regarding keeping a record 

of the identification procedure in some manner.  Canadian guidelines recommend video- or audiotaping 

of the full lineup procedure if possible, and/or verbatim written record of all comments made by the 

witness (Cory, 2001; Department of Justice Canada, 2005).  U.S. policy guidelines recommend that 

officers record the identification decision and witness confidence and preserve a copy of the lineup by 

photo or video (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 

1999). 

Hypotheses 

 As the current research was undertaken to establish a current state of affairs regarding police 

identification procedures in Canada and the U.S., no specific hypotheses were made.  Though a possible 

prediction would be that officers should be largely following best practice guidelines, previous surveys 

point to great variability in procedure (Beaudry & Lindsay, 2006; Wogalter et al., 2004).  Additionally, in 

many instances, no best practice guidelines exist for the procedures being researched. 

Results 

Pre-Lineup Procedures 
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Ask Witnesses to Review Description of Perpetrator.  As indicated using the NRSUA scale, 

Canadian and American officers differed in the frequency with which they asked witnesses to review their 

description of the perpetrator before being show a lineup, 2 (3, N = 199) = 16.33, p = .001, V = .287.  

Note that the ‘Always’ column was collapsed with the ‘Usually’ column due to expected cell frequencies 

< 5. 

 Follow-up analyses revealed that a larger proportion of Canadian (70.5%) compared to American 

officers (41.3%) said that they ‘Never’ asked witnesses to review their description of the perpetrator 

before being shown a lineup, 2 (1, N = 199) = 40.08, p < .0001, V = .487.  Further, a smaller proportion 

of Canadian (11.5%) compared to American officers (23.1%) said they ‘Sometimes’ asked witnesses to 

review their description of the perpetrator prior to seeing a lineup, 2 (1, N = 199) = 4.22, p = .04, V = 

.146.  See Table 51 for full results. 

 Reinstating the Context.  As indicated using the NRSUA scale, Canadian and American officers 

differed in the frequency with which they reinstated the context before showing witnesses a lineup, 2 (3, 

N = 199) = 15.36, p = .002, V = .278.  Note that the ‘Always’ column was collapsed with the ‘Usually’ 

column due to expected cell frequencies < 5. 

Follow-up analyses revealed that a larger proportion of Canadian (53.8%) compared to American officers 

(29.8%) said that they ‘Never’ asked witnesses to reinstate the context before being shown a lineup, 2 (1, 

N = 199) = 20.62, p < .0001, V = .300.  Further, a smaller proportion of Canadian (11.5%) compared to 

American officers (30.6%) said they ‘Sometimes’ asked witnesses to reinstate the context prior to seeing 

a lineup, 2 (1, N = 199) = 9.67, p = .002, V = .220.  See Table 52 for full results. 

Pre-Lineup Instructions. We provided officers with several examples of pre-lineup instructions 

and asked them to indicate, using the NRSUA scale, how often they gave each of these instructions (or 

something similar) to a witness prior to showing him or her a lineup. 
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 The perpetrator may or may not be in the lineup. No statistic could be computed for this 

question due to 8 cells with expected values < 5.  Strong majorities of Canadian (97.4%) and American 

officers (85.1%) reported ‘Always’ giving this type of instruction.  See Table 53. 

 You do not have to choose anyone from this lineup. No statistic could be computed for this 

question due to 8 cells with expected values < 5.  Strong majorities of Canadian (97.4%) and American 

officers (86.0%) reported ‘Always’ giving this type of instruction.  See Table 54. 

 The appearance of the perpetrator may have changed since the crime. Canadian and American 

officers did not differ in the frequency with which they provided this instruction, p = .102.  Note that the 

‘Rarely’ column was collapsed with the ‘Never’ column and the ‘Usually’ column was collapsed with the 

‘Always’ column due to expected values < 5. A strong majority of Canadian (80.8%) and American 

officers (82.7%) reported ‘Usually/Always’ giving this instruction.  See Table 55. 

 It is as important to exonerate the innocent as it is to convict the guilty. Canadian and American 

officers did not differ in the frequency with which they provided this instruction, p = .150.  Note that the 

‘Sometimes’ column was dropped due to expected cell values < 5.  A majority of Canadian (55.1%) and a 

minority of American officers (43.8%) reported ‘Never’ giving this instruction while a minority of 

Canadian (25.6%) and American (29.8%) officers reported ‘Always’ giving this instruction.  See Table 

56. 

 Only pick someone from the lineup if you are sure. Canadian and American officers differed in 

the frequency with which they provided this instruction, 2 (3, N = 189) = 14.84, p = .002, V = .280.  Note 

that the ‘Sometimes’ column was dropped from analyses due to expected cell values < 5.  

 Follow-up analyses showed that a greater proportion of Canadian (37.8%) than American officers 

(15.7%) reported ‘Never’ providing this type of pre-lineup instruction, 2 (1, N = 189) = 12.03, p = .0005, 

V = .252.  A smaller proportion of Canadian (2.7%) than American (11.3%) officers reported ‘Rarely’ 

giving this type of lineup instruction, 2 (1, N = 189) = 9.66, p = .003, V = .212.  The largest proportions 
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of Canadian (48.6%) and American officers (62.6%) reported ‘Always’ giving this type of instruction, 

though this was not a significant difference (p = .059). See Table 57 for full analyses. 

 If you see someone that you know, tell me where you know them from. Canadian and American 

officers differed in the frequency with which they provided this instruction, 2 (3, N = 187) = 14.98, p = 

.002, V = .283.  Note that the ‘Sometimes’ column was dropped from analyses due to expected cell values 

< 5.  

 Follow-up analyses revealed that a greater proportion of Canadian (44.6%) than American 

(23.0%) officers reported ‘Never’ giving this type of instruction, 2 (1, N = 187) = 9.65, p = .002, V = 

.227.  A smaller proportion of Canadian (4.1%) than American officers (13.3%) reported ‘rarely’ giving 

this instruction, 2 (1, N = 187) = 4.37, p = .037, V = .153, and a smaller proportion of Canadian (2.7%) 

than American (11.5%) officers reported ‘Usually’ giving this instruction, 2 (1, N = 187) = 4.70, p = .03, 

V = .159.  The largest proportions of Canadian (48.6%) and American officers (52.2%) reported ‘Always’ 

giving this type of instruction, though this was not a significant difference (p = .632).  See Table 58 for 

full analyses. 

 Regardless of whether you select someone, we will continue to investigate the case. Canadian 

and American officers differed in the frequency with which they provided this instruction, 2 (4, N = 199) 

= 9.60, p = .048, V = .220. 

 Follow-up analyses revealed that a larger proportion of Canadian (37.2%) than American officers 

(24.0%) reported ‘Never’ giving this instruction, 2 (1, N = 199) = 4.01, p = .045, V = .142.  A smaller 

proportion of Canadian (6.4%) than American officers (15.7%) reported ‘Usually’ providing this 

instruction, 2 (1, N = 199) = 3.86, p = .0495, V = .139.  The largest proportions of Canadian (46.2%) and 

American (45.5%) officers reported ‘Always’ providing this instruction, though this was not a significant 

difference (p = .92).  See Table 59 for full analyses. 

 The photos may not be recent. Canadian and American officers did not differ in the frequency 

with which they provided this instruction, p = .052.  Note that the ‘Rarely’ column was collapsed with the 



 

 

 

156 

‘Never’ column due to expected values < 5. A majority of Canadian (70.5%) and American officers 

(57.9%) reported ‘Usually/Always’ giving this instruction.  See Table 60. 

 Select the person you saw commit the crime. Canadian and American officers differed in the 

frequency with which they provided this instruction, 2 (4, N = 199) = 14.95, p = .005, V = .274.  Follow-

up analyses showed that more Canadian (64.1%) than American (38.0%) officers said they ‘Never’ did 

this, 2 (1, N = 199) = 12.93, p < .001, V = .255, and fewer Canadian (17.9%) than American officers 

(37.2%) said they ‘Always’ did this, 2 (1, N = 199) = 8.42, p = .004, V = .206.  See Table 61 for full 

results. 

 Look at everyone before you choose. Canadian and American officers differed in the frequency 

with which they provided this instruction, 2 (2, N = 188) = 70.66, p < .0001, V = .613.  Note that the 

‘Sometimes’ column was dropped from analyses and the ‘Rarely’ column was collapsed with the ‘Never’ 

column due to expected cell values < 5. 

 Follow-up analyses revealed that more Canadian (73.0%) than American officers (13.2%) 

reported ‘Never/Rarely’ giving this instruction, 2 (1, N = 188) = 69.11, p < .0001, V = .606.  Fewer 

Canadian (1.4%) than American officers (17.5%) reported ‘Usually’ giving this type of instruction, 2 (1, 

N = 188) = 11.86, p = .001, V = .251.  Similarly, fewer Canadian (25.7%) than American officers (69.3%) 

reported ‘Always’ giving this type of instruction, 2 (1, N = 188) = 32.49, p < .0001, V = .427.  See Table 

62 for full results. 

 Take your time. Canadian and American officers did not differ in the frequency with which they 

gave this type of instruction, p = .117.  Note that the ‘Never,’ ‘Rarely,’ and ‘Sometimes’ columns were 

dropped from analysis due to expected cell values < 5.  Strong majorities of Canadian (95.5%) and 

American (88.7%) officers reported ‘Always’ giving this type of instruction.  See Table 63. 

Lineup Presentation 
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 Who Conducts the Lineup19.  Using the NRSUA scale, officers answered several questions 

regarding how often lineups were conducted by different individuals. 

 The officer in charge of the case. Canadian and American officers differed in the frequency with 

which the officer in charge of the case conducted lineups, 2 (4, N = 284) = 110.82, p < .001, V = .625. 

 Follow-up analyses revealed that more Canadian officers than American officers reported it 

‘Never’ (54.7% versus 6.0%) or ‘Rarely’ (7.7% versus 2.4%) happened that the officer in charge of the 

case conducted the lineups, ps < .036, and fewer Canadian than American officers reported this ‘Usually’ 

(18.8% versus 69.5%) or ‘Always’ (4.3% versus 13.2%) happened, ps < .012.  See Table 64 for full 

results. 

 Another officer involved in the case. Canadian and American officers differed in the frequency 

with which another officer involved in the case conducted lineups, 2 (3, N = 284) = 74.34, p < .0001, V = 

.512.  Note that the ‘Always’ column was collapsed with the ‘Usually’ column due to expected cell values 

< 5. 

 Follow-up analyses revealed that more Canadian (46.2%) than American officers (4.8%) said this 

‘Never’ happened, 2 (1, N = 284) = 68.98, p < .0001, V = .493, and that fewer Canadian (26.5%) than 

American officers (64.1%) said this ‘Sometimes’ happened, 2 (1, N = 284) = 37.40, p < .0001, V = .370.  

See Table 65 for full results. 

 An officer not otherwise involved in the case but who knows which lineup member is the 

suspect. Canadian and American officers differed in the frequency with which they reported that an 

officer not involved in the case but who knew the suspect’s identity conducted lineups, 2 (2, N = 274) = 

14.95, p = .006, V = .234.  Note that the ‘Usually’ and ‘Always’ columns were dropped from analysis due 

to expected cell values < 5. 

                                                      

19 Note that the first and fourth items in this section are included in Chapter 3 but are also included here so as to 

provide for a complete discussion of lineup administration procedures. 
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 Follow-up analyses revealed that a greater proportion of Canadian (53.5%) than American 

officers (30.6%) said that an officer not involved in the case but who knew the suspect’s identity 

conducted lineups ‘Never’ conducted lineups, 2 (1, N = 274) = 14.51, p < .0001, V = .230.  Fewer 

Canadian (15.8%) than American officers (27.5%) said that an officer not involved in the case but who 

knew the suspect’s identity conducted lineups ‘Sometimes’ conducted lineups, 2 (1, N = 274) = 5.21, p = 

.023, V = .138.  See Table 66 for full results. 

 Double-blind testing. Canadian and American officers differed in the frequency with which 

lineups were conducted in a double-blind fashion, 2 (2, N = 284) = 133.18, p < .001, V = .685. 

Follow-up analyses revealed that fewer Canadian officers than American officers reported that 

double-blind testing was ‘Never’ (9.4% versus 56.9%) or ‘Rarely’ (10.3% versus 25.1%) used, ps < .002, 

and more Canadian than American officers reported that double-blind testing was ‘Usually’ (24.8% 

versus 4.2%) or ‘Always’ (47.0% versus 3.6%) used, ps < .0001.  See Table 67 for full results. 

 Sequential Lineup Usage.  We asked officers several questions regarding their usage of, the 

sequential lineup. 

 Usage. A greater proportion of Canadian (83.6%) than American (64.8%) officers reported that 

they had ever used the sequential lineup, 2 (1, N = 144) = 6.64, p = .01, V = .215.  See Table 68.  Only 

officers who responded ‘yes’ to this question were asked further questions about the sequential lineup. 

Canadian officers (n = 61, Mdn = 100%) presented a greater percentage of their lineups 

sequentially than did American officers (n = 46, Mdn = 37.5%), Mrank_Canada = 63.86 Mrank_U.S. = 40.92, U 

=801.50, z = -4.55, p < .001.   

When looking at the frequency of responses, 85.2% of Canadian and 43.5% of American officers 

who had used the sequential lineup said they administered their lineups sequentially 100% of the time. 



 

 

 

159 

Note that the same conclusion is reached using an independent samples t-test; Canadian officers 

(M = 89.44, SD = 28.56) reported conducting a greater proportion of their lineups sequentially compared 

to American officers (M = 53.96, SD = 45.31), t(71.20) = 4.66, p < .001, d = .91 (see Table 6920). 

 Year of first usage. When asked in which year (approximately) they had started to use the 

sequential lineup, the responses of the 58 Canadian officers ranged from 1994 – 2007 and the range of the 

42 U.S. officers was from 1988 – 2009.  There were several years which saw noticeable increases in the 

numbers of Canadian officers starting to use the sequential lineup, namely 2000, 2004, 2005, and 2006 

which all had 9 or more officers.  The U.S. officers’ responses were more spread out, with a peak number 

of 8 respondents in 2008.  A strong majority of officers in Canada (86.2%) and the U.S. (83.3%) reported 

starting to use the sequential lineup in the year 2000 or later.  See Figure 2. 

 Sequential Lineup Procedures.  We asked officers several questions regarding how often they 

used different procedures when carrying out their sequential lineups. 

 Require a witness to go through the entire lineup before making a decision.  A greater 

proportion of Canadian (65.0%) than American officers (26.1%) reported that they ‘Never/Rarely’ 

required witnesses to do this, 2 (1, N = 105) = 14.81, p = .0001, V = .376.  Note that the ‘Sometimes’ 

column was dropped, the ‘Rarely’ column was collapsed with the ‘Never’ column, and the ‘Usually’ 

column was collapsed with the ‘Always’ column due to expected cell frequencies < 5.  See Table 70. 

 Allow a witness to go through the lineup more than once if they did not choose anyone the first 

time. Canadian and American officers differed in the frequency with which they allowed witnesses to do 

this, 2 (2, N = 100) = 10.91, p = .004, V = .330.  Note that the ‘Sometimes’ column was dropped from 

analysis and the ‘Rarely’ column was collapsed with the ‘Never’ column due to expected cell frequencies 

< 5. 

                                                      

20 The information regarding percentage of lineups conducted sequentially was previously included in Chapter 3, but 

is repeated here so as to provide a complete discussion regarding sequential lineups. 
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 Follow-up analyses indicated that more Canadian (41.0%) than American officers (10.3%) 

reported ‘Never/Rarely’ allowing witnesses to go through the lineup more than once if they had not made 

a selection, 2 (1, N = 100) = 10.91, p = .001, V = .330, while fewer Canadian (45.9%) than American 

officers (69.2%) reported ‘Always’ allowing witnesses to do so, 2 (1, N = 100) = 5.23, p = .022, V = 

.229.  See Table 71. 

 Allow a witness to pick more than one person and then decide between the people selected at a 

later time. Canadian and American officers differed in the frequency with which they allowed witnesses 

to do this, 2 (3, N = 107) = 9.15, p = .027, V = .292.  Note that the ‘Usually’ column was collapsed with 

the ‘Always’ column due to expected cell frequencies < 5. 

 Follow-up analyses indicated that fewer Canadian (6.6%) than American officers (26.1%) 

reported ‘Usually/Always’ allowing witnesses to set aside multiple people and decide between them later, 

2 (1, N = 107) = 7.86, p = .005, V = .271.  The largest proportion of Canadian (60.7%) and American 

officers (43.5%) indicated that they ‘Never’ allowed witnesses to do this, though this was a non-

significant difference (p = .078).  See Table 72. 

 Accurately inform the witness of how many people they will be seeing. More Canadian (56.1%) 

than American officers (20.9%) reported that they ‘Never/Rarely’ did this, 2 (1, N = 100) = 11.15, p = 

.0008, V = .354.  Note that the ‘Sometimes’ column was dropped, the ‘Rarely’ column was collapsed with 

the ‘Never’ column, and the ‘Usually’ column was collapsed with the ‘Always’ column due to expected 

cell frequencies < 5.  See Table 73. 

 Inform the witness they will be seeing more pictures than are actually shown.  No statistic 

could be computed for this question due to 8 cells with expected values < 5.  A large majority of both 

Canadian (91.8%) and American (80.4%) officers reported that they ‘Never’ told the witness they would 

be seeing more pictures than were actually shown.  See Table 74. 

 Continue with the lineup if a witness picks the suspect before the end of the lineup. More 

Canadian (50.0%) than American officers (19.0%) reported that they ‘Never/Rarely’ did this, 2 (1, N = 
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100) = 10.01, p = .002, V = .316.  Note that the ‘Sometimes’ column was dropped, the ‘Rarely’ column 

was collapsed with the ‘Never’ column, and the ‘Usually’ column was collapsed with the ‘Always’ 

column due to expected cell frequencies < 5.  See Table 75. 

 Continue with the lineup if a witness picks a non-suspect before the suspect is presented. More 

Canadian (50.0%) than American officers (15.9%) reported ‘Never/Rarely’ doing this, 2 (1, N = 100) = 

12.59, p = .0004, V = .355.  Note that the ‘Sometimes’ column was dropped, the ‘Rarely’ column was 

collapsed with the ‘Never’ column, and the ‘Usually’ column was collapsed with the ‘Always’ column 

due to expected cell frequencies < 5.  See Table 76. 

 Stopping rule consistency. Officers’ answers to the two preceding questions were correlated to 

examine whether their adherence to a particular stopping rule was influenced based on whether a witness 

had selected a suspect or a non-suspect.  Canadian officers’ responses were highly correlated, r(59) = 

.977, p < .001, as were those of American officers, r(44) = .943, p < .001.  Additionally, a difference 

score was calculated for each officer by subtracting the value of their ‘non-suspect’ response from the 

value of their ‘suspect’ response.  Any non-zero value would indicate officers gave different responses for 

the two questions.  Only two Canadian and six American officers had non-zero difference scores ranging 

from -1 to -2.  For all eight of these officers, their difference scores were negative indicating that they 

were more likely to continue the lineup if a witness selected a non-suspect before the suspect was 

presented than to continue with the lineup if a witness had selected the suspect prior to the end of the 

lineup. 

 Repeat the lineup if the witness does not pick the suspect, but picks a non-suspect. No statistic 

could be computed for this question due to 6 cells with expected values < 5.  A large majority of 

Canadian (83.6%) and a majority of American officers (58.7%) reported ‘Never’ repeating the lineup if 

the witness picked a non-suspect.  See Table 77. 

 Repeat the lineup if the witness does not pick anyone. Canadian and American officers did not 

differ in the frequency with which they reported doing so, p = .34.  The largest proportions of Canadian 
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(63.9%) and American (43.5%) officers reported ‘Never’ repeating a lineup if the witness had not picked 

anyone.  See Table 78. 

 Largest Number of Suspects in One Lineup for Single Perpetrator Crime.  Canadian (N = 

74, Mdn = 8.5) and American officers (N = 115, Mdn = 6) did not differ regarding the largest number of 

suspects shown to the same witness in a single lineup, p = .200.  Note that data from three Canadian and 

six American officers was excluded due to values of zero or implausible values (e.g., 300).   See Table 79. 

 The frequency data show that Canadian officers’ most frequent responses were 1 (33.8%), 10 

(20.3%), and 12 (20.3%).  The U.S. officers’ most frequent responses were 1 (27.8%) and 6 (36.5%). 

 Whether officers had ever used multiple suspect lineups was correlated with their years of 

experience as an officer, their years of experience conducting lineups, and their years of experience 

constructing lineups.  Correlations were conducted separately for Canadian and U.S. officers.  No 

correlations were significant, ps > .388. 

 Largest Number of Separate Lineups, Each With a Different Suspect, Shown to a Single 

Witness. Canadian officers’ (N = 65, Mdn = 2) largest number of lineups was smaller than that of the 

American officers (N = 110, Mdn = 3), Mrank_Canada = 71.64 Mrank_U.S. = 97.67, U = 2511.50  z = -3.38, p = 

.001.  Note that data from 12 Canadian and 11 American officers were excluded due to values of zero or 

implausible values (e.g., 100).  See Table 80.   

 The frequency data show that Canadian officers’ most frequent responses were 1 (24.6%), 2 

(36.9%), and 3 (21.5%).  The U.S. officers’ most frequent responses were 1 (10.0%), 2 (27.3%), 3 

(31.8%), and 5 (10.9%). 

 Using the frequency data, we were able to estimate the maximum perpetrator-present base rate in 

the subset of our sample to be 86.6% for Canadian officers and 88.8% for American officers (see Tables 

81 and 82 for calculations).  Only officers who answered the current question had their data included in 

the calculations.  
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 Multiple Witnesses. We asked officers questions regarding their lineup procedures in the event 

that they were investigating a case with a single perpetrator but had multiple witnesses.  All answers were 

provided using the NRSUA scale. 

Use a single lineup to show to all witnesses. Canadian and American officers differed in the 

frequency with which they used a single lineup to show to all witnesses, 2 (3, N = 199) = 13.49, p = .004, 

V = .260.  Note that the ‘Rarely’ column was collapsed with the ‘Never’ column due to expected cell 

values < 5. 

Follow-up analyses showed that a smaller proportion of Canadian than U.S. officers said they 

‘Usually’ did this (21.8% versus 41.3%), p = .004, but a greater proportion of Canadian than U.S. officers 

said they ‘Always’ did this (48.7% versus 28.9%), p = .005.  See Table 83 for full analyses. 

Use separate lineups with different fillers to show to each witness.  Canadian and American 

officers differed in the frequency with which they used separate lineups with different fillers to show to 

each witness, 2 (4, N = 199) = 10.23, p = .037, V = .227. 

Follow-up analyses showed that a greater proportion of Canadian (20.5%) than U.S. officers 

(9.1%) reported ‘Always’ doing this, p = .022.  See Table 84 for full analyses. 

Post-Identification Procedures 

 Post-Identification Feedback21.  We asked officers several questions regarding the feedback 

they provided to witnesses after showing them a lineup. 

Witness solicitation of feedback.  Canadian (n = 78, Mdn = 50.0%) and American officers (n = 

120, Mdn = 50.0%) did not differ in the percentage of the time they reported that witnesses asked them if 

the witness had “got[ten] the right guy,” Mrank_Canada = 106.58, Mrank_U.S. = 94.60, U = 4127.50, z = -1.41, p 

= .158.  Responses for both Canadian and American officers ranged from 0 – 100%.  See Table 85. 

                                                      

21 Note that this data is included in Chapter 3, but is also included in order to provide a complete discussion of 

lineup administration practices. 
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Feedback on suspect selections. Canadian officers (n = 78, Mdn = 0.0%) reported telling a 

witness when he or she had selected the suspect a smaller percentage of the time than did American 

officers (n = 121, Mdn = 10.0%), Mrank_Canada = 76.68 Mrank_U.S. = 115.03, U = 2900.00, z = -5.07, p < .001.  

Officers who reported non-zero numbers were then asked how often they had given this feedback prior to 

getting a statement of confidence from the witness; Canadian officers (n = 18, Mdn = 0.0%) reported 

doing so a smaller percentage of the time than American officers (n = 70, Mdn = 0.0%), Mrank_Canada = 

36.00 Mrank_U.S. = 46.69, U = 477.00  z = -2.30, p = .022. 

 Because this latter result may appear confusing given that the medians are identical, we provide 

the corresponding mean analyses for additional context. 

Canadian officers (M = 10.78%, SD = 27.00) reported telling a witness when he or she had selected the 

suspect a smaller percentage of the time than did American officers (M = 39.34%, SD = 44.29), t(196.78) 

= -5.11, p < .001, d = .82.  Canadian officers (M = 0.0%, SD = 0.0) reported giving this feedback to 

witnesses prior to getting a confidence statement a smaller percentage of the time than did American 

officers, (M = 16.83%, SD = 35.07), t(69.00) = -4.01, p < .001, d = 1.06 (see Tables 86 & 87). 

Examination of the frequency distributions showed that 76.9% of Canadian and 42.1% of 

American officers said it never happened (i.e., 0.0% of the time) that they told a witness when he or she 

had selected the suspect.  However, 6.4% of Canadian and 26.4% of American officers said they provided 

this feedback 100% of the time. 

Regarding the second question, 100% of the Canadian and 75.7% of the American officers said 

that when they did provide such feedback, it was never provided before getting a confidence statement.  

However, 10.0% of American officers said it happened 100% of the time that they provided feedback 

prior to getting a statement of confidence. 

Feedback on filler selections. Canadian officers (n = 78, Mdn = 0.0%) reported telling a witness 

when he or she had selected a filler a smaller percentage of the time than did American officers (n = 121, 

Mdn = 0.0%), Mrank_Canada = 83.99, Mrank_U.S. = 110.32, U = 3470.50, z = -3.68, p < .001.  Officers who 

reported non-zero numbers were then asked how often they had given this feedback prior to getting a 
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statement of confidence from the witness; Canadian officers (n = 15, Mdn = 0.0%) reported doing so a 

smaller percentage of the time than American officers (n = 56, Mdn = 0.0%), Mrank_Canada = 28.00 Mrank_U.S. 

= 38.14, U = 300.00  z = -2.32, p = .021. 

Again, given the identical medians, we provide the corresponding mean analyses for additional context. 

Canadian officers (M = 12.18%, SD = 30.38) reported telling a witness when he or she had selected a 

filler a smaller percentage of the time than did American officers (M = 28.07%, SD = 40.71), t(192.72) = -

3.14, p = .002, d = .46.  Canadian officers (M = 0.0%, SD = 0.0) reported giving this feedback to 

witnesses prior to getting a confidence statement a smaller percentage of the time than did American 

officers, (M = 20.63%, SD = 38.46), t(55.00) = -4.01, p < .001, d = 1.17 (see Tables 88 & 89). 

Examination of the frequency distributions showed that 80.8% of Canadian and 53.7% of 

American officers said it never happened (i.e., 0.0% of the time) that they told a witness when he or she 

had selected a filler.  However, 9.0% of Canadian and 18.2% of American officers said they provided this 

feedback 100% of the time. 

Regarding the second question, 100% of the Canadian and 71.4% of the American officers said 

that when they did provide such feedback, it was never provided before getting a confidence statement.  

However, 16.1% of American officers said this was done 100% of the time. 

Confidence. We asked officers several questions regarding if and how they assessed witnesses’ 

confidence in their lineup decisions, for both choosers and non-choosers. 

Requesting statements of confidence. A smaller proportion of Canadian (39.7%) than U.S. 

officers (64.6%) reported asking witnesses for a confidence statement if they chose someone from a 

lineup, 2 (1, N = 199) = 10.91, p = .001, V = .234.  See Table 90. 

There was no difference in the proportions of Canadian (15.4%) and U.S. officers (23.1%) who reported 

requesting statements of confidence from witnesses who did not choose someone from a lineup, p = .183.  

See Table 91. 
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The responses of officers to the two preceding questions were examined in conjunction with each 

other to determine whether officers within a single country were more likely to ask for confidence 

statements from choosers versus non-choosers.  Both Canadian and U.S. officers were more likely to ask 

for statements of confidence from choosers versus non-choosers, ps < .001, Vs > .273.  See Tables 92 and 

Table 93. 

Recording spontaneous statements of confidence. When asked whether they recorded 

spontaneous comments about a witness’ level of confidence if the witness chose someone from a lineup, 

strong majorities of Canadian (100.0%) and American (93.4%) officers reported doing so.  No analysis 

could be conducted due to two expected cell values < 5.  See Table 94. 

There was no difference in the proportion of Canadian (97.4%) and American (90.9%) officers 

who reported recording spontaneous statements of confidence when witnesses did not choose anyone 

from a lineup, p = .069.  See Table 95. 

The responses of officers to the two preceding questions were examined in conjunction with each 

other to determine whether officers within a single country were more likely to ask for confidence 

statements from choosers versus non-choosers.   

No analysis could be conducted for Canadian officers due to two expected cell values < 5, 

however, nearly all officers reported recording spontaneous confidence statements for choosers and non-

choosers.  See Table 96. 

 There was no difference in the proportion of U.S. officers who recorded spontaneous confidence 

statements from choosers versus non-choosers, p = .632, with a strong majority of officers reporting that 

they did so for both choosers and non-choosers.  See Table 97. 

 Methods of Assessing Confidence.  Because officers may assess confidence in a multitude of 

ways we asked them to indicate, using the NRSUA scale, how often they used various methods to assess 

witness confidence.  Only officers who indicated that they required or requested statements of confidence 

were asked these questions.  Separate questions were asked regarding procedures for witnesses who chose 

(NCanada = 31, NU.S. = 77) versus did not choose (NCanada = 12, NU.S. = 28) someone from a lineup.  While 



 

 

 

167 

reading the following results, please note the different Ns for the two groups. For the latter group, small 

Ns due to attrition through survey skip logic meant that statistical analyses could not be conducted for 

witnesses who did not make a lineup choice as too many expected cell values < 5 for all analyses.  The 

percentage of respondents are still provided. 

 Verbal statement in their own words. Canadian and American officers did not differ in how often 

they asked witnesses to state their confidence after choosing someone from a lineup, p = .823.  Both 

Canadian and U.S. officers reported ‘Usually’ (32.3% versus 32.4%) or ‘Always’ (67.7% versus 67.6%) 

using this method of confidence assessment.  Note that the ‘Never,’ ‘Rarely,’ and ‘Sometimes’ columns 

had to be dropped to due expected cell values < 5. See Table 98. 

 Due to attrition, no statistic could be computed for the corresponding question regarding how 

often officers asked witnesses who did not choose from a lineup to verbally state their confidence due to 

too many expected cell values < 5.  Most Canadian and U.S. officers reported ‘Usually’ (25.0% versus 

39.3%) or ‘Always’ (50.0% versus 60.7%) using this method of confidence assessment.  See Table 99. 

 Verbal rating scale. Canadian and American officers differed in how often they assessed the 

confidence of witnesses who had chosen someone from a lineup using a verbal rating scale of some kind, 

2 (3, N = 108) = 8.94, p = .030, V = .288.  Note that the ‘Rarely’ column was collapsed with the ‘Never’ 

column due to expected cell values < 5. 

 Follow-up analyses indicated that a greater proportion of Canadian (35.5%) than U.S. officers 

(14.3%) indicated they ‘Usually’ assessed confidence using a verbal rating scale, p = .013.  Though the 

differences were non-significant, 19.4% of Canadian and 33.8% of U.S. officers said they ‘Never/Rarely’ 

used this method, and 29.0% of Canadian and 20.8% of U.S. officers said they ‘Always’ used this 

method.  See Table 100. 

 Due to attrition, too many expected cell values < 5 and no statistic could be computed for the 

corresponding question regarding how often officers used a verbal rating scale to assess the confidence of 

witnesses who did not choose anyone from a lineup.  Responses were distributed across all categories; 
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Canadian and American officers responses included ‘Never’ (25.0% for both countries), ‘Usually’ (33.3% 

versus 21.4%), and ‘Always’ (25.0% versus 32.1%).  See Table 101. 

 Numerical rating scale. There was no difference in how often Canadian and American officers 

used a numerical rating scale to assess the confidence of witnesses who had chosen someone from a 

lineup, p = .069.  Note that the ‘Rarely’ column was collapsed with the ‘Never’ column and the ‘Usually’ 

and ‘Always’ columns were collapsed together due to expected cell values < 5.  A majority of Canadian 

(61.3%) and American (59.8%) officers reported ‘Never/Rarely’ using this method to assess confidence.  

See Table 102. 

 Due to attrition, too many expected cell values < 5 and no statistic could be computed for the 

corresponding question regarding how often officers used a numerical rating scale to assess the 

confidence of witnesses who did not choose anyone from a lineup.  Responses were distributed across all 

categories; Canadian and American officers responses included ‘Never’ (41.7% versus 35.7%), ‘Usually’ 

(16.7% versus 14.3%), and ‘Always’ (25.0% for both countries).  See Table 103. 

 Percent. Canadian and American officers differed in how often they asked a witness who had 

chosen someone from a lineup express their level of confidence as a percentage, 2 (3, N = 108) = 15.77, 

p = .001, V = .382.  Note that the ‘Rarely’ column was collapsed with the ‘Never’ column due to expected 

cell values < 5. 

 Follow-up analyses indicate that a greater proportion of Canadian (38.7%) than American officers 

(7.8%) reported ‘Usually’ using this method to assess the confidence of choosers, p < .0001.  

Additionally, 29.0% of Canadian and 41.6% of American officers reported ‘Never/Rarely’ using this 

method and 16.1% of Canadian and 18.2% of American officers reported ‘Always’ using this method.  

See Table 104. 

 Due to attrition, too many expected cell values < 5 and no statistic could be computed for the 

corresponding question regarding how often officers used a percent rating scale to assess the confidence 

of witnesses who did not choose anyone from a lineup.  Responses were distributed across all categories. 
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Canadian and American officers responses included ‘Never’ (33.3% versus 28.6%), ‘Usually’ (25.0% 

versus 21.4%), and ‘Always’ (25.0% for both countries).  See Table 105. 

Record-Keeping 

We asked officers several questions regarding their record-keeping procedures regarding lineups.  

All answers were given using the NRSUA scale. 

 Recording confidence in case file for choosers.  Using the NRSUA scale, officers answered 

several questions regarding how frequently they recorded in the case file the stated level of confidence for 

witnesses who chose someone from a lineup. 

 If witness chose the suspect.  There was no difference in how often Canadian and American 

officers recorded in the case file the confidence of witnesses who chose the suspect, p = .956.  Note that 

the ‘Sometimes’ column was dropped and the ‘Rarely’ column was collapsed with the ‘Never’ column 

due to expected cell values < 5.  Most Canadian and American officers reported ‘Usually’ (16.7% versus 

14.9%) or ‘Always’ (73.1% versus 66.9%) recording confidence in this situation.  See Table 106. 

 If witness chose a filler. Canadian and American officers differed in how frequently they 

recorded a witness’ stated level of confidence in the case file when the witness chose a filler, 2 (3, N = 

199) = 11.14, p = .011, V = .237.  Note that the ‘Rarely’ column was collapsed with the ‘Never’ column 

due to expected cell values < 5. 

 Follow-up analyses indicated that smaller proportions of Canadian than American officers said 

they ‘Never/Rarely’ (11.5% versus 23.1%) or ‘Sometimes’ (3.8% versus 13.2%) recorded in the case file 

the stated confidence of a witness who had chosen a filler, ps < .04, but that a greater proportion of 

Canadian (67.9%) than American officers (53.7%) reported always doing so, p = .046.  See Table 107 for 

full analyses. 

 Regardless of choice, if witness is highly confident. Canadian and American officers did not 

differ in how frequently they recorded in the case file the stated confidence of a witness who was highly 
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confident, regardless of the witness’ choice, p = .061.  Most Canadian and American officers reported 

‘Usually’ (15.4% versus 15.7%) or ‘Always’ (69.2% versus 52.9%) doing so.  See Table 108. 

 Regardless of choice, if witness is not very confident. Canadian and American officers differed 

in how frequently they recorded a witness’ stated level of confidence in the case file when the witness 

was not very confident, regardless of who the witness chose, 2 (3, N = 199) = 8.59, p = .035, V = .208.  

Note that the ‘Rarely’ column was collapsed with the ‘Never’ column due to expected cell values < 5. 

 Follow-up analyses indicate that a greater proportion of Canadian (67.9%) than American officers 

(51.2%) reported ‘Always’ recording in the case file the confidence of a witness who was not very 

confident, regardless of the witness’ choice, p = .02.  See Table 109 for full analyses. 

 Recording confidence in the case file for non-choosers. Using the NRSUA scale, officers 

answered several questions regarding how frequently they recorded in the case file the stated level of 

confidence for witnesses who did not choose someone from the lineup. 

 If they chose no one. Canadian and American officers did not differ in how frequently they 

recorded a witness’ stated level of confidence in the case file if the witness did not choose someone from 

the lineup, p = .913.  A majority of Canadian and American officers indicated they ‘Always’ did so 

(56.4% versus 52.1%), though some indicated they ‘Never’ (11.5% versus 14.9%) or ‘Rarely’ (10.3% 

versus 9.9%) did.  See Table 110. 

 If they were highly confident. Canadian and American officers did not differ in how frequently 

they recorded the confidence of witnesses who had not made a selection from a lineup and were highly 

confident, p = .850.  Note that the ‘Sometimes’ column was dropped from analysis due to expected cell 

values < 5.  Most Canadian and American officers indicated they ‘Usually’ (16.7% versus 19.0%) or 

‘Always’ did so (62.8% versus 57.9%), though some indicated ‘Never’ doing so (7.7% versus 10.7%).  

See Table 111. 

If they were not very confident. Canadian and American officers did not differ in how frequently 

they recorded the confidence of witnesses who had not made a selection from a lineup and were not very 
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confident, p = .694.  Most Canadian and American officers indicated they ‘Usually’ (17.9% versus 

16.5%) or ‘Always’ (60.3% versus 52.1%) did so, though 7.7% of Canadian and 11.6% of American 

officers indicated they ‘Never’ did.  See Table 112. 

 Keep a written record of who was in the lineup so photos could be presented in court. 

Canadian and American officers did not differ in how frequently they kept a written record of who was in 

the lineup so that their photos could be presented in court if needed, p = .622.  Note that the ‘Sometimes’ 

column was dropped and the ‘Rarely’ column was collapsed with the ‘Never’ column due to expected cell 

values < 5.  Strong majorities of Canadian (87.2%) and American (85.1%) officers said they ‘Always’ 

kept such records, though 7.7% of Canadian and 5.8% of American officers said they ‘Never/Rarely’ did 

so.  See Table 113. 

 Keep a written record of all comments made by a witness prior to the lineup. Canadian and 

American officers did not differ in how frequently they kept a written record of all comments made by a 

witness prior to a lineup, p = .100.  The greatest proportions of Canadian (62.8%) and American (44.6%) 

officers reported ‘Always’ doing so, though several officers reported ‘Never’ (11.5% versus 11.6%) or 

‘Rarely’ (7.7% versus 9.9%) doing so.  See Table 114. 

 Keep a written record of all comments made by a witness during the lineup. Canadian and 

American officers differed in how frequently they kept a written record of all comments made by a 

witness during a lineup, 2 (3, N = 199) = 14.43, p = .002, V = .269.  Note that the ‘Rarely’ and ‘Never’ 

columns were collapsed due to expected cell values < 5. 

 Follow-up analyses indicated that smaller proportions of Canadian than American officers said 

they ‘Sometimes’ (2.6% versus 13.2%) or ‘Usually’ (9.0% versus 19.8%) kept such records, ps < .039, 

and that a larger proportion of Canadian (83.3%) than American officers (58.7%) said they ‘Always’ did 

so, p < .001.  See Table 115 for full analyses. 

 Keep a written record of all comments made by a witness after the lineup. Canadian and 

American officers did not differ in how frequently they kept a written record of a witness’ post-
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identification comments, p = .067.  Note that the ‘Rarely’ column was collapsed with the ‘Never’ column 

due to expected cell values < 5.  The greatest proportions of Canadian and American officers indicated 

they ‘Usually’ (11.5% versus 21.5%) or ‘Always’ (70.5% versus 52.9%) kept such records.  See Table 

116. 

 Take a photograph of the lineup or store the lineup photos in the case file.  No analyses could 

be conducted due to eight cells with expected cell values < 5.  Strong majorities of Canadian (94.9%) and 

American officers (90.9%) indicated they ‘Always’ took a photo of the lineup or stored the lineup photos 

in the case file.  See Table 117. 

 Video record the lineup procedure and store the tape as part of the case file. Canadian and 

American officers differed in how frequently they video recorded the lineup procedure and stored the tape 

as part of the case file, 2 (3, N = 199) = 7.93, p < .0001, V = .375.  Note that the ‘Usually’ column was 

collapsed with the ‘Always’ column due to expected cell values < 5. 

 Follow-up analyses indicated that a smaller proportion of Canadian (23.1%) than American 

officers (51.2%) said they ‘Never’ recorded the lineup procedure and stored the tape with the case file, p 

< .0001, while a larger proportion of Canadian (46.2%) than American officers (15.7%) said they 

‘Usually/Always’ did so, p < .0001.  See Table 118 for full analyses. 

Discussion 

 This survey was intended to update the literature regarding how police administer lineups to 

witnesses and to be able to compare procedures between Canada and the U.S.  The results provide many 

interesting insights into current police lineup administration practices.  We will discuss the findings in the 

context of the four major areas investigated and then provide a brief general discussion. 

Pre-Lineup Procedures 

 Context Reinstatement.  The findings are mixed for studies applying context reinstatement to 

lineup procedures.  Some studies found no difference in effectiveness in comparing context reinstatement 

procedures to normal procedures, some found they impair performance, and others found they improve 
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performance in some circumstances (e.g., Clifford & Gwyer, 1999; Ready, Bothwell, & Brigham, 1997; 

Rose, Bull, & Vrij, 2003; Sanders, 1984).  However, it appears that while officers in both countries report 

using context reinstatement procedures some of the time, Canadian officers are less likely to do so 

compared to U.S. officers.  Fully 70.5% of Canadian officers say they never ask witnesses to review 

descriptions of a perpetrator prior to the lineup, and 53.8% said they never use context reinstatement, 

while the corresponding percentages for the U.S. officers are 41.3% and 29.8%.  These are not small 

proportions on the part of the U.S. officers, but the usage is noticeably different between countries.  We 

do not have a clear explanation for why many officers use context reinstatement procedures at least some 

of the time, nor why this difference exists between countries, when there are no best practice research 

recommendations or inclusion in any policy guidelines regarding usage of context reinstatement with 

lineup procedures.  It could simply be the case that officers who had used context reinstatement as part of 

a cognitive interviewing process found it beneficial and decided to apply it in a new context. 

 Instructions that Decrease Pressure to Choose.  By and large, there was a great deal of 

similarity in the types of pre-lineup instructions Canadian and American officers provided to witnesses.  

Many of the instructions officers reported providing served the purpose of decreasing the pressure on 

witnesses to choose and “legitimiz[ing] the behaviour of not identifying anyone,” (Wells et al., 1998).  

These types of instructions are very important as they change the nature of the lineup task from one of 

getting the eyewitness to choose the ‘best option’ from the lineup to one of getting the eyewitness to 

choose only if he or she believes that the perpetrator is one of the lineup members.  For example, strong 

majorities of officers in both countries provided instructions that the perpetrator may or may not be in the 

lineup and that witnesses did not have to choose anyone.   

The largest proportions of officers in Canada and the U.S. also gave instructions that witnesses 

should only pick someone if they were sure and that officers would continue to investigate the case 

regardless of the witness’ choice, though Canadian officers were more likely to report never giving these 

types of instructions.  These questions highlight the caution necessary in interpreting the survey results 

and that significance alone does not tell the full story of the data.  Using the preceding finding to 
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illustrate, it is important to know that a greater proportion of Canadian (35.9%) than U.S. officers (14.9%) 

reported never instructing witnesses to pick someone from the lineup only if they were sure, but also 

important is that this was not the most frequently chosen response by officers.  In fact, 46.2% of Canadian 

and 59.5% of U.S. officers reported always giving this type of instruction.  That there is a procedure 

which similar proportions of officers in Canada report never and always doing is valuable information, 

and looking at the data from both countries highlights the variability of procedure both within and 

between countries. Similar variance in responses exists for many of the questions in the survey. 

Appearance Change Instruction. Approximately three-quarters of officers in Canada and the 

U.S. report instructing witnesses that the perpetrator’s appearance may have changed since the time of the 

crime.  While this instruction was recommended in the U.S. guidelines (U.S. Department of Justice, 

Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999), at the time – and in contrast to the 

majority of the recommendations made in the guidelines – this instruction had not been empirically tested 

(Charman & Wells, 2007)22.  Unfortunately, subsequent research by Charman and colleagues has 

demonstrated that appearance-change instructions may actually decrease identification accuracy 

(Charman & Wells; Molinaro, Arndorfer, & Charman, 2013).  While not enough research on the effect of 

appearance-change instructions has been conducted to draw a strong conclusion, these results are not 

promising and indicate that officers providing these instructions may facilitate lineup selections that 

otherwise might not have been made.  This finding also highlights the importance of any policy 

recommendations having supporting evidence as to their effects and effectiveness prior to their inclusion 

as a recommendation.  If further research bears out the findings of Charman and colleagues, future policy 

guidelines may include a recommendation that officers not provide an appearance-change instruction.  

Having to essentially ‘take back’ a previous recommendation may foster distrust in policy guidelines on 

the part of the police. 

                                                      

22 For explanation and discussion regarding the rationale for inclusion despite lack of empirical evidence, see 

Charman & Wells (2007). 
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Importance of Exonerating Innocent.  Most Canadian and U.S. officers report not providing the 

instruction that it is as important to exonerate the innocent as it is to convict the guilty.  This is curious 

since provision of this instruction is included as a recommendation in policy guidelines in both countries 

and officers largely follow other recommended instructional guidelines.  It is not clear why officers would 

follow one instructional guideline and not the other; however, this statement presumes that officers are 

aware of both of the guidelines which may not be the case.   

Instructions that Increase Pressure to Choose. Fewer Canadian than U.S. officers provided an 

instruction that witnesses should select the person they saw commit the crime.  While it is encouraging 

that the largest proportions of officers in both countries report never giving this type of instruction, there 

are not insubstantial proportions in both countries who report always giving this type of instruction.  What 

is concerning regarding the provision of this instruction is that it runs directly counter to the intent behind 

the ‘may-or-may-not’ instruction, which is to decrease pressure on witnesses to choose someone from the 

lineup and make ‘not there’ a viable option.  Telling a witness to select the person he or she saw 

committing the crime clearly implies to the witness that the perpetrator is indeed there and they must 

simply pick him or her from the lineup. Some officers reported always providing both types of 

instructions.  This presents a contradiction to witnesses and the impact of providing contradictory 

instructions at the same time is unclear.  No research speaks directly to the effect of providing both biased 

and unbiased lineup instructions, but research conducted by Clark, Marshall, and Rosenthal (2009) in 

which participants received both unbiased and subtle, nondirective instructions is suggestive that such 

practice could decrease witness accuracy. 

Look at Everyone Before Choosing.  There was a large difference in the proportion of Canadian 

(73.0%) versus U.S. officers (13.2%) who said they never instructed witnesses to look at everyone in the 

lineup before choosing.  Such an instruction could be problematic because it facilitates comparisons 

between lineup members (i.e., relative judgments) which can decrease witness accuracy (Steblay, Dysart, 

& Wells, 2011).  While striking, the difference in provision of this instruction is likely explained by the 

finding that Canadian officers conduct the majority of their lineups sequentially, while U.S. officers 
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conduct the majority of their lineups simultaneously.  Given that in a sequential lineup members are 

presented one at a time and witnesses must make a yes/no decision as to whether one lineup member is 

the perpetrator before seeing the next, providing an instruction to look at all lineup members before 

choosing makes little sense. 

Lineup Presentation 

 Blind Testing. Canadian officers were much more likely than U.S. officers to use blind testing 

when presenting lineups to witnesses.  That is, an officer who does not know the identity of the suspect 

presents the lineup to a witness in order to prevent the officer giving any conscious or unconscious cues 

as to the suspect’s identity.  While it is not a cure for all possible types of administrator influence 

(Steblay, 2013), blind testing is important to use because any identification should be due to a match 

between the lineup member and the witness’ memory, not because the witness thinks he or she has 

intuited who the officer wants the witness to pick.  As well, blind testing helps maintain the integrity of 

the lineup procedure and will provide a measure of protection from some types of defense challenges.  A 

defense attorney cannot reasonably argue that an officer unduly influenced a witness to identify his or her 

client if the officer did not know the identity of the suspect, and therefore, to whom in the lineup they 

were purported to have directed the witness’ attention. 

 Simultaneous Versus Sequential Presentation. It is clear that more Canadian than U.S. officers 

reported conducting their lineups sequentially versus simultaneously, and were more likely to report using 

sequential presentation exclusively.  American officers started using the sequential lineup about six years 

earlier than Canadian officers, but their reported years of first usage were more spread out.  Strong 

majorities of officers in both countries reported first using the sequential lineup sometime in, or after, the 

year 2000.  This corresponds with the years when the policy guidelines which included, or specifically 

recommended, sequential lineups were first issued in Canada (2001) and the U.S. (1999). 

 In addition to reporting greater usage of sequential lineups, Canadian officers are somewhat more 

likely to report using procedures that correspond with the full sequential procedure as originally described 

and tested (Lindsay & Wells, 1985).  It is common to see the sequential lineup referred to as ‘one-at-a-
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time-presentation’ both in- and outside academic literature.  However, the one-at-a-time presentation is 

only one of a package of features that are designed to limit the ability of witnesses to make comparisons 

among lineup members and thus make relative judgments.  In addition, witnesses must make a yes/no 

decision as to whether each lineup member is the perpetrator before being shown another lineup member, 

do not see lineup members again after making their decision, and should be unaware of the number of 

lineup members they will see.  While the latter part of the procedure does not limit a witness’ ability to 

compare lineup members, it does decrease pressure on the witness to choose if they near the end of the 

lineup without having selected anyone (Lindsay & Wells, 1985).  Research has demonstrated that when 

the sequential procedure is altered in ways that allow witnesses to make comparisons between lineup 

members, it decreases the effectiveness of the procedure (Lindsay et al., 1991).   

Eyewitness memory researchers who do consulting work have seen first-hand some of the 

alterations police have made to the sequential lineup procedure.  For example, some officers either require 

or allow witnesses to go through a sequential lineup more than once, or allow witnesses to set aside 

multiple lineup members and decide between them after viewing all lineup members (e.g., R. C. L. 

Lindsay, personal communication, n.d.).   

Requiring witnesses to go through the entire lineup before making a decision versus stopping the 

lineup when a witness makes an identification is referred to as a ‘stopping rule’ (Steblay et al., 2011).  

The few officers who deviated from consistent stopping rules were more likely to continue the lineup if a 

non-suspect had been picked prior to the presentation of the suspect, but overall, officers responding to 

our survey reported using consistent stopping rules.  Stopping rules should be consistent in that the 

decision as to whether to stop a particular lineup should not vary based on the choice a witness makes.  If 

an officer continues the lineup when a non-suspect is picked, they should also continue the lineup if the 

suspect is picked.  If an officer stops the lineup when a suspect is picked, they should also stop the lineup 

if a non-suspect is picked.  Note that blind testing procedures would promote consistency in stopping 

rules since the identity of the suspect is unknown to the officer administering the lineup; therefore, 

decisions regarding whether or not to continue the lineup could not be made based on the witness’ choice.   
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As mentioned, Canadian officers were somewhat more likely than American officers to use 

procedures consistent with the full sequential lineup procedure, but this statement should be interpreted in 

the proper context and with caution.  While true that fewer Canadian officers reported allowing a witness 

to go through a lineup more than once if he or she did not choose anyone the first time, this is another 

instance in which statistical significance does not tell the full story.  The 41.0% of Canadian officers who 

report never allowing this is greater than the 10.3% of American officers who never allow it and 

corresponds to proper sequential lineup procedure, but 45.9% of Canadian and 69.2% of American 

officers always allowed witnesses to go through a lineup more than once if they did not choose anyone 

the first time.  This practice is concerning because repeated viewings of a sequential lineup defeats the 

purpose of limiting a witness’ ability to compare lineup members and make relative judgments, and may 

decrease witness accuracy.  Even more concerning is that if an officer allows a witness to go through the 

lineup a second time, either at the officer’s suggestion or the witness’ request, this may strongly imply to 

the witness that his or her lack of selection was the ‘wrong’ response and increase the pressure on them to 

choose someone the second time around.  Canadian officers were also less likely than American officers 

to accurately inform witnesses of how many lineup members they would be seeing, but 43.9% of 

Canadian and 69.2% of American officers said they always accurately inform the witness of the number 

of lineup members.  Lindsay et al. (1991) found that knowledge of the number of lineup members 

increased false identifications in sequential lineups, so this practice is likely decreasing the effectiveness 

of sequential lineups used by police.  Therefore, while Canadian officers are somewhat more likely to 

follow correct sequential procedure, there are large proportions in both Canada and the U.S. who do not, 

which gives us concern regarding the effectiveness of the sequential lineup procedures officers are using 

in practice.23 

Multiple Suspect Lineups. At some point in the 12 months preceding the survey, 66.2% of 

Canadian and 72.2% of American officers used multiple suspect lineups.  We speculated that multiple 

                                                      

23 For discussion regarding why officers may not be following proper sequential procedures, see Chapter 3. 
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suspect lineups may be used more frequently by officers with more experience since newer officers may 

be more likely to have received training that advocated against using multiple suspect lineups (e.g., due to 

training occurring after issuance of policy recommendations that recommend single-suspect lineups), yet 

no relationship was found between years of experience and whether officers had used multiple suspect 

lineups in the last year.  We did ask a follow-up question regarding how often officers used multiple 

suspect lineups to try to determine how frequently they were used, but in examining the question after 

data collection we determined the question wording was ambiguous and that we should not include the 

data (see Appendix A, questions 49a & 49b).  However, that over two-thirds of Canadian and American 

officers had used multiple suspect lineups at least once in the past year is concerning since evidence 

shows multiple suspect lineups lead to higher rates of false identification and are against recommended 

procedures (U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999; 

Wells & Turtle, 1986; Wells et al., 1998).  

Multiple Lineups, Each With a Different Suspect. Researchers conducting experiments know 

how often a perpetrator is present versus absent in their lineups.  Unfortunately, an inherent problem is 

that estimating the real-world base rate of perpetrators’ presence versus absence in lineups is difficult.  As 

Clark (2012) points out, the costs and benefits of different lineup procedures may vary based on what the 

perpetrator-present base rate actually is.  While the data presented here cannot offer a definitive answer to 

what the real-world base rate is, we can use the data to narrow down the answer. 

Sometimes it may happen that an officer puts a suspect in a lineup, and whether or not the witness 

identifies the suspect, other evidence convinces the officer that he or she has the wrong person and so 

investigation of that particular suspect ceases.  Further investigation leads to another suspect, whom the 

officer again puts in a lineup.  The officer has now conducted two lineups for a crime committed by a 

single perpetrator.  Automatically the base rate of perpetrator present lineups is, at most, 50% (0% if 

neither suspect was the criminal).  Thus, for any single-perpetrator crime the maximum perpetrator-

present base rate is 1/n, where n is the number of lineups conducted.  Knowing how many lineups are 

conducted per case places an automatic upper limit on the real-world perpetrator-present base rate.   
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According to our data, 75.4% of Canadian officers and 90% of American officers showed more 

than one lineup to a witness in at least one instance.  The maximums officers reported tended to be 

between one and three, so it appears that even if officers do regularly show multiple lineups, they do not 

tend to show large numbers of lineups.  This could be because investigations generally lead fairly quickly 

to viable suspects, negating the need for many lineups.  It could also be that because of the time and 

resources required to construct and administer a lineup, lineups are only used when there is other strong 

evidence pointing to the suspect’s guilt. 

Unfortunately, the exact frequency with which multiple lineups were conducted for each 

individual officer is unclear; again due to ambiguity in the question wording we did not include data from 

the relevant follow-up question (see Appendix A, questions 49d & 49e).  However, given the data we do 

have, we were able to estimate the maximum percentage of perpetrator-present lineups in our sample to 

be 86.6% for Canadian officers and 88.8% for U.S. officers.  Given that these are the maximums, for the 

base rate to equal these percentages would presume that police officers always arrested the correct person, 

i.e., that the perpetrator was present in all lineups for officers whose maximum number of lineups shown 

to a single witness was one, and that the perpetrator was present in at least one lineup for officers whose 

maximum number of lineups shown to a single witness was greater than one.  Additionally, this assumes 

that officers who conducted multiple lineups only did so on one occasion and conducted only one lineup 

per witness all other times.  Both of these assumptions are unlikely to be true and thus it is probable that 

the true perpetrator-present base rate in police lineups is lower than the maximums found here.  As soon 

as these assumptions are adjusted downward in any fashion – even when still weighted heavily in favour 

of police accuracy – the base rates drop quite quickly.   

While certainly not a firm answer regarding the real-world perpetrator-present base rate our data 

does provide unique insight into at least estimating the maximum possible base rate, and demonstrates 

that it is likely lower than might have previously been presumed.  

Multiple Witnesses.  When there are multiple witnesses to a crime, officers generally construct 

one lineup to show to all witnesses.  Approximately 70% of officers in both countries reported that it was 
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usually or always the case that they used a single lineup to show to all witnesses.  Wells et al. (1998) 

recommend that when there are multiple witnesses to a crime and their descriptions of the perpetrator 

vary, separate lineups be constructed for each witness so as not to introduce bias into the lineup 

procedure.  Our question to officers was only about how they generally handled showing lineups to 

multiple witnesses – it was not specific to the situation of having multiple witnesses who gave different 

descriptions.  On the other hand, identical descriptions from multiple witnesses seems unlikely. So while 

we cannot speak exactly to adherence to this principle, it does appear that it is more common for officers 

to construct a single lineup to show to all witnesses.   

Post-Lineup Procedures 

 Confidence and Feedback. Research and policy recommendations are to assess confidence 

immediately after a witness makes an identification decision and especially before any feedback is 

provided in order to prevent altering the actual level of confidence.  A majority of officers did not provide 

feedback to witnesses regarding their lineup decision, and when they did, confidence was generally 

assessed before giving any feedback. 

 Officers in both countries were more likely to request confidence statements from witnesses who 

selected someone from a lineup (a.k.a. “choosers”) than from witnesses who did not select someone from 

a lineup (a.k.a. “non-choosers”): however, they almost always recorded spontaneous statements of 

confidence regardless of whether a witness was a chooser or non-chooser.  One possible explanation for 

this is that non-choosers almost never appear in court so requesting confidence from a non-chooser may 

be seen as somewhat irrelevant to an officer.  However, officers will record any spontaneous comments so 

as to have complete records.  If a witness were to say in court that they made a spontaneous comment 

about their certainty and this comment was not recorded in the officer’s notes, it could lead to questions 

about whether the officer may have selectively left out that, and/or other pieces of information, to serve a 

personal agenda regarding the case. 

 Measuring Confidence.  Much research has been carried out on the relationship between 

confidence and accuracy and how best to calculate it (e.g., see Leippe & Eisenstadt, 2007), but lineup 
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studies conducted by researchers in which confidence is assessed will almost always assess confidence 

using some sort of scaled, numerical response.  This is inevitable as researchers will need to be able to 

reliably average responses across participants.  However, officers were most likely to report assessing 

witness confidence by asking witnesses for a verbal statement in their own words versus using some type 

of scaled, numerical response.  This is an interesting point to note because there is an apparent discord in 

the way that officers and researchers measure confidence.  This discord may create problems when 

applying research findings in practice since the same verbal estimates will not always have the same 

numerical equivalency.  Research findings that show there is a positive relationship between confidence 

and accuracy for choosers may only hold when confidence is measured numerically.  For example, two 

different witnesses may say they are “pretty sure” their lineup selection is correct, but this could translate 

numerically to 70% confidence for one witness and 90% confidence for another.  Advocating that officers 

use numerical versus verbal estimates of confidence may be a difficult sell, however, as the further from 

100% confidence a witness gets, the more the value of the identification decreases.  Therefore, it may be 

that the large individual variation in verbal estimates is a desirable thing from an officer’s standpoint. 

Record Keeping 

 Strong majorities of officers in both countries keep records of who was in a lineup and/or store a 

video copy of the lineup or lineup photos in the case file.  Though the proportions vary somewhat and 

there were some between-country differences, most Canadian and U.S. officers usually or always keep 

records of comments made by witnesses before, during, and after a lineup.  More Canadian officers report 

video-recording the lineup procedure, however, this is not surprising given that Canadian policy 

guidelines recommend this and American guidelines do not (Cory, 2001; Department of Justice Canada, 

2005; U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National Institute of Justice, 1999). 

 Additionally, though slightly larger proportions of officers report recording statements of 

confidence in case files for choosers versus non-choosers, majorities of Canadian and American officers 

report always recording confidence in the case files. 
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 It is encouraging that many officers are engaging in such record-keeping practices as it preserves 

evidence which can be examined at a later date.  It also allows for verification of whether evidence 

provided by witnesses during trial is reliable, e.g., whether a witness is reporting greater confidence in his 

or her identification than was initially reported.  A common perception may be that such record-keeping 

will also prevent, or at the very least document, poor police procedure.  While there is certainly truth to 

this, keeping detailed records regarding lineup administration also protects police officers from 

unfounded challenges regarding their procedures.  For example, imagine that a witness reported an officer 

suggested to him who was the suspect in the lineup by pointing her finger at one particular lineup 

member, but the officer denied doing so.  Without any record, it would be the witness’ word against the 

officer’s.  However, with a video recording of the entire procedure, this assertion could be checked.  As 

the price of technology decreases, such record-keeping practices are increasingly feasible. 

General Discussion 

Overall there is a great deal of similarity in how Canadian and American officers administer their 

lineups with respect to pre-lineup instructions, using multiple suspect lineups, how they handle showing 

lineups to multiple witnesses, how they assess confidence, and their record-keeping practices.  Notable 

differences in procedures between countries include usage of blind testing and sequential lineups; these 

differences are likely due to the differences in policy recommendations between the two countries24. 

The current research underscores the great variability in procedures that exist within and between 

countries.  For the 41.0% of Canadian officers who say they never allowed a witness to go through a 

sequential lineup more than once if they had not chosen anyone, there were 45.9% who said they always 

do.  Also illustrating the degree of variability is that for almost all questions, the full range of response 

options was represented by the officers’ responses.  This variability illustrates the necessity of advocating 

for stronger consistency in lineup administration procedures, and perhaps to advocate enacting policy 

mandates that officers are required to follow instead of merely offering policy guidelines in order to 

                                                      

24 For a discussion regarding the effect of policy on differences in lineup procedure, see Chapter 3. 
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achieve best-practice consistency.  There may be several reasons that officers do not follow best practice 

recommendations.  Officers may not be aware of the recommendations, or, if they are aware of the 

recommendations, they may not have received any training that would help them adopt the 

recommendations and so are left to their own devices in interpreting and applying the recommendations.  

This makes sense considering that officers were most likely to report learning how to construct lineups on 

the job or from another officer, with less than half reporting that they received some sort of formal 

training (see Chapter 4).  If levels of training are similar between lineup construction and administration, 

many officers would not receive formal training regarding lineup administration. Less positive 

possibilities also exist. Officers may know but ignore recommended or even required procedures because 

most such procedures reduce police influence on witness responses (particularly blind testing). 

One issue of concern to highlight is the impact on witnesses of instructions and procedures that 

conflict in purpose.  Some of the instructions officers report giving simultaneously decrease and increase 

the pressure to choose, or simultaneously increase and decrease a witness’ decision criterion for choosing 

someone.  For example, some officers report giving both an instruction that the perpetrator may or may 

not be in the lineup, and one that the witness should select the person they saw commit the crime.  The 

former decreases the pressure to choose and indicates that not making a selection is an acceptable option, 

but the latter indicates the witness is supposed to choose someone.  Another example is one in which an 

officer shows a witness a sequential lineup and the witness does not choose anyone.  If the officer asks the 

witness to go through the lineup again, it is suggestive that their lack of choice was an incorrect decision.  

What is the effect of such conflicting information?  Little research exists on the topic, but research 

conducted by Clark et al. (2009) hints at the strong likelihood that conflicting instructions will decrease 

witness accuracy.  Further research on this topic is certainly needed since officers are giving conflicting 

instructions.   

 Though the data cannot tell us why officers administer their lineups in particular ways, it does tell 

us how lineups are administered, and provides rich insight into police practices and creates new avenues 
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for researchers to investigate.  Even though limited in scope, this survey provides an important update in 

the literature regarding how police officers are administering their lineups.   
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Table 51.  (Survey question 37) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers ask witnesses to review their 

description of the perpetrator before showing them a lineup. 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always^ 

       % n % n % n % n % n 

 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 70.5 55 7.7 6 11.5 9 7.7 6 2.6 2 

 
16.33 3 .001 0.287 

U.S. (n = 121) 41.3 50 17.4 21 23.1 28 12.4 15 5.8 7 

 

       

  

        ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 

                           Post-hoc Analyses: 

              

 

N R, S,U/A 

             % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

       Canada (n = 78) 70.5 55 29.5 23 
40.08 1 < .0001 0.487 

       U.S. (n = 121) 41.3 50 58.7 71 

       
                

 

R N, S,U/A 

             % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

       Canada (n = 78) 7.7 6 92.3 72 
3.65 1 .052 0.138 

       U.S. (n = 121) 17.4 21 82.6 100 

                       

 

S N, R,U/A 

             % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

       Canada (n = 78) 11.5 9 88.5 69 
4.22 1 .040 0.146 

       U.S. (n = 121) 23.1 28 76.9 93 

       

 

U/A N, R, S 

     

    

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

 

    

    Canada (n = 78) 10.3 8 89.7 70 
2.33 1 .127 0.108 

  

  

    U.S. (n = 121) 18.2 22 81.8 99 
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Table 52 . (Survey question 38) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers “reinstated the context” prior to witnesses seeing 

the lineup by either having the witness think through the events as they occurred or by reminding them of the circumstances that existed 

at the time of the crime. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always^ 

       % n % n % n % n % n 

 
2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 53.8 42 15.4 12 11.5 9 12.8 10 6.4 5 

 
15.36 3 .002 0.278 

U.S. (n = 121) 29.8 36 14.0 17 30.6 37 19.8 24 5.8 7 

 
                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 

           
                Post-hoc Analyses: 

              

 
N R, S,U/A 

             % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

       Canada (n = 78) 53.8 42 46.2 36 
20.62 1 < .0001 0.300 

       U.S. (n = 121) 29.8 36 70.2 85 

                       
 

R N, S,U/A 

             % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

       Canada (n = 78) 15.4 12 84.6 66 
0.07 1 .791 0.019 

       U.S. (n = 121) 14.0 17 86.0 104 

                       
 

S N, R,U/A 

             % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

       Canada (n = 78) 11.5 9 88.5 69 
9.67 1 .002 0.220 

       U.S. (n = 121) 30.6 37 69.4 84 

                       
 

U/A N, R, S 

             % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

       Canada (n = 78) 19.2 15 80.8 63 
1.09 1 .297 0.074 

       U.S. (n = 121) 25.6 31 74.4 90 
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Table 53.  (Survey question 39a) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers reported giving a pre-lineup instruction to 

witnesses that the perpetrator may not be in the lineup. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 1.3 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 1.3 1 97.4 76 
 

No statistic due to 8 cells with 

expected value < 5 U.S. (n = 121) 5.0 6 0.8 1 3.3 4 5.8 7 85.1 103 
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Table 54.  (Survey question 39b) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers reported giving a pre-lineup instruction to 

witnesses that they did not have to choose anyone from the lineup. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 1.3 1 1.3 1 0.0 0 0.0 0 97.4 76 
 

No statistic due to 8 cells with 

expected value < 5 U.S. (n = 121) 3.3 4 0.8 1 5.8 7 4.1 5 86.0 104 
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Table 55.  (Survey question 39c) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers reported giving a pre-lineup instruction to 

witnesses that the appearance of the perpetrator may have changed since the crime. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes Usually^ Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 11.5 9 2.6 2 5.1 4 1.3 1 79.5 62 
 

4.56 2 .102 0.151 
U.S. (n = 121) 3.3 4 3.3 4 10.7 13 9.1 11 73.6 89 

 

                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
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Table 56.  (Survey question 39d) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers reported giving a pre-lineup instruction to 

witnesses that it is as important to exonerate the innocent as it is to convict the guilty. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes# Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 55.1 43 5.1 4 7.7 6 6.4 5 25.6 20 
 

5.32 3 .150 0.1682 
U.S. (n = 121) 43.8 53 14.0 17 4.1 5 8.3 10 29.8 36 

 

                #= Column dropped 
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Table 57.  (Survey question 39e) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers reported giving a pre-lineup instruction to 

witnesses that they should only pick someone from the lineup if they are sure. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes# Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 35.9 28 2.6 2 5.1 4 10.0 8 46.2 36 
 

14.84 3 .002 .28  
U.S. (n = 121) 14.9 18 10.7 13 5.0 6 9.9 12 59.5 72 

 

 
        

           #= Column dropped         
           Post-hoc Analyses: 74 115 

      

 
N R, U, A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 74) 37.8 28 62.2 46 
12.03 1 .0005 0.252 

U.S. (n = 115) 15.7 18 84.3 97 

         

 
R N, U, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 74) 2.7 2 97.3 72 
9.66 1 .003 0.212 

U.S. (n = 115) 11.3 13 88.7 102 

         

 
U N, R, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 74) 10.8 8 89.2 66 
0.01 1 .92  0.007 

U.S. (n = 115) 10.4 12 89.6 103 
         

         

         

 
A N, R, U 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 74) 48.6 36 51.4 38 
3.58 1 .059 0.138 

U.S. (n = 115) 62.6 72 37.4 43 
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Table 58.  (Survey question 39f) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers reported giving a pre-lineup instruction to 

witnesses that if they see someone they know in the lineup, the witness should tell the officer where he or she knows the person from. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes# Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 42.3 33 3.8 3 5.1 4 2.6 2 46.2 36 
 

14.98 3 .002 0.283 
U.S. (n = 121) 21.5 26 12.4 15 6.6 8 10.7 13 48.8 59 

 

                
#= Column dropped 

              Post-hoc Analyses: 74 113 
      

 
N R, U, A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 74) 44.6 33 55.4 41 
9.65 1 .002 0.227 

U.S. (n = 113) 23.0 26 77.0 87 

         

 
R N, U, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 74) 4.1 3 95.9 71 
4.37 1 .037 0.153 

U.S. (n = 113) 13.3 15 86.7 98 

         

 
U N, R, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 74) 2.7 2 97.3 72 
4.7 1 .03  0.159 

U.S. (n = 113) 11.5 13 88.5 100 
         

         

         

 
A N, R, U 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 74) 48.6 36 51.4 38 
0.23 1 .632 0.035 

U.S. (n = 113) 52.2 59 47.8 54 
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Table 59.  (Survey question 39g) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers reported giving a pre-lineup instruction to 

witnesses that regardless of whether they select someone, the officers will continue to investigate the case. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 37.2 29 7.7 6 2.6 2 6.4 5 46.2 36 
 

9.60 4 .048 0.22 
U.S. (n = 121) 24.0 29 5.8 7 9.1 11 15.7 19 45.5 55 

  

Post-hoc Analyses: 78 121 
      

 
N R, S, U, A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 37.2 29 62.8 49 
4.01 1 .045 0.142 

U.S. (n = 121) 24.0 29 76.0 92 

         

 
R N, S, U, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 7.7 6 92.3 72 
0.28 1 .597 0.038 

U.S. (n = 121) 5.8 7 94.2 114 

         

 
S N, R, U, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 2.6 2 97.4 76 
3.31 1 .069 0.129 

U.S. (n = 121) 9.1 11 90.9 110 

         

 
U N, R, S, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 6.4 5 93.6 73 
3.86 1 .0495 0.139 

U.S. (n = 121) 15.7 19 84.3 102 

         

 
A N, R, S, U 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 46.2 36 53.8 42 
0.01 1 .92  0.007 

U.S. (n = 121) 45.5 55 54.5 66 



 

 

 

195 

Table 60. (Survey question 39h) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers reported giving a pre-lineup instruction to 

witnesses that the photos in the lineup may not be recent. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 15.4 12 2.6 2 6.4 5 5.1 4 70.5 55 
 

7.71 3 .052 0.197 
U.S. (n = 121) 9.9 12 4.1 5 16.5 20 11.6 14 57.9 70 

 

                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
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Table 61.  (Survey question 39i) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers reported giving a pre-lineup instruction to 

witnesses to select the person they saw commit the crime. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 64.1 50 3.8 3 7.7 6 6.4 5 17.9 14 
 

14.95 4 .005 0.274 
U.S. (n = 121) 38.0 46 9.9 12 8.3 10 6.6 8 37.2 45 

  

Post-hoc Analyses: 78 121 
      

 
N R, S, U, A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 64.1 50 35.9 28 
12.93 1 < .001 0.255 

U.S. (n = 121) 38.0 46 62.0 75 

         

 
R N, S, U, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 3.8 3 96.2 75 
2.51 1 .113 0.112 

U.S. (n = 121) 9.9 12 90.1 109 

         

 
S N, R, U, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 7.7 6 92.3 72 
0.02 1 .888 0.010 

U.S. (n = 121) 8.3 10 91.7 111 

         

 
U N, R, S, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 6.4 5 93.6 73 
0 1 1.000 0.000 

U.S. (n = 121) 6.6 8 93.4 113 

 
A N, R, S, U 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 17.9 14 82.1 64 
8.42 1 .004 0.206 

U.S. (n = 121) 37.2 45 62.8 76 
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Table 62.  (Survey question 39j) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers reported giving a pre-lineup instruction to 

witnesses to look at everyone before they chose. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes# Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 65.4 51 3.8 3 5.1 4 1.3 1 24.4 19 
 

70.66 2 < .0001 0.6131 
U.S. (n = 121) 9.9 12 2.5 3 5.8 7 16.5 20 65.3 79 

 

                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
           #= Column dropped 

               

Post-hoc Analyses: 74 114 
      

 
N/R U, A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 74) 73.0 54 27.0 20 
69.11 1 < .0001 0.606 

U.S. (n = 114) 13.2 15 86.8 99 

     
    

 
U N/R,  A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 74) 1.4 1 98.6 73 
11.86 1 .001 0.251 

U.S. (n = 114) 17.5 20 82.5 94 

     
    

 
A N/R, U 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 74) 25.7 19 74.3 55 
32.49 1 < .0001 0.427 

U.S. (n = 114) 69.3 79 30.7 35 
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Table 63.  (Survey question 39k) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers reported giving a pre-lineup instruction to 

witnesses to take their time. 

 
Never# Rarely# Sometimes# Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 3.8 3 3.8 3 6.4 5 3.8 3 82.1 64 
 

2.46 1 .117 0.116 
U.S. (n = 121) 1.7 2 1.7 2 1.7 2 10.7 13 84.3 102 

 

                #= Column dropped 
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Table 64.  (Survey question 34a) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers reported that the officer in charge of a case 

conducted the lineups. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

     
  % n % n % n % n % n 

 
2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 54.7 64 7.7 9 14.5 17 18.8 22 4.3 5 
 

110.82 4 < .001 0.625 

U.S. (n = 167) 6.0 10 2.4 4 9.0 15 69.5 116 13.2 22 
  

Post-hoc Analyses: 
        

 
N R, S,U,A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 54.7 64 45.3 53 
84.73 1 < .0001 0.546 

U.S. (n = 167) 6.0 10 94.0 157 

     
    

 
R N, S,U,A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 7.7 9 92.3 108 
4.42 1 .036 0.125 

U.S. (n = 167) 2.4 4 97.6 163 

     
    

 
S N, R,U,A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 14.5 17 85.5 100 
2.12 1 .206 0.086 

U.S. (n = 167) 9.0 15 91.0 152 
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U N, R, S,A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 18.8 22 81.2 95 
70.68 1 < .0001 0.499 

U.S. (n = 167) 69.5 116 30.5 51 

     
    

 
A N, R, S,U 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 4.3 5 95.7 112 
6.33 1 .012 0.149 

U.S. (n = 167) 13.2 22 86.8 145 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

201 

Table 65.  (Survey question 34b) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers reported that another officer involved in the case 

conducted the lineups. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always^ 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 46.2 54 19.7 23 26.5 31 6.0 7 1.7 2 
 

74.34 3 < .0001 0.512 
U.S. (n = 167) 4.8 8 23.4 39 64.1 107 7.8 13 0.0 0 

 

                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
           Post-hoc Analyses: 

       

 
N R, S,U/A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 46.2 54 53.8 63 
68.98 1 < .0001 0.493 

U.S. (n = 167) 4.8 8 95.2 159 

         

 
R N, S,U/A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 19.7 23 80.3 94 
0.55 1 .458 0.044 

U.S. (n = 167) 23.4 39 76.6 128 

         

 
S N, R, U/A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 26.5 31 73.5 86 
37.4 1 < .0001 0.370 

U.S. (n = 167) 64.1 107 35.9 60 

         

 
U/A N, R, S 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 7.7 9 92.3 108 
0 1 1.000 0.000 

U.S. (n = 167) 7.8 13 92.2 154 
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Table 66.  (Survey question 34c) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers reported that lineups were conducted by an 

officer not otherwise involved in the case but who knew which lineup member was the suspect. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually# Always# 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 52.1 61 29.9 35 15.4 18 2.6 3 0.0 0 
 

14.95 2 .0006 0.234 
U.S. (n = 167) 29.3 49 40.1 67 26.3 44 4.2 7 0.0 0 

 

                #= Column dropped from analysis 
              

Post-hoc Analyses: 
       

 
N R, S 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 114) 53.5 61 46.5 53 
14.51 1 < .0001 0.230 

U.S. (n = 160) 30.6 49 69.4 111 

     
    

 
R N, S 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 114) 30.7 35 69.3 79 
3.56 1 .059 0.114 

U.S. (n = 160) 41.9 67 58.1 93 

     
    

 
S N, R 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 114) 15.8 18 84.2 96 
5.21 1 .023 0.138 

U.S. (n = 160) 27.5 44 72.5 116 
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Table 67.  (Survey question 34d) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers reported that lineups were conducted in a 

double-blind fashion. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 9.4 11 10.3 12 8.5 10 24.8 29 47.0 55 
 

133.18 4 < .001 0.685 
U.S. (n = 167) 56.9 95 25.1 42 10.2 17 4.2 7 3.6 6 

  

Post-hoc Analyses: 
        

 
N R, S,U,A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 9.4 11 90.6 106 
66.31 1 < .0001 0.483 

U.S. (n = 167) 56.9 95 43.1 72 

     
    

 
R N, S,U,A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 10.3 12 89.7 105 
9.91 1 .002 0.187 

U.S. (n = 167) 25.1 42 74.9 125 

     
    

 
S N, R,U,A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 8.5 10 91.5 107 
0.21 1 .647 0.027 

U.S. (n = 167) 10.2 17 89.8 150 

     
    

 
U N, R, S,A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 24.8 29 75.2 88 
26.36 1 < .0001 0.305 

U.S. (n = 167) 4.2 7 95.8 160 
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A N, R, S,U 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 117) 47.0 55 53.0 62 
76.89 1 < .0001 0.520 

U.S. (n = 167) 3.6 6 96.4 161 
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Table 68.  (Survey question 52) Proportion of Canadian and American officers who had ever used the sequential lineup. 

 
Yes No 

       % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 73) 83.6 61 16.4 12 
 

6.64 1 .01   0.215 
U.S. (n = 71) 64.8 46 35.2 25 
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Table 69.  (Survey question 54) The percentage of lineups conducted sequentially by Canadian and American officers who had EVER 

used the sequential lineup. 

Mann-Whitney U 

 

  N Mrank Mdn U z   p 

Canada 61 63.86 100 
801.50 4.55 

 
< .001 

U.S. 46 40.92 37.50  

 

 

Independent Samples t-test 

  N  M SD Min Max   t df p d 

Canada 61 89.44 28.56 0 100  
4.66 71.20 < .001 0.91 

U.S.  46 53.96 45.31 0 100  
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Table 70.  (Survey question 55a) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers required a witness to go through the entire 

sequential lineup before making a decision. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes# Usually^ Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 61) 62.3 38 1.0 1 3.3 2 8.2 5 24.6 15 
 

14.81 1 .0001 0.376 
U.S. (n = 46) 26.1 12 2.2 1 0.0 0 8.7 4 63.0 29   

            
    

^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
       

    
#= Column dropped 
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Table 71.  (Survey question 55b) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers allowed witnesses to go through a sequential 

lineup more than once if they did not choose anyone the first time. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes# Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 61) 32.8 20 8.2 5 0.0 0 13.1 8 45.9 28 
 

10.91 2 .004 0.330 
U.S. (n = 46) 8.7 4 0.0 0 15.2 7 17.4 8 58.7 27 

 

                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
           #= Column dropped 

               

Post-hoc Analyses: 61 39 
      

 
N/R U, A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 61) 41.0 25 59.0 36 
10.91 1 .001 0.330 

U.S. (n = 39) 10.3 4 89.7 35 

     
    

 
U N/R, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 61) 13.1 8 86.9 53 
0.97 1 .325 0.099 

U.S. (n = 39) 20.5 8 79.5 31 

     
    

 
A N/R, U 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 61) 45.9 28 54.1 33 
5.23 1 .022 0.229 

U.S. (n = 39) 69.2 27 30.8 12 
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Table 72.  (Survey question 55c) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers allowed witnesses to pick more than one person 

from a sequential lineup and then decide between the people selected at a later time. 

 

Never Rarely Sometimes Usually^ Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 

 
2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 61) 60.7 37 19.7 12 13.1 8 1.6 1 4.9 3 

 
9.15 3 .027 0.292 

U.S. (n = 46) 43.5 20 13.0 6 17.4 8 6.5 3 19.6 9 

 
           

    

   ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 

      
    

    

Post-hoc Analyses: 61 46 

      

 
N R, S, U/A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 61) 60.7 37 39.3 24 
3.11 1 .078 0.171 

U.S. (n = 46) 43.5 20 56.5 26 

         

 
R N, S, U/A     

  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 61) 19.7 12 80.3 49 
0.82 1 .365 0.088 

U.S. (n = 46) 13.0 6 87.0 40 

  

    
    

 
S N, R, U/A     

  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 61) 13.1 8 86.9 53 0.38 1 .538 0.060 
U.S. (n = 46) 17.4 8 82.6 38 

         

 
U/A N, R, S     

  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 61) 6.6 4 93.4 57 
7.86 1 .005 0.271 

U.S. (n = 46) 26.1 12 73.9 34 
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Table 73 . (Survey question 55d) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers accurately informed witnesses how many people 

they would be seeing in a sequential lineup. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes# Usually^ Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 

 
2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 60) 47.5 29 4.9 3 4.9 3 4.9 3 36.1 22 

 
11.15 1 .0008 0.354 

U.S. (n = 46) 19.6 9 0.0 0 6.5 3 4.3 2 69.6 32 

 

                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 

           #= Column dropped 

              

                Note that one data point was missing from the Canadian data. 
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Table 74.  (Survey question 55e) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers informed witnesses viewing a sequential lineup 

that they would be seeing more lineup members than were actually shown. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 61) 91.8 56 3.3 2 1.6 1 1.6 1 1.6 1 
 

Only described descriptively; 8 cells 

expected count < 5  U.S. (n = 46) 80.4 37 8.7 4 2.2 1 4.3 2 4.3 2 
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Table 75. (Survey question 55f) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers continued with a sequential lineup if a witness 

picked the suspect before the end of the lineup. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes# Usually^ Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 61) 44.3 27 3.3 2 4.9 3 1.6 1 45.9 28 
 

10.01 1 .002 0.316 
U.S. (n = 46) 13.0 6 4.3 2 8.7 4 6.5 3 67.4 31 

 

                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
           #= Column dropped 
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Table 76. (Survey question 55g) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers continued with a sequential lineup if a witness 

picked a non-suspect before the suspect was presented. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes# Usually^ Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 61) 42.6 26 3.3 2 8.2 5 1.6 1 44.3 27 
 

12.59 1 .0004 0.355 
U.S. (n = 46) 10.9 5 4.3 2 4.3 2 6.5 3 73.9 34 

 

                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
           #= Column dropped 
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Table 77. (Survey question 55h) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers repeated a sequential lineup if a witness picked a 

non-suspect instead of the suspect. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes# Usually^ Always^ 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 61) 83.6 51 6.6 4 4.9 3 3.3 2 1.6 1 
 

Only described descriptively; 6 cells 

expected count < 5  U.S. (n = 46) 58.7 27 13.0 6 17.4 8 4.3 2 6.5 3 
   

               ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
           #= Column dropped 
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Table 78.  (Survey question 55i) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers repeated a sequential lineup if a witness did not 

select anyone. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes Usually^ Always 

     
  % n % n % n % n % n 

 
2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 61) 63.9 39 4.9 3 16.4 10 8.2 5 6.6 4 
 

2.16 2 .34  0.142 
U.S. (n = 46) 43.5 20 15.2 7 15.2 7 10.9 5 15.2 7 

 

                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
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Table 79.  (Survey question 49a) The largest number of suspects shown by Canadian and U.S. officers to the same witness in a single 

lineup. 

  N Mdn Mrank U z 
 

p  

Canada 74 8.5 101.22 
3794.50 -1.28 

 
.200 

U.S.  115 6 91.00 
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Table 80. (Survey question 49d) The largest number of separate lineups, each with a different suspect, that Canadian and U.S. officers 

have shown to a single witness (e.g., assuming that the witness did not select a suspect from a first lineup and subsequent investigation 

produced another suspect and a second lineup). 

  N Mdn Mrank U z 
 

p  

Canada 65 2 71.64 
2511.50 -3.38 

 
.001 

U.S.  110 3 97.67 
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Table 81.  (Using data from questions 13b and 49d) Maximum perpetrator-present base rate for Canadian officers. 

 
Max. lineups n Lineups conducted Max. PP base rate Max PP lineups 

 1^ 16    

 
2 24 48 0.50 24 

 
3 14 42 0.33 14 

 
4 4 16 0.25 4 

 
5 3 15 0.20 3 

 
6 1 6 0.17 1 

  10 3 30 0.10 3 

Sum 

  
157 

 
49 

 

Max. lineups = Maximum number of separate lineups, each with a different suspect, shown to a single witness 

n = Number of officers giving that response 

Lineups administered = The total number of lineups administered for all officers stating a particular Max. lineups. Calculated by Max. lineups * n. 

Max. PP base rate = Maximum perpetrator present base rate.  Calculated by 1/Max. lineup for each stated Max. lineup number. 

Max. PP lineups = Maximum number of perpetrator present lineups possible for each stated Max. lineup number 

 
The total number of lineups administered by officers who showed more than one lineup, each with a different suspect, to a single witness was 157.  

Assuming that the perpetrator was present in at least one of these lineups, the maximum number of perpetrator-present lineups in this subset is 49.  

This means that 108 lineups were necessarily perpetrator-absent lineups. 

 

The total number of lineups administered by officers in this subset of the sample was 803.  This number was achieved by summing the number of 

lineups each officer reported conducting in the preceding year (Q13b).  Total lineups (803) – perpetrator-absent lineups (108) = Maximum number 

of perpetrator-present lineups (695).   

 

Maximum percentage of perpetrator-present lineups = (695/803) * 100 = 86.6% 

 

^Note that officers who reported only ever showing one lineup to individual witnesses are included here for purposes of complete data, but were 

not included in calculations since the information provided was redundant. 
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Table 82.  (Using data from questions 13b and 49d) Maximum perpetrator-present base rate for American officers. 

 
Max. lineups n Lineups conducted Max. PP base rate Max PP lineups 

 1^ 11    

 
2 30 60 0.50 30 

 
3 35 105 0.33 35 

 
4 5 20 0.25 5 

 
5 12 60 0.20 12 

 
6 7 42 0.17 7 

 
7 1 7 0.14 1 

 
10 4 40 0.10 4 

 
12 1 12 0.08 1 

 
15 1 15 0.07 1 

 
16 1 16 0.06 1 

 
18 1 18 0.06 1 

  24 1 24 0.04 1 

Sum 

  
419 

 
99 

 

Max. lineups = Maximum number of separate lineups, each with a different suspect, shown to a single witness 

n = Number of officers giving that response 

Lineups administered = The total number of lineups administered for all officers stating a particular Max. lineups. Calculated by Max. lineups * n. 

Max. PP base rate = Maximum perpetrator present base rate.  Calculated by 1/Max. lineup for each stated Max. lineup number. 

Max. PP lineups = Maximum number of perpetrator present lineups possible for each stated Max. lineup number 

 
The total number of lineups administered by officers who showed more than one lineup, each with a different suspect, to a single witness was 419.  

Assuming that the perpetrator was present in at least one of these lineups, the maximum number of perpetrator-present lineups in this subset is 99.  

This means that 320 lineups were necessarily perpetrator-absent lineups. 

 

The total number of lineups administered by officers in this subset of the sample was 2850.  This number was achieved by summing the number of 

lineups each officer reported conducting in the preceding year (Q13b). Total lineups (2850) – perpetrator-absent lineups (320) = Maximum 

number of perpetrator-present lineups (2530).   

 

Maximum percentage of perpetrator-present lineups = (2530/2850) * 100 = 88.8% 
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^Note that officers who reported only ever showing one lineup to individual witnesses are included here for purposes of complete data, but were 

not included in calculations since the information provided was redundant. 
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Table 83.  (Survey question 50a) Frequency with which Canadian and U.S. officers used a single lineup to show to multiple witnesses for a 

single-perpetrator crime. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 24.4 19 0.0 0 5.1 4 21.8 17 48.7 38 
 

13.49 3 .004 0.260 
U.S. (n = 121) 11.6 14 6.6 8 11.6 14 41.3 50 28.9 35 

 
                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 

           Post-hoc Analyses: 78 121 
      

 
N/R S, U, A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 24.4 19 75.6 59 
1.11 1 .292 0.075 

U.S. (n = 121) 18.2 22 81.8 99 

         

 
S N/R, U, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 5.1 4 94.9 74 
2.39 1 .122 0.110 

U.S. (n = 121) 11.6 14 88.4 107 

         

 
U N/R, S, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 21.8 17 78.2 61 
8.10 1 .004 0.202 

U.S. (n = 121) 41.3 50 58.7 71 

         

 
A N/R, S, U 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 48.7 38 51.3 40 
8.00 1 .005 0.201 

U.S. (n = 121) 28.9 35 71.1 86 
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Table 84.  (Survey question 50b) The frequency with which Canadian and U.S. officers used separate lineups, each with different fillers, to 

show to multiple witnesses for a single-perpetrator crime. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 41.0 32 24.4 19 9.0 7 5.1 4 20.5 16 
 

10.23 4 .037 0.227 
U.S. (n = 121) 32.2 39 31.4 38 15.7 19 11.6 14 9.1 11 

  

Post-hoc Analyses: 78 121 
      

 
N R, S, U, A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 41.0 32 59.0 46 
1.6 1 .206 0.090 

U.S. (n = 121) 32.2 39 67.8 82 

         

 
R N, S, U, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 24.4 19 75.6 59 
1.15 1 .284 0.076 

U.S. (n = 121) 31.4 38 68.6 83 

         

 
S N, R, U, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 9.0 7 91.0 71 
1.89 1 .169 0.098 

U.S. (n = 121) 15.7 19 84.3 102 

         

 
U N, R, S, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 5.1 4 94.9 74 
2.39 1 .122 0.110 

U.S. (n = 121) 11.6 14 88.4 107 

         

 
A N, R, S, U 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 20.5 16 79.5 62 
5.28 1 .022 0.163 

U.S. (n = 121) 9.1 11 90.9 110 
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Table 85.  (Survey question 56) Percentage of the time Canadian and American officers were asked by witnesses if they had ‘gotten the 

right guy’ after viewing a lineup. 

  N Mean Rank Mdn U z p 

Canada 78 106.58 50.0% 
4127.50 -1.41 .158 

USA 120 94.90 50.0% 
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Table 86. (Survey questions 57a )  Percent of the time Canadian and American officers reported telling a witness when he or she had 

selected the suspect from a lineup. 

Mann-Whitney U 

  N Mrank Mdn U z p 

Canada 78 76.68 0.0 
2900.00 -5.07 < .001 

U.S.  121 115.03 10.0 
 

Independent Samples t-test 

    N M SD Min Max 
 

t df p d 

Canada  78 10.78 26.99 0 100 
 

-5.65 196.48 < .001 0.82 
U.S.  121 39.34 44.29 0 100 

  

 

Table 87. (Survey questions 57b) Percentage of the time officers who reported telling a witness when he or she had selected the suspect 

from a lineup provided this feedback prior to obtaining a statement of confidence. 

 

Mann-Whitney U 

 

  N Mrank Mdn U z p 

Canada 18 36.00 0.0 
477.00 -2.30 .022 

U.S.  70 46.69 0.0 
 

Independent Samples t-test 

 
N M SD Min Max 

 
t df p d 

Canada 18 0 0.00 0 0 
 

-4.01 69.00 < .001 1.06 
U.S. 70 16.83 35.07 0 100 
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Table 88.  (Survey questions 58a) Percent of the time Canadian and American officers reported telling a witness when he or she had 

selected a filler from a lineup. 

 

Mann-Whitney U 

  N Mrank Mdn U z p 

Canada 78 83.99 0.0 
3470.50 -3.68 < .001 

U.S.  121 110.32 0.0 
 

Independent Samples t-test 

 

 

N M SD Min Max 
 

t df p d 

Canada 78 12.18 30.38 0 100 
 

-3.14 192.72~ 0.002 0.46 
U.S. 121 28.07 40.71 0 100 

  

 

Table 89. (Survey questions 58 b) Percentage of the time officers who reported telling a witness when he or she had selected a filler from a 

lineup provided this feedback prior to obtaining a statement of confidence. 

Mann-Whitney U 

 

 
N Mrank Mdn U z p 

Canada 15 28.00 0.0 
300.00 -2.32 .021 

USA 56 38.14 0.0 
 

Independent Samples t-test 

 

  N M SD Min Max 
 

t df p d 

Canada 15 0 0.00 0 0 
 

-4.01 55.00 < .001 1.17 
U.S.  56 20.63 38.46 0 100 
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Table 90.  (Survey question 40) Proportion of Canadian and American officers who report requiring or requesting a statement of 

confidence from witnesses who chose someone from a lineup. 

 
Yes No 

       % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 39.7 31 60.3 47 
 

10.91 1 .001 0.234 
U.S. (n = 121) 63.6 77 36.4 44 
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Table 91.  (Survey question 44) Proportion of Canadian and American officers who report requiring or requesting a statement of 

confidence from witnesses who did not choose someone from a lineup. 

 
Yes No 

       % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 15.4 12 84.6 66 
 

1.78 1 .183  0.094 
U.S. (n = 121) 23.1 28 76.9 93 
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Table 92.  (Survey questions 40 and 44) Proportion of officers within Canada (n = 78) who request confidence statements from witnesses 

who chose versus did not choose someone from a lineup. 

 
Yes No 

     
  % n % n 

 
2 df p Cramer's V 

Choosers 39.7 31 60.3 47 
 

10.40 1 .001  0.273 
Non-Choosers 15.4 12 84.6 66 

  

Table 93.  (Survey questions 40 and 44) Proportion of officers within the U.S. (n = 121) who request confidence statements from witnesses 

who chose versus did not choose someone from a lineup. 

 
Yes No 

     
  % n % n 

 
2 df p Cramer's V 

Choosers 63.6 77 36.4 44 
 

38.76 1 < .0001 0.409 
Non-Choosers 23.1 28 76.9 93 
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Table 94 . (Survey question 41) Proportion of Canadian and American officers who report recording spontaneous statements of 

confidence from witnesses who chose someone from a lineup. 

 
Yes No 

       % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 100.0 78 0.0 0 
 

No analysis; 2 expected cell values < 5 
U.S. (n = 121) 93.4 113 6.6 8 
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Table 95.  (Survey question 46) Proportion of Canadian and American officers who report recording spontaneous statements of 

confidence from witnesses who did not choose someone from a lineup. 

 
Yes No 

       % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 97.4 76 2.6 2 
 

3.31 1 .069  0.129 
U.S. (n = 121) 90.9 110 9.1 11 
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Table 96.  (Survey questions 41 and 46) Proportion of officers within Canada (n = 78) who report recording spontaneous statements of 

confidence from witnesses who chose versus did not choose someone from a lineup. 

 

 
Yes No 

     
  % n % n 

 
2 df p Cramer's V 

Choosers 100.0 78 0.0 0 
 

No analysis; 2 expected cell values < 5 
Non-Choosers 97.4 76 2.6 2 

  

 

Table 97.  (Survey questions 41 and 46) Proportion of officers within the U.S. (n = 121) who report recording spontaneous statements of 

confidence from witnesses who chose versus did not choose someone from a lineup. 

 

 
Yes No 

     
  % n % n 

 
2 df p Cramer's V 

Choosers 93.4 113 6.6 8 
 

0.23 1 .632  0.046 
Non-Choosers 90.9 110 9.1 11 
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Table 98.  (Survey question 42a) The frequency with which Canadian and American officers ask witnesses who chose someone from a 

lineup for a verbal statement of confidence in their own words. 

 
Never# Rarely# Sometimes# Usually Always 

     
  % n % n % n % n % n 

 
2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 31) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 32.3 10 67.7 21 
 

0.05 1 .823 0 
U.S. (n = 77) 1.3 1 1.3 1 9.1 7 28.6 22 59.7 46 

 

                #= Column dropped 
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Table 99.  (Survey question 45a) The frequency with which Canadian and American officers ask witnesses who have not chosen someone 

from a lineup for a verbal statement of confidence in their own words. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 12) 8.3 1 8.3 1 8.3 1 25.0 3 50.0 6 
 

Only described descriptively; 7 cells 

expected count < 5 U.S. (n = 28) 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 39.3 11 60.7 17 
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Table 100.  (Survey question 42b) The frequency with which Canadian and American officers asked witnesses who have chosen someone 

from a lineup for a statement of confidence using a verbal rating scale. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 31) 12.0 4 6.5 2 16.1 5 35.5 11 29.0 9 
 

8.94 3 .03  0.288 
U.S. (n = 77) 20.8 16 13.0 10 31.2 24 14.3 11 20.8 16 

  

^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 

Post-hoc Analyses: 31 77 
      

 
N/R S, U, A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 31) 19.4 6 80.6 25 
2.2 1 .138 0.143 

U.S. (n = 77) 33.8 26 66.2 51 

         

 
S N/R, U, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 31) 16.1 5 83.9 26 
2.55 1 .11  0.154 

U.S. (n = 77) 31.2 24 68.8 53 

         

 
U N/R, S, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 31) 35.5 11 64.5 20 
6.12 1 .013 0.238 

U.S. (n = 77) 14.3 11 85.7 66 

         

 
A N/R, S, U 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 31) 29.0 9 71.0 22 
0.85 1 .357 0.089 

U.S. (n = 77) 20.8 16 79.2 61 
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Table 101.  (Survey question 45b) The frequency with which Canadian and American officers asked witnesses who have chosen someone 

from a lineup for a statement of confidence using a verbal rating scale. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 12) 25.0 3 0.0 0 16.7 2 33.3 4 25.0 3 
 

Only described descriptively; 7 cells 

expected count < 5 due to low n U.S. (n = 28) 25.0 7 7.1 2 14.3 4 21.4 6 32.1 9 
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Table 102.  (Survey question 42c)The frequency with which Canadian and American officers asked witnesses who have chosen someone 

from a lineup for a statement of confidence using a numerical rating scale. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes Usually^ Always^ 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 31) 54.8 17 6.5 2 9.7 3 19.4 6 9.7 3 
 

5.36 2 .069 0.223 
U.S. (n = 77) 49.4 38 10.4 8 26.0 20 7.8 6 6.5 5 

 

                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
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Table 103.  (Survey question 45c) The frequency with which Canadian and American officers asked witnesses who have not chosen 

someone from a lineup for a statement of confidence using a numerical rating scale. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 12) 41.7 5 0.0 0 16.7 2 16.7 2 25.0 3 
 

Only described descriptively; 7 cells 

expected count < 5 due to low n U.S. (n = 28) 35.7 10 3.6 1 21.4 6 14.3 4 25.0 7 
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Table 104.  (Survey question 42d) The frequency with which Canadian and American officers asked witnesses who have chosen someone 

from a lineup for a statement of confidence expressed as a percent. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 31) 25.8 8 32.0 1 16.1 5 38.7 12 16.1 5 
 

15.77 3 .001 0.382 
U.S. (n = 77) 33.8 26 7.8 6 32.5 25 7.8 6 18.2 14 

                 ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
           Post-hoc Analyses: 31 77 

      

 
N/R S, U, A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 31) 29.0 9 71.0 22 
1.47 1 .225 0.117 

U.S. (n = 77) 41.6 32 58.4 45 

         

 
S N/R, U, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 31) 16.1 5 83.9 26 
2.94 1 .086 0.165 

U.S. (n = 77) 32.5 25 67.5 52 

         

 
U N/R, S, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 31) 38.7 12 61.3 19 
15.21 1 < .0001 0.375 

U.S. (n = 77) 7.8 6 92.2 71 

         

 
A N/R, S, U 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 31) 16.1 5 83.9 26 
0.06 1 .807 0.024 

U.S. (n = 77) 18.2 14 81.8 63 
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Table 105.  (Survey question 45d)The frequency with which Canadian and American officers asked witnesses who had not chosen 

someone from a lineup for a statement of confidence expressed as a percent. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 12) 33.3 4 0.0 0 167.0 2 25.0 3 25.0 3 
 

Only described descriptively; 7 cells 

expected count < 5 due to low n U.S. (n = 28) 28.6 8 3.6 1 21.4 6 21.4 6 25.0 7 
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Table 106.  (Survey question 43a) The frequency with which Canadian and American officers recorded in the case file the stated 

confidence of a witness who had chosen the suspect. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes# Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 10.3 8 0.0 0 0.0 0 16.7 13 73.1 57 
 

0.09 2 .956  0.022 
U.S. (n = 121) 7.4 9 3.3 4 7.4 9 14.9 18 66.9 81 

 

                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
           #= Column dropped 
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Table 107.  (Survey question 43b) The frequency with which Canadian and American officers recorded in the case file the stated 

confidence of a witness who had chosen a filler. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 10.3 8 1.3 1 3.8 3 16.7 13 67.9 53 
 

11.14 3 .011  0.237 
U.S. (n = 121) 14.0 17 9.1 11 13.2 16 9.0 12 53.7 65 

 
                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 

            

Post-hoc Analyses: 78 121 
      

 
N/R S, U, A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 11.5 9 88.5 69 
4.2 1 .04  0.146 

U.S. (n = 121) 23.1 28 76.9 93 

         

 
S N/R, U, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 3.8 3 96.2 75 
4.83 1 .028 0.156 

U.S. (n = 121) 13.2 16 86.8 105 

         

 
U N/R, S, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 16.7 13 83.3 65 
1.97 1 .16  0.100 

U.S. (n = 121) 9.9 12 90.1 109 

         

 
A N/R, S, U 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 67.9 53 32.1 25 
3.98 1 .046 0.141 

U.S. (n = 121) 53.7 65 46.3 56 
 

 

 



 

 

 

242 

Table 108.  (Survey question 43c) The frequency with which Canadian and American officers recorded in the case file the stated 

confidence of a witness who had chosen a filler. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 10.3 8 0.0 0 5.1 4 15.4 12 69.2 54 
 

7.36 3 .0613 0.192 
U.S. (n = 121) 9.9 12 7.4 9 14.0 17 15.7 19 52.9 64 

 

                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
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Table 109 . (Survey question 43d) The frequency with which Canadian and American officers recorded in the case file the stated 

confidence of a witness who had chosen a filler. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 10.3 8 1.3 1 5.1 4 15.4 12 67.9 53 
 

8.59 3 .035 0.208 
U.S. (n = 121) 14.0 17 8.3 10 13.2 16 13.2 16 51.2 62 

                 ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
            

Post-hoc Analyses: 78 121 
      

 
N/R S, U, A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 11.5 9 88.5 69 
3.72 1 .054 0.137 

U.S. (n = 121) 22.3 27 77.7 94 

         

 
S N/R, U, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 5.1 4 94.9 74 
3.44 1 .064 0.132 

U.S. (n = 121) 13.2 16 86.8 105 

         

 
U N/R, S, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 15.4 12 84.6 66 
0.18 1 .671 0.030 

U.S. (n = 121) 13.2 16 86.8 105 
         

         

         

 
A N/R, S, U 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 67.9 53 32.1 25 
5.43 1 .02  0.165 

U.S. (n = 121) 51.2 62 48.8 59 
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Table 110.  (Survey question 47a) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers recorded a witness’ stated level of confidence in 

the case file if the witness did not choose someone from the lineup. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 11.5 9 10.3 8 5.1 4 16.7 13 56.4 44 
 

0.98 4 .913  0.070 
U.S. (n = 121) 14.9 18 9.9 12 7.4 9 15.7 19 52.1 63 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

245 

Table 111 . (Survey question 47b) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers recorded a witness’ stated level of confidence in 

the case file if the witness did not choose someone from the lineup and was highly confident. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes# Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 7.7 6 6.4 5 6.4 5 16.7 13 62.8 49 
 

0.80 3 .85  0.065 
U.S. (n = 121) 10.7 13 6.6 8 5.8 7 19.0 23 57.9 70 

 

                #= Column dropped 
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Table 112.  (Survey question 47c) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers recorded a witness’ stated level of confidence in 

the case file if the witness did not choose someone from the lineup and were not very confident. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 7.7 6 6.4 5 7.7 6 17.9 14 60.3 47 
 

2.23 4 .694  0.106 
U.S. (n = 121) 11.6 14 9.1 11 10.7 13 16.5 20 52.1 63 
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Table 113 . (Survey question 59a) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers kept a written record of who was in a lineup so 

that their photos could be presented in court if needed. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes# Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 7.7 6 0.0 0 0.0 0 5.1 4 87.2 68 
 

0.95 2 .622 0.069 
U.S. (n = 121) 3.3 4 2.5 3 0.8 1 8.3 10 85.1 103 

 

                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
           #= Column dropped 
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Table 114 . (Survey question 59b) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers kept a written record of all comments made by 

a witness prior to a lineup. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 11.5 9 7.7 6 10.3 8 7.7 6 62.8 49 
 

7.77 4 .100 0.198 
U.S. (n = 121) 11.6 14 9.9 12 17.4 21 16.5 20 44.6 54 
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Table 115 . (Survey question 59c) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers kept a written record of all comments made by 

a witness during a lineup. 

 
Never^ Rarely^ Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 3.8 3 1.3 1 2.6 2 9.0 7 83.0 65 
 

14.43 3 .002 0.269 
U.S. (n = 121) 3.3 4 5.0 6 13.2 16 19.8 24 58.7 71   

           
  

    ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
             

Post-hoc Analyses: 78 121 
      

 
N/R S, U, A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 5.1 4 94.9 74 
0.71 1 .399 0.060 

U.S. (n = 121) 8.3 10 91.7 111 
  

    
    

 
S N/R, U, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 2.6 2 97.4 76 
6.55 1 .011 0.181 

U.S. (n = 121) 13.2 16 86.8 105 

         

 
U N/R, S, A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 9.0 7 91.0 71 
4.25 1 .039 0.146 

U.S. (n = 121) 19.8 24 80.2 97 

         

 
A N/R, S, U 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 83.3 65 16.7 13 
13.33 1 < .001 0.259 

U.S. (n = 121) 58.7 71 41.3 50 
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Table 116.  (Survey question 59d) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers kept a written record of all comments made by 

a witness after a lineup. 

 
Never Rarely^ Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 5.1 4 2.6 2 10.3 8 11.5 9 70.5 55 
 

7.17 3 .067 0.190 
U.S. (n = 121) 7.4 9 7.4 9 10.7 13 21.5 26 52.9 64 

 

                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 
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Table 117.  (Survey question 59e) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers took a photograph of the lineup or stored the 

lineup photos in the case file. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 2.6 2 0.0 0 0.0 0 2.6 2 94.9 74 
 

Only described descriptively; 8 cells 

expected count < 5  U.S. (n = 121) 0.8 1 4.1 5 0.8 1 3.3 4 90.9 110 
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Table 118.  (Survey question 59f) Frequency with which Canadian and American officers video recorded lineup procedure and stored the 

tape as part of the case file. 

 
Never Rarely Sometimes Usually^ Always 

       % n % n % n % n % n 
 

2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 23.1 18 12.8 10 17.9 14 6.4 5 39.7 31 
 

27.93 3 < .0001 0.375 
U.S. (n = 121) 51.2 62 20.7 25 12.4 15 4.1 5 11.6 14 

 
                ^= Column collapsed because expected value < 5 

           
 

Post-hoc Analyses: 78 121 
      

 
N R, S, U/A 

      % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 23.1 18 76.9 60 
15.65 1 < .0001 0.280 

U.S. (n = 121) 51.2 62 48.8 59 

         

 
R N, S, U/A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 12.8 10 87.2 68 
2.01 1 .156 0.101 

U.S. (n = 121) 20.7 25 79.3 96 
  

    
    

 
S N, R, U/A 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 17.9 14 82.1 64 
1.17 1 .279 0.077 

U.S. (n = 121) 12.4 15 87.6 106 

         

 
U/A N, R, S 

    
  % n % n 2 df p Cramer's V 

Canada (n = 78) 46.2 36 53.8 42 
21.99 1 < .0001 0.332 

U.S. (n = 121) 15.7 19 84.3 102 
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Figure 2. Year in which Canadian and American officers reported first using the sequential lineup. 
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Chapter 6 

General Discussion 

The goals of this dissertation were to provide a snapshot of current police identification 

procedures in Canada and the U.S. and to survey officers in both countries at the same time in order to 

make between-country comparisons.  Previous surveys regarding police identification procedures are now 

outdated, cannot be generalized within countries, and cannot be compared between countries.  

Additionally, the impact of recent policy recommendations on police procedure cannot be determined 

from existing surveys because the data from previous surveys was collected prior to their issuance 

(Wogalter et al., 2006), or between the release of two policy documents (Beaudry & Lindsay, 2006). The 

current survey represents a useful update in the literature given that data was collected from Canadian and 

American officers at the same time and was collected after the release of all policy recommendations. 

Limitations 

 Caution in interpretation of the results is necessary.  While it was impossible to determine an 

exact response rate, it was clearly low given the number of invitations sent out.  And, as is endemic to 

survey research in general, the impact of response rate and self-selection applies here.  That is, there may 

be differences between the officers who responded to the survey versus those who did not that could 

impact the results.  It could be the case that Chiefs who were particularly interested in identification issues 

and thought they were important were more likely to have officers under their command complete the 

survey, or individual officers sharing such values may have been more likely to complete the survey.  

Arguably, such officers might be more apt to pay attention to procedural recommendations and try to 

follow them, and therefore the officers responding to this survey may have been most likely to follow 

procedure.  Yet there was immense variability in reported procedures and officers did not always report 

following best-practice recommendations.  This would imply that the picture painted by the current data is 

an overly positive one and that recommended procedures are even less likely to be used than reported 

here.  
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 The survey respondents represent a diverse range of officers in terms of geographical location, 

populations of areas served, and experience.  But while the sample is clearly diverse, the response rate 

and recruitment strategy also merit caution regarding the representativeness of the sample, and therefore 

how widely the results may generalize.   

Despite the efforts we made in recruiting, this sample is not representative, randomly drawn, or 

drawn equally by jurisdiction or population base. As of 2009, the U.S. had 706 886 officers and Canada 

had 67 243 officers (“Full-time law enforcement employees by state, 2009,” n.d.; “Police officers by 

province and territory,” n.d.; note that these are the sources for the proportions in the rest of this 

paragraph). We could not find information regarding how many of these officers were involved in 

identification procedures, but regardless, our sample is unlikely to be representative of the populations.  

All states and provinces were not represented and those that were did not always contribute data either 

equally or proportionally to population.  Some provincial/state proportions were fairly closely matched 

between our sample and the population, such as the state of Illinois, which comprised 6.0% of our sample 

and 5.1% of all officers in the U.S.  However, some provinces/states were underrepresented in our sample 

(e.g., 38.0% of all officers in Canada were from Ontario but they only comprised 15.4% of our Canadian 

sample) and some were overrepresented (e.g., 20.5% of our Canadian respondents were from 

Newfoundland yet they comprised only 1.4% of all officers in Canada). 

Another limitation is that nesting is an issue in our data (e.g., if multiple officers responded from 

the same department, officers are nested within departments which are nested within states), but we are 

unable to address this issue statistically.  In order to assure participants of confidentiality, we did not ask 

for information that could potentially identify them, such as rank, department, gender, etc.  Even if we did 

have this information, we still would not have enough participants to be able to statistically control for the 

nesting.  However, we are in the same situation as all other surveys of police wherein nesting is an issue, 

but it is not possible to address – officers are always the unit of analysis.  It is undeniable that nesting 

exists and that it could be a significant source of noise in the data, but it is noise that we will have to 

accept since it cannot be dealt with given the avenues we have. 
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Unfortunately the ideal, or ‘best case’ survey methods could not be used in surveying police 

officers.  We had no authority to compel officers on either an individual or unit level to complete our 

survey, and if the person who did have such authority declined to have their officers participate, there was 

no recourse and there were no other officers to sample from that particular group.  For example, in 

response to the postal mail invitations, we received some letters from offices of the Chiefs of Police 

Services declining their officers’ participation in our survey.  Because it would have been inappropriate 

for us to then approach officers individually, officers from these police services could not be surveyed. 

 There are also concerns in survey research as to whether respondents will answer honestly or 

attempt to portray themselves in a favourable manner.  While certainly a possibility, as is clearly seen in 

our data officers are reporting conducting procedures in a variety of different ways, and in some cases are 

conducting procedures that go against policy guidelines. 

Additionally, for officers to respond in such a manner would mean that there is a particular 

response for each question that is clearly most favourable and that the officers were aware of what this 

response was.  Regarding the former assertion, there were many questions for which no national or 

research best-practice recommendations existed and therefore there was no clearly ‘most favourable’ 

answer.  Regarding the latter assertion, in cases where best practice recommendations existed, it is not 

clear that officers were even aware of such recommendations (as discussed in Chapter 3), or that they 

were regularly modifying their responses even if they were.  As noted in Chapters 2, 3, and 4, there was 

immense variability in procedure both within and between countries, and even when large proportions of 

officers reported using procedures that were in line with research and policy recommendations, large 

proportions were not.   

We also provided officers with only closed-ended response options (e.g., NRSUA scale, ‘select 

all that apply,’ yes/no, percentage estimates, etc.).  The data presented in this paper represents only a 

small portion of the full survey which comprised 90 questions with sub-questions.  We realize that we 

sacrificed some of the more fine-grained type of information we might have gotten in providing open-
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ended response options, however, we chose a method that would allow us to ask more questions on a 

variety of topics, albeit at a more coarse-grained level. 

Other issues with usage of the NRSUA scale are its reliability and the impact of base rates on the 

ratings.  The reliability of officers’ responses cannot be addressed as we could not re-contact officers (and 

likely would not have given how difficult it was to attain the sample).  The officers’ base rates could also 

have impacted their responses.  For example, if an officer administered only one lineup, they would likely 

be selecting either ‘Never’ or ‘Always’ for all of their responses.  On the other hand, if another officer 

had administered 100 lineups and 90 of those lineups were administered a particular way, they would 

likely be selecting ‘Usually.’  Unfortunately, the impact of scale reliability and the impact of base rates 

could not be addressed, but as with other limitations discussed, these issues have not been addressed by 

other researchers using a similar scale when surveying police officers (e.g., Kassin et al., 2007). 

Other researchers who have surveyed police officers note many of the same limitations we do 

here regarding the ability to generalize results (e.g., Beaudry & Lindsay, 2006; Cochrane, Tett, & 

Vandecreek, 2003; Dysart & Strange, 2012; Kassin et al., 2007; and Wogalter et al., 2004), and our 

sampling strategy and resultant sample size compare favourably to other surveys of police officers.  

Cochrane et al. and Wogalter et al. achieved samples of 155 and 220 (respectively) via mailing surveys to 

U.S. police departments, Dysart and Strange recruited 63 officers through police e-mail listservs, Beaudry 

and Lindsay’s sample of 82 officers were recruited when the officers attended an eyewitness 

identification conference, and Kassin et al. recruited 631 officers through known contacts in 16 U.S. 

police departments and customs offices in two Canadian provinces.  Police officers are an extremely 

difficult population to sample and our hope is that the information in our survey will stimulate other 

researchers to delve further and collect a bigger sample in the future. 

If We Knew Then… 

 As stated in the preface, this survey ended up being something entirely different (international 

survey) than what it was initially intended to be (informal answers from a couple officers to answer a 

possible defence question).  Also as stated, had we intended to do an international survey of identification 
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procedures from the start, and had we further time and resources to make changes, the survey would have 

turned out differently.  Additionally, there were certainly things learned throughout the experience of 

conducting this survey that, in retrospect, would change any future survey research we conducted. 

Software. This survey could not have been conducted without the generosity of the programmer, 

Mike, and the software company, Snap Surveys, in designing and hosting this survey.  As discussed in the 

preface, the survey development got to a point where we could not reasonably ask Mike to make any 

further changes to the survey and we had to launch the survey as it was.  This lack of control over being 

able to make changes to the study is something that would be different if we were to conduct this study 

now.  Many powerful and user-friendly online software programs now exist to allow researchers to 

conduct online research without the need for programming skills, e.g., we are currently using Qualtrics 

survey software to conduct other research.  

Survey Design.  When designing the survey questions, we opted to use the NRSUA scale to 

allow officers to respond quickly to a greater number of questions.  However, for the reasons discussed in 

Chapter 2, this type of question design necessitated the usage of non-parametric statistics.  If designing a 

similar survey, we would look at other options for question responses in order to allow for usage of 

parametric statistics.  However, this strategy may not preclude the necessity for non-parametric statistics 

entirely.  One reason non-parametric statistics were chosen was due to the frequent and multiple 

assumption violations of most parametric statistics (e.g., normality and homogeneity of variance 

assumptions were regularly violated). Similar violations likely would occur in in future samples 

regardless of how the data were collected. 

Despite a period of pretesting in which the survey questions were reviewed by multiple lab 

members, an Ontario Provincial Police officer, and the RCMP, during data analysis a few errors were 

spotted and some question wording would also change to correct for small typos, punctuation issues, and 

ambiguity in the wording of some questions.  For example, in Chapter 5, we endeavoured to find out how 

frequently officers employed multiple suspect lineups, but the wording of the question (49b) could have 
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reasonably led to more than one interpretation of the question’s meaning, so we were unable to use the 

data.   

Skip logic was also employed extensively in order to provide a more user-friendly experience for 

the officers taking the survey.  If officers said they never used a procedure, they were not asked further 

questions about it.  While thorough pre-testing ensured the skip logic operated properly, it was not as 

streamlined as it could have been given the piecemeal nature in which questions were added to the survey 

as it grew from approximately 30 questions up to 90 questions.  Ideally, after arriving at the final set of 

questions we were going to use, the survey would have been completely reorganized in order to allow for 

more streamlined skip logic.  Even more ideally, we would have had the full set of questions fully 

developed prior to developing the online portion of the survey. 

Recruiting.  Knowing what we know now about recruiting police officers as survey respondents, 

we would employ a top-down approach in recruiting from the beginning, approaching individuals at the 

top of the command structure (e.g., Chiefs of Police) and asking them to have individual officers 

participate in our survey.  In organizations, such as policing, which have a clear command structure, 

Chiefs of Police have the power to tell officers below them to do things – and the officers do.  As well, as 

some officers e-mailed us to say, they could not, in fact, complete our survey without authorization from a 

commanding officer.    

We were ‘cold-calling’ almost all the officers we contacted about participating in our survey and 

initially sent e-mailed invitations because they were more cost-effective (i.e., free) then sending 

invitations letters through postal mail.  However, now we would opt to send invitations through postal 

mail from the start as we appeared to get much better response rates through this method.  It could be that 

the mailed invitations simply reached more of the intended targets than the e-mailed invitations, as 

opposed to being deemed as spam by an e-mail filter and/or an individual officer.  Or, even though we did 

e-mail letters that had the university letterhead (see Appendix C) it could be that having a postal letter on 

university letterhead made the request appear more official in some manner.  Whatever the reason, postal-

mailed letters to Chiefs of Police appeared more effective and would be our chosen recruitment method 
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now. Given that we would opt for a singular recruitment strategy of sending invitations through postal 

mail to Chiefs of Police, we would have sent all invitations out at the same time resulting in a tighter 

recruitment window. 

Comparison to Police Executive Research Forum (PERF; 2013) Survey 

After data collection and writing of this dissertation were completed, we became aware of 

a recent U.S. survey of identification procedures published by PERF (2013).  The PERF survey 

was conducted specifically to assess whether officers were adhering to the 1999 NIJ guidelines.  

Their sampling strategy resulted in what is likely to be the most representative sample of U.S. 

officers attainable within current means and methods.  A natural question is: how does the data 

from the U.S. respondents in our survey compare to the PERF survey? 

The data for our survey and the PERF survey were both collected after the release of the 

1999 NIJ guidelines, and both asked respondents questions regarding procedures over a one-year 

period.  While addressing the same basic issue of adherence to policy recommendations, there 

are some differences between our survey and the PERF survey (aside from the obvious 

difference of our Canadian respondents) that make them complementary, not redundant, surveys. 

 PERF’s respondents were individuals responding on behalf of their agency and questions 

were largely framed in terms of the agency (e.g., “Does your agency…”, “Who in your 

agency…”, “Which of the following does your agency…”) or in terms of training guidelines 

(e.g., “Our training includes the following general guidelines…”).  In contrast, our respondents 

(likely) included officers from the same departments and we asked officers how they had 

actually carried out their procedures.  The PERF survey asked respondents to indicate whether 

certain things were or were not done (which assumes procedures were always or never done in a 

particular manner by all officers in their departments), whereas we frequently asked officers to 

use the NRSUA scale to indicate the frequency with which they had used certain procedures.  
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The PERF survey also asked many questions we did not, and vice versa.  For example, they 

asked a greater number of, and more detailed questions regarding the training officers received in 

constructing and administering lineups.  We asked more detailed questions regarding adherence 

to specific aspects of the sequential lineup and asked several questions that would not only 

confirm but disconfirm whether officers were following policy recommendations.   

 That the results can be considered complementary is bolstered by the fact that on issues 

for which both surveys provide data, by and large the results are similar and the same 

conclusions are reached.  For example, the majority of respondents in both surveys used 6-person 

photo lineups that were non-blind and simultaneous. As well, 83.9% of PERF’s responding 

agencies reported that they provide an instruction to witnesses that the perpetrator may or may 

not be present; 85.1% of our American officers reported always giving such an instruction.  In 

another example, 61.8% of PERF’s responding agencies reported using showups and 68.3% of 

our American officers reported using showups, and while the mean number of showups used in 

the past year was different (30 versus 6.61, respectively), the medians were similar (5 versus 2, 

respectively). The one issue on which the conclusions were somewhat dissimilar was regarding 

filler selection.  The authors of the PERF survey concluded that officers were generally using a 

match-to-appearance strategy.  However, they asked whether the filler selection strategy of 

respondents’ agencies was that fillers should fit the description of perpetrator, generally match 

the suspect’s appearance, or very closely match the suspect’s appearance.  As discussed 

previously, we asked about filler selection as it related to specific characteristics and concluded 

that while results may indicate officers were not following the filler selection guidelines, they 

could actually be interpreted as officers using a match-to-description/default values strategy 

based on the types of characteristics most often considered in filler selection. 
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Given that the two surveys are comparable on similar questions and that, while there is 

some overlap in questions asked there are still unique questions in both surveys, we contend that 

our survey and the PERF survey are complementary sources of information and that both offer 

unique and valuable information regarding police procedure. 

Major Finding and Future Directions 

 We found, not infrequently, sizable proportions of officers in both countries reporting that they 

‘Never’ or ‘Always’ used particular procedures.  Nearly every NRSUA question had all of the five 

possible responses selected, and even when there was strong consensus regarding a procedure, almost all 

response options were selected by at least one officer.  When asked to provide percentage estimates for 

how frequently they used certain procedures, the full range of responses was covered by officers within 

both countries. Because these issues were prevalent in all aspects of the survey, the most notable finding 

is the incredible amount of variability in police identification procedures both within and between 

countries.   

 Given this variability, we reiterate our sentiment in Chapter 3 regarding the need to standardize 

identification procedures.  Since policy recommendations issued at the national level do not appear to 

have resulted in standardization of identification procedures, it may be the case that policy mandates are 

the only way to achieve standardized police practices.  The Home Office in the U.K., which issues 

memoranda of best practice regarding procedure that officers are required to follow, is a system that is 

feasible within Canada due to the structure of our Criminal Code, however, would not be possible at a 

national level within the U.S. due to differences in the structure of their legal system.  

 There is also a strong need for clarity in policy writing and for proper training materials to 

accompany policy recommendations (or directives).  Officers cannot reasonably be expected to 

implement procedures in a standardized manner for which vague instructions exist and for which there is 

no standardized training. 
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 We also recommend regular assessment of the degree to which policy guidelines and/or directives 

are followed. Researchers have no ability to compel responses, but should a system such as the Home 

Office memoranda of best practices be implemented, it would be useful to include some method for 

regular assessment of procedures with mandatory participation within that framework.  This would help 

ensure a representative sample and generalizability of results as well as encourage compliance with 

guidelines. 

General Comments 

 The potential uses for this survey data are rich.  Some of the procedures officers reported using 

have never been experimentally tested, and as such, their impact on witness accuracy has not been 

investigated and warrants exploration.  Some officers reported using procedures that went against the 

policy recommendations in their respective countries, so the reasons for the lack of implementation are 

imperative to discover and correct.  
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Appendix A – Web Version of Survey 
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81. If usage of showups is not recorded, which of the following are reasons why not? 

 Not recommended or required by department 

 Not required by law 

 Too much work to record every showup – there are just too many showups 

 It is the customary procedure not to record 
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Appendix B – Invitation Letter to Officers 

We are Rod Lindsay (Ph.D.) and Michelle Bertrand (M.A.), Canadian researchers from Queen’s 

University in Kingston, Ontario. We are performing a study of Identification Procedures of Law 

Enforcement Agencies Around the World. We are contacting police agencies via e-mail and asking if they 

would be willing to have officers familiar with their identification procedures complete an online survey 

describing these procedures.  

 

All that is required is that police officers with recent experience (i.e., the last 12 months) in the 

establishment or use of photo, physical, or video line-ups log on to the web address provided and 

complete the survey.  While the number of required respondents is somewhat flexible, a greater number 

of respondents will result in more meaningful findings. 

 

During development of the survey, we consulted with an Ontario officer to avoid unclear, inappropriate, 

irrelevant, and/or offensive questions as perceived by an officer.  Additionally, Canada’s federal police 

service, the RCMP, examined the survey and agreed to distribute it to their officers with relevant 

identification experience. 

 

The total time to complete the survey should be about 30 minutes.  The web address is: 

 

http://snaponline.snapsurveys.com/surveylogin.asp?k=119635701848 

 

Participation obviously is voluntary. Our Ethics Board requires that we state the risks involved in this 

research. To our knowledge, there are no risks. Although we hope to publish the results of the survey, all 

data will be reported only as aggregate data across many departments (e.g., entire provinces/states or 

countries); indeed, no data will be retained that identifies individual departments and none will be 

collected that would identify the individual officers who completed the survey. 

 

Should you have any questions about the research or us, please feel free to contact any or all of the 

following: 

  

Dr. Rod Lindsay 

Professor, Department of Psychology 

Queen’s University 

e-mail: rod.lindsay@queensu.ca 

Website: http://psyc.queensu.ca/psyc_people_06/faculty_pages06/lindsay.html 

 

 Dr. Vern Quinsey 

Head, Department of Psychology 

Queen’s University 

e-mail: psychead@queensu.ca 

  

Dr. Steve Leighton 

Chair, General Research Ethics Board  

Queen’s University 

e-mail: chair.GREB@queensu.ca 

 

 

 

 

http://snaponline.snapsurveys.com/surveylogin.asp?k=119635701848
mailto:lindsay@queensu.ca
http://psyc.queensu.ca/psyc_people_06/faculty_pages06/lindsay.html
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Appendix C – Invitation Letter to Chiefs 

Note: this letter was sent on university letterhead 
 

Dear Chief ____________, 
 

I am writing to you in your capacity as Chief of Police.  My name is Michelle Bertrand and I am a Ph.D. 

Candidate at Queen’s University in Ontario, Canada working under the supervision of Dr. Rod Lindsay, 

one of the leading experts in Eyewitness Identification issues.  Dr. Lindsay was part of the Technical 

Working Group (U.S. National Institute of Justice) that developed a guide on eyewitness evidence for law 

enforcement.  In addition, he has given many seminars and workshops to Canadian police, prosecutors, 

and judges on eyewitness identification issues.  He also has extensive experience testifying and consulting 

as an expert witness on eyewitness identification issues, the United Nations war crimes (genocide) trials 

for Rwanda being a notable example.  If you would like further details on Dr. Lindsay’s qualifications, 

you can consult his C.V. here: http://psyc.queensu.ca/psyc_people_06/faculty_pages06/lindsay_cv.pdf 

 

Dr. Lindsay and I are conducting a survey of identification procedures of law enforcement agencies in the 

English-speaking world. To this end, we are contacting police agencies and organizations around the 

world and asking if they would be willing to have officers who have been involved in constructing and/or 

conducting identification procedures in the preceding 12 months complete an online survey about these 

procedures.  You may have previously received an e-mail about this survey.  If so, and if you have 

already sent this to your officers, please consider helping us further.  The reason we are now mailing 

letters is that the response rate has not been large enough to let us do meaningful analyses comparing 

across provinces, states, and countries, which is one of our primary objectives.  We are hoping that this 

contact will encourage organizations who have not participated to do so, and for those organizations who 

have participated, to encourage more of their officers to participate.   

 

While we would appreciate at least one officer in your department completing the survey, having as many 

officers with the necessary experience as possible complete the survey will result in much more 

meaningful findings.  Please note, individual officers who have already participated should not do so 

again. 

 

During development of the survey, we consulted with an officer of the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) to 

ensure the clarity and relevancy of the questions.  Additionally, the RCMP were provided with the survey, 

examined it, and agreed to distribute it internally to their officers.   The survey is currently running and 

we have already had officers in Canada, the U. S., Australia, the U. K., Malta, and Bermuda complete it.  

On average, officers who have completed the survey have taken around 25 minutes to do so. 

 

I am writing to inquire whether you would send an invitation to complete the survey to officers in your 

department.  One of our goals in doing this survey is to make it the most comprehensive survey available 

in terms of both the numbers of officers and countries who participate, something that cannot be 

accomplished unless we get a very large number of officers to complete the survey.  To this end, we 

would appreciate as many officers as possible completing this survey, though we would be grateful for 

even a single officer taking the time to do so. 

 

I have attached an invitation to the survey that you can send out to your officers, and which contains 

information that might be useful for you in deciding whether the survey is appropriate to send to your 

officers.  It includes further details on Dr. Lindsay and a link to his C.V., answers to frequently asked 

questions that have been received from other officers, and a link to the survey, which I invite you to 

examine for yourself.  If you require an electronic copy of this document, please contact me at the e-mail 

address below and I will send you one. 
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If you have any further questions regarding the survey, you can contact either myself 

(lineups@queensu.ca) or Dr. Lindsay (rod.lindsay@queensu.ca) through e-mail.  Alternatively, if you 

prefer to speak on the phone, please e-mail either of us to arrange a time to talk.  Thank you for your 

assistance. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Michelle Bertrand, M. A. 

Ph.D. Candidate, Social-Personality Program 

Legal Studies Lab 

Queen’s University 

Canada 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:lineups@queensu.ca
mailto:rod.lindsay@queensu.ca
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Appendix D – Survey FAQ 

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 

 

We are Rod Lindsay (Ph.D.) and Michelle Bertrand (M.A.), Canadian researchers from Queen’s 

University in Kingston, Ontario. We are performing a study of Identification Procedures of Law 

Enforcement Agencies Around the World. We are contacting police agencies and asking if they would be 

willing to have officers who are involved in identification procedures complete an online survey 

describing these procedures.  

 

We would like to provide you with the answers to several commonly asked questions about the 

researchers and the goals of the survey. 

   

Who is Rod Lindsay? I am a professor of psychology at Queen’s University who has been studying 

eyewitness identification issues for about 30 years and has published numerous papers on the topic. I have 

been involved in the training of police, prosecutors, and judges in Canada. You may view my C.V. online 

at: http://psyc.queensu.ca/psyc_people_06/faculty_pages06/lindsay_cv.pdf 

  

About the survey:  

  

1. Purpose. The purpose is to provide an indication of the diversity of identification procedures currently 

in use. We also will examine a large number of more specific possibilities, a few of which are provided 

for illustration:  

 

A) In Canada alone we know that lineup size varies from 5 to 12 members across the country.  By asking 

about lineup size and recording of witness confidence, we can see if those who use larger lineups are less 

concerned about the confidence of the witness.  

 

B) There has been lengthy discussion in the research literature on how lineups could be constructed with 

the two major approaches being to select as lineup fillers (foils, distracters, etc.) either people who closely 

resemble the suspect or alternatively people who match the description of the criminal as provided by the 

witness. The survey will help us to determine the frequency of use of each of these strategies and the 

possible use of other approaches.  

 

C)  Another topic in the research has been the use of sequential lineups (presenting one person at a time). 

A survey conducted about 15 years ago indicated that about 10% of American lineups were presented 

sequentially while a more recent (2004) survey of Canadian lineups indicates that about 50% are 

sequential. Is this a Canada versus U.S. difference? Is this a difference over time?  

 

These are but a few of the questions we can address with the survey results. 

  

2. Not the purpose of the survey. Our purpose definitely is not to evaluate or criticize. Individual 

officers and police services will not be identified in any way in the research reports. 

  

3. Development of the survey. Starting from a much smaller survey conducted a few years ago with 

officers in Ontario (Canada), we greatly expanded the questions asked and sample we hope to reach. The 

current survey was worked up with the assistance of an experienced officer of the Ontario Provincial 

Police. We approached the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) and they assisted further and have 

distributed the invitation to participate to their members. They volunteered to do so after examining the 

survey, so the RCMP clearly feel the survey is reasonable. 

  

http://psyc.queensu.ca/psyc_people_06/faculty_pages06/lindsay_cv.pdf
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4. Can we see the survey? Certainly, you are welcome to examine the survey.    

PLEASE NOTE: Because this is the active link to the survey, in order to move on to another question 

you will have to select answers to the questions.  If you are looking at the survey in order to evaluate it 

and are selecting options only to move on to subsequent questions, we ask that you do not click on the 

‘submit’ button at the end of the survey as clicking the ‘submit’ button will record your answers.   

ALSO NOTE: Some officers have had problems accessing the survey when it is typed directly into their 

address bar, even if the link has been typed correctly.  If required, please e-mail me at 

lineups@queensu.ca and I can e-mail a clickable link to you. 

Here is the link to the survey: 

http://snaponline.snapsurveys.com/surveylogin.asp?k=128689363799 

 

5. Who should participate? The survey is relevant only to officers who have constructed (prepared) 

and/or administered identification procedures in the preceding 12 months. All you would need to do is 

provide your officers with the above link to the survey. While we would appreciate at least one officer in 

your department completing the survey, having as many officers with the necessary experience as 

possible complete the survey will result in much more meaningful findings. 

 

6. How long does it take? Officers who have already completed the survey have taken about 25 minutes 

on average, half took 21 minutes or less. However, it could be somewhat longer for officers who have 

heavy involvement in identification. 

 

7. Are there irrelevant questions? The survey is self-editing; that is, broad questions are asked first and 

further questions are asked only about relevant items. For example, an early question is whether an officer 

constructs lineups, administers lineups, or both. If the officer does only one of these tasks, the survey 

automatically skips all questions related to the other task. This helps to obtain the maximum amount of 

information with the least demands on the time of respondents. 

 

Participation in the survey is obviously voluntary. Our Ethics Board requires that we state the risks 

involved in this research. To our knowledge, there are no risks. Although we hope to publish the results of 

the survey, all data will be reported only as aggregate data across many departments (e.g., entire 

provinces/states or countries); indeed, no data will be retained that identifies individual departments and 

none will be collected that would identify the individual officers who completed the survey. 

 

Should you have any questions about the research or us, please feel free to contact: 

  

Michelle Bertrand, M.A. 

Doctoral Candidate, Social-Personality Psychology 

Department of Psychology 

Queen’s University 

e-mail: lineups@queensu.ca 

 

Should you have any complaints or concerns about the research, please feel free to contact Dr. Lindsay at: 

 

Dr. Rod Lindsay 

Professor, Department of Psychology 

Queen’s University 

e-mail: rod.lindsay@queensu.ca 

mailto:lineups@queensu.ca
http://snaponline.snapsurveys.com/surveylogin.asp?k=128689363799
mailto:lineups@queensu.ca
mailto:lindsay@queensu.ca
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Website: http://www.queensu.ca/psychology/People/Faculty/Roderick-Lindsay.html 

 

If you are not satisfied with Dr. Lindsay’s response to your concerns, you may contact: 

 

Dr. Kevin Munhall 

Acting Head, Department of Psychology 

Queen’s University 

e-mail: psychead@queensu.ca 

  

Dr. Joan Stevenson 

Chair, General Research Ethics Board  

Queen’s University 

e-mail: chair.GREB@queensu.ca 

 
 
 

 


