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�or several decades, social scientists have investigated variables that can in�uence the accuracy of eyewitnesses’ identi�cations.
is research has been fruitful and led to many recommendations to improve lineup procedures. Arguably, the most crucial reform
social scientists advocate is double-blind lineup administration: lineups should be administered by a person who does not know
the identity of the suspect. In this paper, we brie�y review the classic research on expectancy e�ects that underlies this procedural
recommendation. en, we discuss the eyewitness research, illustrating three routes by which lineup administrators’ expectations
can bias eyewitness identi�cation evidence: e�ects on eyewitnesses’ identi�cation decisions, e�ects on eyewitnesses’ identi�cation
con�dence, and e�ects on administrator records of the lineup procedure. �inally, we discuss the extent to which double-blind
lineup administration has been adopted among police jurisdictions in the United States and address common concerns about
implementing a double-blind standard.

1. Introduction

In April of 1980, 16-year-old Mario Hamilton was shot in the
neck and killed in Brooklyn, New York. omas Charle-
magne, 14, witnessed the shooting and ran to tell Mario’s
15-year-old brother, Martell. e two boys went to the
police station where they were questioned separately for
over six hours. Charlemagne told the police he had seen a
young man named Colin Warner, 18, shooting Mario and
then �ees the scene in a car driven by a 15-year-old boy
named Norman Simmonds. Police showed a photo lineup
that contained Warner to Martell. When he did not make
an identi�cation, officers presentedWarner’s photo alone and
pressured Martell to identify him. Although Martell did not
see the shooting �rst-hand, he eventually ceded to police
suggestion and stated that he may have seen Warner near
the scene of the crime, an identi�cation that was used to
secure Warner’s indictment and conviction in May of 1982.
Warner maintained his innocence, and in 1991, Simmonds
signed an affidavit indicating that he alonewas responsible for
the murder of Mario Hamilton. ColinWarner was eventually

exonerated in 2001 aer spending almost 20 years in prison
for a crime he did not commit [1, 2].

Unfortunately, cases like that of Colin Warner are not
uncommon. e advent of DNA testing has shed some
light on the frequency with which mistaken eyewitness
identi�cations and wrongful convictions can occur. Recent
analyses indicate that mistaken eyewitness identi�cations are
a primary cause of wrongful conviction, associated with 43%
of the nearly 900 documented wrongful convictions in the
National Registry of Exonerations [1], and over 75% of the
nearly 300 DNA exonerations by the Innocence Project [3].
ese �gures, however, likely represent only the tip of the
iceberg of the overall problem of wrongful convictions [4].
Sensational media coverage of wrongful conviction cases
(e.g., the recent postexecution exoneration of Carlos DeLuna
in Texas) as well as the popularity of television crime dramas
like Law andOrder andCSI have brought these issues into the
public interest, and many in the criminal justice system have
turned to social science research regarding the reliability of
eyewitness identi�cation evidence to further understand the
causes and potential remedies of mistaken identi�cations.
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Eyewitness lineups are a common investigative tool used
to ascertain if a suspect is guilty of a given crime. Witnesses
to a crime are presented with an array of faces (either using
photos or in person) and asked whether they recognize
the perpetrator from among the presented faces. Witnesses’
identi�cations of suspects from lineups are very in�uential.
ey are usually interpreted as evidence of the suspect’s
guilt and oen result in indictment and conviction of the
identi�ed suspect [4]. However, social scientists have been
questioning the reliability of eyewitness identi�cations and
reports since as far back as the turn of the 20th century
(e.g., [5–13]). Research on eyewitness identi�cations and
testimony has developed quickly over the last several decades.
Bymanipulating variables in the context of eyewitness exper-
iments (see [14]), social scientists have identi�ed numer-
ous aspects of lineup procedures that can unduly in�u-
ence witness identi�cation behavior, as well as procedural
reforms that can yield more diagnostic identi�cations (e.g.,
unbiased lineup instructions, sequential photo presentation
[15–17]). Although some of these reforms have garnered
some controversy (e.g., [18–20]), social scientists have been
virtually unanimous regarding their recommendation of one
procedural reform that virtually eliminates the potential for
the administrator suggestiveness that appears to have played
a large role in obtaining the lineup identi�cation of Colin
Warner and his subsequent wrongful conviction: double-
blind lineup administration [15, 21].

2. Applying Social Science Research to
Eyewitness Lineups

Typically, a person who knows the identity of a suspect (e.g.,
investigating detective) administers a lineup to an eyewitness
(i.e., single-blind administration [17]). Originally proposed
over twenty years ago [22], the double-blind lineup recom-
mendation is simple: the person who administers a lineup
to a witness should not know the identity of the suspect.
Although empirical research directly examining administra-
tor blindness would not begin to develop until several years
later, the recommendation was based on decades of social
psychological research regarding experimenter expectancy
effects.

3. Social Psychological Research on
Expectancy Effects

Expectancy effects refer to the phenomenon whereby one’s
beliefs or expectations about another person elicit behavioral
con�rmation of those initial beliefs (self-ful�lling prophecy
[23, 24]). at is, one may unintentionally behave in such
a way that causes another person to behave in accordance
with one’s expectations, oen resulting in a strengthening of
one’s initial beliefs (irrespective of their objective veracity).
Such an effect in the context of empirical research could be
disastrous, leading to the unwitting contamination of data
and perpetuation of false conclusions. e �rst evidence for
expectancy effects in the context of a laboratory experiment
was discovered accidentally. While collecting data for his

dissertation, Robert Rosenthal realized hemay have uninten-
tionally in�uenced his participants to behave in accordance
with his research hypothesis [25]. To examine this possibility,
he then conducted a series of experiments examining if
and how an experimenter’s expectations can in�uence the
outcome of a study. In the �rst experimental examination
of experimenter expectancy effects, Rosenthal and Fode [26]
asked student experimenters to conduct an experiment on
social judgments of facial appearance and try to replicate
a “well-established” �nding. All experimenters were given
strict instructions on how to conduct the study. However, half
of the experimenterswere led to believe that their participants
would view the presented faces as “successful,” whereas the
other half were led to believe that their participants would
view the presented faces as “unsuccessful.” Student exper-
imenters then collected data from independent groups of
research participants. e results showed that experimenters
expecting to receive higher ratings of “success” obtained
signi�cantly higher success ratings than those experimenters
expecting to receive lower ratings. Experimenters’ expecta-
tions in�uenced the data they obtained from their studies.
Follow-up studies of experimenter expectancy effects yielded
similar �ndings [27, 28].

Hundreds of experiments have since demonstrated that
experimenters’ expectations regarding the outcome of their
study can in�uence the data they obtain [24, 25]. e effects
even generalize to research conducted with nonhuman par-
ticipants (e.g., rats [29, 30]). Experimenter expectancy effects
are not con�ned to the laboratory. Rather, expectations
in�uence behavior and data in a wide variety of contexts.
For example, expectancy effects were found to in�uence
children’s academic development in what is now widely
known as the Pygmalion Experiment [31, 32]. Children at an
elementary school completed an intelligence test that was dis-
guised as a test predicting intellectual “blooming.” Students
in each classroom were then randomly selected to form the
experimental condition. Teachers were given the names of
these students and were told that their test scores indicated
that they would show surprising intellectual gains over the
school year. In reality, the only difference between the two
groups was the teachers’ expectations for their performance.
At the end of the school year, all children were retested.
Children in the experimental group showed signi�cantly
greater intellectual gains than children in the control group.
is experiment was the �rst to show that expectancy effects
can in�uence others’ behavior in real-world situations. Other
experiments have demonstrated the contaminating effects of
expectations in such disparate contexts as medical research
[33, 34], the �nancial sector [35], and even juror decision-
making [36, 37].

Researchers can in�uence participants’ behaviors in
many ways (e.g., paralinguistic cues, body language, and
verbal reinforcement of desired responses [29]), and social
scientists have developed a number of options for limiting
the in�uence of researcher expectations via these routes
(e.g., standardization of research procedure via scripts or
computerization). One strategy that effectively eliminates
the in�uence of expectations is the use of double-blind
experimentation. In double-blind research, the researcher
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does not know the expected results of the study or does not
know which condition of an experiment is being tested at a
given time. As a result, he or she cannot engage in behaviors
that differentially contaminate data or in�uence participants’
behaviors in accordance with the research hypotheses. is
technique has become standard procedure in much social
science and medical research.

4. Eyewitness Lineups as Social
Psychology Experiments

Supporting Wells’s [22] recommendation, Wells and Luus
[38] illustrated how this crucial double-blind procedure
applies to eyewitness lineups by comparing a lineup task to
a social psychology experiment. Just as a researcher forms a
hypothesis and designs an experiment to test that hypothesis,
a detective believes he or she knows the perpetrator of the
given crime and asks an eyewitness to view a lineup to test that
belief. Consequently, the same factors that introduce bias into
social psychology experiments also introduce bias into lineup
tasks. Single-blind administration is one such procedure that
can bias lineup outcomes. Administrators who know the
identity of the suspect in a lineup may inadvertently steer
witnesses’ decisions in accordance with their hypothesis (i.e.,
that the suspect is the perpetrator of a given crime). For
example, if a witness is unable to choose between identifying
the suspect or a �ller (i.e., known innocent lineup member
used to “�ll out” a lineup), a single-blind administrator might
ask about how the suspect’s appearance matches the witness’s
memory, but not ask such questions regarding the �ller’s
appearance, cueing to the witness which lineup member he
or she should identify. Similarly, when considering a �ller
identi�cation, a single-blind administrator may encourage
witnesses to “take their time,” effectively discouraging them
from identifying the person they were considering. Single-
blind administration also opens the door to subtle in�uences
via the routes social scientists have identi�ed (e.g., nonverbal
behavior [29]); these systematic in�uences are not possible
with double-blind administration. It is important to note that
these in�uences are not necessarily intentional. �onetheless,
these processes are problematic, especially when an innocent
suspect is in the lineup. An innocent suspect, who is the focus
of a single-blind administrator’s attention, is at higher risk for
mistaken identi�cation from single-blind rather than double-
blind lineups
[15].

5. Lineup Administrator Blindness Effects in
Eyewitness Research

Although research on expectancy effects has provided strong
support for the recommendation of double-blind administra-
tion for several decades, social scientists have only relatively
recently begun investigating the in�uence of administrator
blindness on lineup outcomes directly. is research has
revealed three distinct routes by which lineup administrator
blindness may in�uence eyewitness identi�cation evidence.

�. Blindness Affects Eyewitness�s �denti�cations

Just as experimenters can steer their participants to behave in
accordance with their expectations [26], lineup administra-
tors may inadvertently steer witnesses to identify the suspect
in a lineup. In the �rst experimental investigation of these
potential lineup administrator blindness effects, Phillips et al.
[39] randomly assigned research participants to the roles
of lineup administrator and eyewitness. Witnesses viewed a
mock crime while administrators received training in lineup
presentation. Aerward, administrators presented to wit-
nesses two lineups that did not contain the perpetrators they
had witnessed (i.e., target-absent lineups). For one lineup,
administrators were informed of the (innocent) suspect’s
identity (i.e., single-blind administration), whereas for the
other lineup, they were not (i.e., double-blind administra-
tion). Administrators presented lineup photos either sequen-
tially or simultaneously (see [40]), with an experimenter
observer either present or absent. A signi�cant three-way
interaction (𝜂𝜂2 = .09) on false identi�cations emerged.
Single-blind administration (56%) increased false identi�-
cation rates of the innocent suspect (relative to double-
blind administration: 8%) from sequential lineups when an
observer was present. A similar investigation of adminis-
trator blindness using target-absent lineups presented either
sequentially or simultaneously yielded differing results [41]:
whereas false identi�cation rates did not differ as a function of
lineup type in double-blind conditions, witnesses in simulta-
neous (76%) conditions were more sensitive to administrator
steering toward the suspect (i.e., false identi�cation) relative
to those in sequential conditions (44%, 𝜙𝜙 = .16). Additionally,
a conceptually related study was aimed at investigating
administrator-witness contact (high versus low interaction)
using sequential and simultaneous, target-present and target-
absent lineups [42]. In high-contact conditions, administra-
tors sat very near to and in front of, or besidewitnesses during
the lineup task; in low-contact conditions, administrators sat
further away andbehindwitnesses during the lineup task.e
researchers found that witnesses’ identi�cations conformed
to administrators’ expectations most frequently when a high-
contact administrator administered a simultaneous lineup;
signi�cant effect si�es (𝜙𝜙) ranged from .15 to .18. Other
studies, however, have yielded null or inconsistent effects of
lineup administrator knowledge of eyewitness identi�cation
decisions (e.g., [43–47]).

Greathouse and Kovera [48] conducted an experiment
in an attempt to make sense of the disparate administrator
blindness effects. ey argued that, whereas research on
expectancy effects in other domains (e.g., education, animal
behavior) involved shaping the behavior of targets who
have the capacity to change their behaviors in expectancy-
consistent ways, lineup tasks involve targets whose behavior
(identi�cation decision) may or may not be susceptible to
in�uence. e witness’s metacognitive assessments (e.g., cer-
tainty, memory strength) moderate administrator in�uence.
For example, witnesses who are highly con�dent that the
perpetrator of a crime is not in the lineup will not likely
be in�uenced by a single-blind administrator’s steering to
identify the suspect because the suggestion is inconsistent
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with their memories. �ikewise, witnesses who con�dently
identify �llers will not be in�uenced. However, some wit-
nesses identify �llers (and suspects [49]) merely because they
are guessing and they are not con�dent in the quality of their
memory. ese witnesses are likely to be the ones who are
susceptible to administrator in�uence because they are more
capable of changing their behavior in expectancy-consistent
ways. As a result, Greathouse and Kovera hypothesized
that administrator blindness effects may only be observable
under conditions that promote eyewitness guessing (i.e.,
lower witnesses’ response criterion: simultaneous lineups,
biased instructions). Supporting their hypothesis, the results
of their experiment showed that single-blind administration
(60%) increased suspect identi�cations relative to double-
blind administration (32%) in both target-present and target-
absent arrays when the administrator used a simultaneous
lineup and biased lineup instructions. As a result, the overall
diagnosticity (Diagnosticity is a measure of the probability
that a classi�cation (suspect identi�cation or lineup re�ec-
tion) is accurate (see [50])) of eyewitnesses’ lineup choices
in single-blind conditions was only half of that obtained in
double-blind conditions. More recent studies have revealed
administrator blindness effects that are relatively consistent
with these results (e.g., [51–53]), and a recent meta-analysis
has con�rmed that single-blind/high-contact administration
yields higher rates of false identi�cations than double-
blind/low-contact administration [54].

It is conceivable that should police adopt the double-blind
administration procedure, the same double-blind adminis-
trator might present a lineup to multiple eyewitnesses in
the same case. Recent �ndings indicate that even double-
blind administrators may inadvertently use one eyewitnesses’
decision to in�uence another’s, despite possessing no knowl-
edge of the suspect’s identity. In one study, double-blind
participant administrators presented a target-absent lineup
to a confederate who made an identi�cation with either
high or low con�dence [55]. Aerward, those administrators
presented the same lineup to a participant witness. Witnesses
were more likely to make the same identi�cation decision as
the confederate when she made an identi�cation with low
con�dence (32%) than when she made an identi�cation with
high con�dence (16%). ese results were in the opposite
direction from the research hypothesis; they indicate, how-
ever, that administrators used the �rst witness’s decision to
in�uence the identi�cation of the second witness.

Research has yet to reveal any precise boundary con-
ditions for observing administrator blindness effects on
witnesses’ identi�cation decisions. Additionally, a recent
analysis shows that double-blind administration is associated
with a reduction in accurate identi�cations of suspects in
addition to a reduction in false identi�cations (see [54, 56]),
causing some to reconsider the double-blind administra-
tion recommendation. It should be noted, however, that
identi�cation decisions in double-blind conditions represent
witnesses’ behaviors without any speci�c in�uence from a
lineup administrator (e.g., a “baseline”). us, any signif-
icant deviation from these identi�cation rates in single-
blind conditions represents the in�uence of administrator
bias [16]. Increased false identi�cation rates suggest a clear

drawback of single-blind administration. However, increased
accurate identi�cations in single-blind conditions are also the
product of administrator in�uence and do not constitute a
bene�t of the suggestive procedure. Suspect identi�cations
made from single-blind lineups cannot be considered wholly
independent of administrators’ in�uence, and thus do not
satisfy the intended function of eyewitness identi�cation
evidence (i.e., independent veri�cation of a suspect’s guilt).
Although the use of double-blind administration does not
eliminate all sources of lineup bias (e.g., instruction bias, �ller
quality), it does ensure that at least one source of bias has been
eliminated from witnesses’ decisions.

Overall, this body of research indicates that single-blind
lineup administration can shi eyewitnesses’ identi�cation
decisions toward the suspect (whether innocent or guilty),
resulting in a decrease in decision diagnosticity. Double-
blind administration, however, does not shi witnesses’
decisions and consistently yields higher diagnosticity. Addi-
tionally, results from the investigations of administrators
who conduct multiple lineups suggest that the same double-
blind administrator should not be used for more than one
lineup for a particular suspect [55]. However, there has been
relatively little consistency in the conditions under which
blindness effects have been obtained, and there were no
published studies of administrator blindness effects using real
lineup administrators (cf. [18]). Future research should be
directed at pinpointing the boundary conditions of adminis-
trator blindness effects and establishing the external validity
of laboratory results (see [52, 57]).

7. Blindness Affects Eyewitnesses’
�denti�c�ti�n ��n�dence

Witnesses’ testimony regarding their identi�cations is very
powerful evidence at trial. Jurors tend to evaluate witnesses
relatively favorably, overall, and tend to equate con�dence
with identi�cation accuracy [58]. Indeed, current legal cri-
teria encourage �udges and �urors to consider con�dence
when evaluating eyewitness testimony (see [59]). In addition
to in�uencing witnesses’ identi�cations, a large body of
research has shown that comments made by a single-blind
administrator can have profound distorting effects onwitness
con�dence.

In the �rst study of what is now known as the postiden-
ti�cation feedback effect, Wells and �rad�eld [60] asked wit-
nesses to view a crime video and then make an identi�cation
from a target-absent lineup. Following the identi�cation, wit-
nesses received con�rming feedback (“Good, you identi�ed
the actual suspect”), discon�rming feedback (“Actually, the
suspect is number ___”), or no feedback. Feedback had dra-
matic effects on witnesses’ retrospective reports of testimony-
relevant variables (e.g., con�dence in their selections at
the time of the i�enti�cation; quality of their view of the
perpetrator at the time of the crime), which were rated on 7 pt
scales. Witnesses who received con�rming feedback reported
in�ated ratings on testimony-relevant variables relative to
the no-feedback group (average 𝑑𝑑 = .78), and those who
received discon�rming feedback reported de�ated ratings
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relative to the no-feedback group (average 𝑑𝑑 = −.29). at is,
con�rming feedback made witnesses appear more con�dent
and more credible (on prescribed criteria for evaluating
eyewitness evidence [59]), despite they all making incorrect
identi�cations. is effect is robust and has been replicated
numerous times (e.g., [61–63]). A recent meta-analysis also
indicates reliable, though smaller, effects of postidenti�cation
feedback on more “objective” retrospective measures, such as
witnesses’ reports of the length of time the perpetrator was in
view and their distance from the perpetrator [64]. (It is worth
noting, however, that in a recent examination of the locus of
postidenti�cation feedback effects, �ouglass et al. [65] failed
to �nd any signi�cant effects of feedback on objective self-
reportmeasures.), and this effect has been demonstratedwith
real-world eyewitnesses as well as laboratory participants
[66].

Although the in�uence of feedback provided by a single-
blind administrator is well documented, relatively little
research has directlymanipulated administrator expectations
or blindness to examine their effects on postidenti�cation
feedback and con�dence. �owever, some evidence does sug-
gest that administrator expectations can in�uence witnesses’
self-reported con�dence. In one study, witnesses viewed a
crime video and then made an identi�cation from a target-
absent lineup administered by another participant [67].
Experimenters manipulated administrators’ expectations by
telling them that different lineup members were the suspect
(i.e., some were told the suspect was number 5 in the lineup,
whereas others were told the suspect was a different num-
bered photo, or were not told anything). Results showed that
administrator expectations affected the con�dence witnesses
expressed in their identi�cations. �itnesses who selected a
lineupmember whom administrators believed to be a suspect
expressed higher con�dence on a 10 pt scale than those in
the control group (i.e., double-blind administration: 𝑑𝑑 =
2.17) as well as those who selected a member who admin-
istrators believed to be a �ller (average 𝑑𝑑 = 1.80), despite
all identi�cations being factually incorrect. ese results
suggest that expectations regarding a suspect’s identity can
lead administrators to offer spontaneous feedback regarding
witnesses’ identi�cation performance, which in turn affects
witnesses’ reports of identi�cation con�dence.

Researchers have recently examined the ability of double-
blind lineup administration to eliminate the postidenti�ca-
tion feedback effect [68]. In this study, witnesses viewed a
crime video and then made an identi�cation from either a
target-preset or target-absent lineup, which was presented by
a presumed single-blind or a presumed double-blind lineup
administrator. e experimenters manipulated whether the
witnesses believed the administrator knew the identity of the
perpetrator with an instruction and by altering whether the
administrator was present when the witness viewed the crime
video. Aerward, half of the administrators (both single-
and double-blind) offered a form of postidenti�cation feed-
back that is reassuring, but not identi�cation-speci�c and,
arguably, more closely approximates what real lineup admin-
istrators are likely to say to witnesses (i.e., “ank you. You
have been a really great witness.”). Results showed that, for
witnesses who made incorrect decisions, postidenti�cation

feedback in�ated retrospective reports (e.g., identi�cation
con�dence (see [60])) in presumed single-blind conditions
(multivariate 𝜂𝜂2𝑝𝑝 = .13), but not in presumed double-blind
conditions (multivariate 𝜂𝜂2𝑝𝑝 = .05). is interaction did not
emerge for witnesses who made correct decisions, indicating
that inaccurate witnesses may actually appear more credible
as a function of suggestive feedback than accurate witnesses
(see [21]). Overall, these results provide initial support for
the assertion that double-blind administration can eliminate
the postidenti�cation feedback effect, if witnesses are indeed
aware that the administrator does not know the identity of
the suspect in the lineup.

It is clear from this body of research that comments
made by a single-blind administrator can radically distort
witnesses’ reports on testimony-relevant variables. Although
it is impossible to prevent witnesses from receiving any
and all feedback on their decision (e.g., an indictment is a
form of implicit con�rming feedback), double-blind lineup
administrators can record purer measures of con�dence
because they are unable to provide any verbal or nonverbal
(dis)con�rmation that might in�uence witnesses’ reports
[67]. Additionally, any form of feedback, even feedback that
is not identi�cation-speci�c, can be damaging if the double-
blind technique is not employed and if witnesses are unaware
that the administrator does not know the suspect’s identity in
the lineup [68].

edistorting effects of single-blind administrators’ com-
ments have been �rmly established. is area of inquiry
might bene�tmost from investigations into two aspects of the
postidenti�cation feedback effect. First, researchers should
devote more attention to understanding the mechanism
that underlies the effect. One critical test of competing
mechanisms suggests that a cues-based conceptualization
may best account for the effect (see [69]); that is, witnesses
who lack strong internal cues to identi�cation accuracy (i.e.,
they have weak memories) may infer their identi�cation
con�dence based on cues from a lineup administrator’s com-
ments. Findings from such theoretically driven investigations
may have implications for many areas of the eyewitness
literature beyond merely the effects on witnesses’ retrospec-
tive reports (e.g., postevent suggestion and interviewing).
Secondly, social scientists should investigate the locus of the
postidenti�cation feedback effect in an effort to more fully
understand the range of variables on which witnesses’ reports
may be distorted by explicit or implicit feedback
[65].

8. Blindness Affects Administrators’ Records of
the Lineup Task

ree police jurisdictions in Illinois participated in a �eld
study on the effectiveness of sequential double-blind lineups,
conducted under the direction of general counsel for the
Chicago Police [18]. e results appeared to contradict
those of laboratory research regarding the superiority of the
sequential lineup (relative to the simultaneous lineup (see
[70])). A closer inspection of the research design used in
the �eld study reveals that the two variables of interest,
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lineup presentation (i.e., sequential or simultaneous) and
administrator blindness (i.e., single- or double-blind), were
confounded: sequential lineups were always administered by
a double-blind administrator, whereas simultaneous lineups
were always administered by a single-blind administrator.
e scienti�c community has virtually unanimously agreed
that this confound is a fatal �aw, preventing us from attribut-
ing the differences in eyewitnesses’ selections between the
two conditions to either lineup format or administrator
blindness (see [19, 20]).

e Illinois study did, however, yield some interesting
results. In a reanalysis of a subset of the data, Steblay [71]
found that the records of the lineup task differed between
the two conditions. Single-blind administrators were more
likely to record vague, third person accounts of wit-
nesses’ decisions, which obscure valuable information about
certainty (e.g., “the victim made a positive ID,” p. 6), whereas
double-blind administrators were more likely to record ver-
batim responses, which did not obscure this information
(e.g., “that’s her, she’s got gold teeth,” p. 6). Although these
differences may be attributable to differences in protocol
between the two conditions, they elucidate the possibility
that blindness can in�uence administrator records of lineup
outcomes. Social scientists have also speculated that adminis-
trators’ knowledge of suspects’ identitiesmay have in�uenced
administrators’ likelihood of distinguishing �ller identi�-
cations (known errors) from nonidenti�cations [57, 71].
Speci�cally, single-blind administrators may have been less
likely than double-blind administrators to record �ller iden-
ti�cations as positive identi�cations (which would discredit
a witness from future use), opting instead to mark their
decisions as no-choice responses (preserving the witness for
future use). Indeed, social science research regarding con�r-
mation bias shows that this is possible: expectations in�uence
the way that people interpret and weight expectancy-relevant
information (for a review, see [72]). Speci�cally, people have
a tendency to seek out and emphasize expectancy-consistent
information (i.e., suspect identi�cation) and overlook or
ignore expectancy-inconsistent information (i.e., �ller iden-
ti�cation).

Some evidence of this possibility in the eyewitness realm
was obtained in two archival analyses of real eyewitnesses
in California and Canada (see [73] and [74], resp.). When
analyzing the data, researchers had difficulty computing �ller
identi�cation rates because single-blind administrators fre-
quently recorded �ller identi�cations as nonidenti�cations.
e lack of experimental manipulation of administrator
blindness in these studies, however, prohibited inferring
a causal relationship between expectations and recording
decisions. Recent research attention has been directed at
addressing this shortcoming. In the �rst experimental test
of this relationship, single- and double-blind participants
administered a lineup to a confederate, who identi�ed either
the suspect or a �ller [75]. e results showed that single-
blind administrators were more likely to record suspect
selections (82%) and less likely to record �ller selections
(56.5%) as positive identi�cations compared to double-
blind administrators, who were not in�uenced by the wit-
ness’s selection (suspect: 69.8%; �ller: 76.2%). ese �ndings

provided empirical support for speculation regarding single-
blind administration suppressing �ller identi�cations [57,
71]. Also, these results may actually underestimate the size of
blindness effects on lineup records in the �eld. Administra-
tors were not given additional motivation to obtain suspect
identi�cations (e.g., monetary incentive [48]), and unlike
actual lineup administrators, they had no prior experience
with, or vested interest in the case. e motivational factors
present in real-world lineup situations may exaggerate the
differences obtained in this study. Although more research
is needed to establish the locus of this blindness effect (e.g.,
effects on completeness of lineup records) and its generality
(e.g., studies using actual lineup administrators), these �nd-
ings suggest that administrator blindness can in�uence the
record of lineup outcomes that is entered into evidence.

9. Adopting Double-Blind
Lineup Administration

Numerous jurisdictions in the United States and Europe have
begun to recognize the usefulness of double-blind adminis-
tration [16]. e Technical Working Group for Eyewitness
Evidence [76], an interdisciplinary committee convened by
former attorney general Janet Reno that included social sci-
entists, attorneys, and police officers, identi�ed double-blind
lineup administration as a procedure worth considering, but
fell short of including it among its formal recommendations.
Soon a�er, New Jersey was among the �rst to adopt an
entire package of lineup reforms, including double-blind
administration [77]; otherUnited States jurisdictions, includ-
ing the states of Wisconsin, Ohio, North Carolina, Texas,
and Connecticut, as well as the cities of Boston, Dallas,
and Denver, among others, have also made double-blind
lineup administration standard procedure. Double-blind
administration has also become a staple reform advocated
by legal organizations, such as the Innocence Project [78],
the American Bar Association [79], and the International
Association of Chiefs of Police [80], as well as research
societies (e.g., American Psychology-Law Society [17]).

Despite this progress, however, many law enforcement
offices are resistant to adopting the double-blind procedure,
and single-blind lineup administration remains standard
procedure in much of the United States. One of the more
widely cited reports re�ecting this sentiment is that of the
Illinois �eld study on sequential, double-blind lineups, which
contains a number of concerns regarding the adoption of
a double-blind lineup administration standard [18]. First, it
is stated that double-blind lineup administration would not
solve the issue of postidenti�cation feedback: a witness may
still receive feedback from an investigating detective when
he or she learns of the lineup outcome, and the progression
of a case through to prosecution suggests that the witness
identi�ed the suspect. Indeed, double-blind administration
cannot eliminate all sources of feedback. However, a double-
blind administrator can collect a con�dence statement from
witnesses before any sources of feedback distort their ret-
rospective reports (e.g., administrator verbal or nonverbal
cues [67]). Any subsequent expressions of con�dence, which
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may be distorted by feedback, can then be compared to this
initial, relatively unbiased con�dence record. Data suggest
that, under some circumstances, triers of fact can adjust their
legal judgments when presented with disparities between
witnesses’ initial and in-court expressions of con�dence (see
[81, 82]). us, though it does not eliminate all feedback
effects, double-blind administration can provide information
to help counteract feedback effects in court above and beyond
information gathered from single-blind lineups.

A second concern is that double-blind administration
may result in a loss of evidence. Because they have not estab-
lished rapport with witnesses, double-blind administrators
may not recognize a witness’s discomfort or fear and may
not be able to “allay the witness’s fear or reluctance to make
an identi�cation” [18, p. 57]. It should be noted, however,
that it is precisely that these types of ambiguous situations
in which expectancy effects are most powerful (see, e.g.,
[72, 83]). Single-blind administrators may be more likely
to interpret ambiguous behaviors as evidence of trepidation
and unintentionally cue witnesses to make identi�cations� a
double-blind administrator can offer comfort if such emo-
tions are perceived, but is unable to cue the witness to identify
a particular lineup member, preserving the independence
of the witnesses’ identi�cation from the administrators’
expectations. A related concern is that double-blind admin-
istrators’ lack of familiarity with case details may lead them
to miss witnesses’ utterances that could contain exculpatory
information (which should be disclosed to the defense). It
is unclear what types of exculpatory statements would be
undetectable by double-blind administrators. Nonetheless,
this concern can be addressed by instructing double-blind
administrators to record all statements a witness makes
during a lineup task. Indeed, double-blind administrators are
frequently directed to record all aspects of the identi�cation
procedure [71].

One major concern oen expressed is that double-
blind lineup administration would place too much strain on
police department resources [18]. For example, double-blind
administration may require that more officers be present in
the station instead of in the �eld and may entail a longer
delay before conducting a lineup task. Similarly, double-
blind administration may not always be feasible for police
jurisdictionswith a small number of employed officers, for big
cases with multiple witnesses, or for cases involving chronic
offenders who are repeatedly placed in lineups. ese types
of situations may in fact make double-blind administration
infeasible. Although the data on this issue are limited, it
appears that these types of problems would only in�uence
a minority of cases and officers would be able to follow a
double-blind administration standard most of the time. Data
from the New Jersey Attorney General survey on eyewitness
identi�cation practices (see Tables 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 in [18])
indicate that 77% of police departments (ranging from 2 to
2000 employees) report using double-blind administration
“in every case” or “in almost every case.” e data do not
directly speak to the reasons for noncompliance with the
double-blind standard, but they indicate that, overall, the
standard has been adopted in the vastmajority of cases. Addi-
tionally, it appears reasonable to construct lineup standards

in accordance with empirically supported “best practices,”
rather than based on special situations that may preclude
them.

An interesting concern voiced in the report resulting
from the Illinois �eld study is that not all lineups take
place in the police station, and that this trend will likely
escalate as technological advances allow officers to conduct
lineups electronically on portable devices [18]. Technological
advancements in the creation and conduct of lineups, how-
ever, do not necessarily eliminate the possibility of double-
blind lineup administration. Indeed, computerization of
lineups is a tool that social scientists frequently use to ensure
double-blind lineup administration in their experiments.
Additionally, in a recent American Judicature Society �eld
study on double-blind sequential and simultaneous lineups
[57], four participating police jurisdictions in four different
states administered double-blind lineups using laptop com-
puters and a streamlined soware program that recorded
pertinent case facts, witnesses’ identi�cation decisions, and
an audio �le containing the entire interaction between the
witness and administrator. It appears that such advancements
would actually enable double-blind administration rather
than prohibiting it. Moreover, the adoption of such programs
that can record audio of a lineup task would further address
previous concerns regarding evidence potentially “lost” from
double-blind administration by providing greater informa-
tion regarding the witnesses’ memories (see [84]).

Finally, one obstacle to the adoption of double-blind
administration is that, oen, police officers do not under-
stand the bene�ts of the reform. Indeed, research frequently
shows that people are not sensitive to the in�uence of admin-
istrator blindness on eyewitness identi�cation decisions (e.g.,
[85, 86]). People generally tend to trust eyewitnesses and
fail to adjust their evaluations downward when presented
with information that should reduce witness credibility (e.g.,
[87]). is, however, does not appear to be sufficient reason
for policy makers to resist the double-blind procedure.
Additionally, though some police may not fully appreciate
the bene�ts of the reform with respect to the reliability of
eyewitness evidence, many have acknowledged that adopting
double-blind administration would likely “reduce claims of
officer misconduct” [18, p. 57]. Rather than try to teach
legal actors to adjust their witness evaluations to account for
poor procedures aer they have happened, social scientists
and policy makers should work toward elevating the relia-
bility of eyewitness evidence to meet their expectations by
instating procedures that prevent errors and bias. Double-
blind administration is one procedure that, combined with
other advocated reforms (e.g., unbiased instructions), helps
to eliminate such bias.

ough additional research is necessary to fully explore
the intricacies of administrator blindness effects, overall, it
appears that the potential drawbacks to the adoption of
double-blind administration would be far outweighed by its
bene�ts and law enforcement jurisdictions should seek to
incorporate double-blind administration among its standard
lineup procedures. An absolute mandate that all lineups and
photoarrays are conducted by a double-blind administrator
does not seem to be appropriate as, certainly, situations
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may arise in which double-blind administration is not
feasible. Instead, interested policy makers can look toward
standards implemented by New Jersey [76] and Wisconsin
[88], which explicitly state that double-blind administration
is the preferred procedure, but recognize that it may not
always be a viable option: officers are instructed to administer
double-blind lineups whenever possible. Such policies begin
the process of instituting new standards and hold officers
accountable for deviating from best practices, while allowing
for the possibility of special circumstances that prevent
their use. Alternatively, jurisdictions could designate lineup
administrators within each department (see, e.g., Dallas).
Such a program would ensure that dedicated administrators
are always available and remain double-blind. Although insti-
tuting double-blind administration procedureswould require
law enforcement offices to train their lineup administrators,
numerous jurisdictions in the United States and Europe have
shown that it is possible (oen within a relatively short
window: 180 days in New Jersey) and have been pleased with
the results.

10. Conclusion

Taken together, social science research clearly demonstrates
that lineup administrators’ expectations unduly in�uence
eyewitness evidence via three routes: single-blind admin-
istration can (1) steer witnesses’ decisions toward suspect
identi�cations, (2) distort eyewitnesses’ retrospective reports
on testimony-relevant variables (such as identi�cation con-
�dence), and (3) alter the records of lineup outcomes. In
light of the criteria by which legal actors are encouraged to
evaluate eyewitness evidence (e.g., retrospective con�dence
[59]), single-blind administration can potentially increase
the risk for mistaken identi�cation and wrongful conviction
[21]. Double-blind lineup administration, a relatively easy
reform to implement, helps to guard against these risks by
ensuring that administrator expectations do not taint eyewit-
ness evidence. It is important that social scientists continue to
advocate that double-blind administration becomes standard
lineup procedure. Although this critical procedure cannot
wholly eliminate mistaken eyewitness identi�cations, it can
form the basis of other procedural reforms and help eliminate
miscarriages of justice that result from expectancy effects,
such as in the case of Colin Warner.
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