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Child eyewitnesses show a high false identification rate on target-absent (TA) lineups
despite good performance on target-present (TP) lineups. One explanation is that children
feel a social pressure to choose when presented with a TA lineup. We investigated whether
experimenter familiarity would reduce social pressure and improve accuracy on TA lineups.
Children (5–7 years, N¼ 120) watched a short video of a staged theft; 1–2 days later they
completed a TP or TA lineup with a familiar or unfamiliar experimenter. Experimenter
familiarity had an impact on lineup response in TA lineups only, with more correct ‘not
there’ and fewer ‘not sure’ responses when the children were familiar with the
experimenter. The results provide further evidence to support the social aspect of
eyewitness identification decisions in children and provide a possible strategy to improve
identification accuracy for those working with children in the criminal justice system.
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Children’s ability to act as a reliable eyewit-
ness has long been an area of scientific debate.
It is estimated that around a third of witnesses
are children (Memon et al., 2011), and it is
therefore imperative that we understand the
factors underlying reliable eyewitness identifi-
cation in children. One consistent finding from
the eyewitness literature is that children are as
accurate as adults when identifying a suspect
on a target-present (TP) lineup from five years
of age (Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1998), with only
some studies reporting age-related improve-
ments on TP lineups (Fitzgerald & Price,
2015; Keast et al., 2007). In contrast, a large
body of evidence shows a lack of age-related
improvement on target-absent (TA) lineups
with children showing a strong tendency to
make a false identification (for example, Beal

et al., 1995; Fitzgerald & Price, 2015; R. C.
Lindsay et al., 1997; Parker & Carranza, 1989;
Parker & Ryan, 1993; Pozzulo & Balfour,
2006). The same pattern has also been reported
using video as opposed to photo lineups
(Havard et al., 2012). It is therefore critically
important to identify the factors that influence
children’s eyewitness identification decisions
given the real-world implications of errone-
ously choosing someone when the target is not
present in the lineup. The present study sought
to examine the effects of two potentially
important factors – familiarity with the lineup
administrator and options for rejecting the
lineup. We investigated whether young chil-
dren would be more likely to correctly reject a
TA lineup with a familiar administrator and
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when more explicit options to reject the lineup
were available.

One of the most likely explanations for the
contrasting pattern of performance on TP and
TA lineups by children relates to the social
factors involved when children are presented
with a TA lineup (Brewer & Day, 2005;
Havard, 2014; Memon et al., 2003; Pozzulo
et al., 2012). It is argued that the act of present-
ing a lineup to an eyewitness indirectly sug-
gests that the target must be present and that,
as a result, child witnesses feel a strong social
pressure to choose someone from the lineup
(Beal et al., 1995; Ceci et al., 1987; Raskin &
Yuille, 1989). One aim of the current study
was therefore to examine whether social pres-
sure to choose would be reduced when chil-
dren were familiar with the person carrying
out the lineup procedure. If false identifica-
tions on TA lineups are reduced when the
lineup is administered by a familiar person,
then this result would lend further support to
the role of social factors in children’s eyewit-
ness identification errors.

Role of familiarity

Previous research has shown that the behav-
iour and characteristics of the interviewer can
influence the accuracy of children’s verbal
recall of an event. Evidence suggests that
young children are more accurate when inter-
viewed by their parents than by a stranger
(Flvush et al., 1991) and are less susceptible to
misleading questions when they are inter-
viewed by someone familiar to them (Jackson
& Crockenberg, 1998; Quas & Schaaf, 2002).
Bjorklund et al. (2000) found that 5–7-year-
olds (the age group used in the current study)
were more accurate when questioned a second
time by the same interviewer. However, Ricci
et al. (1996) found that 5-year-olds were less
accurate when questioned by their parent than
by an unfamiliar adult. Other researchers argue
that interviewer support plays a more import-
ant role in obtaining accurate information from
child witnesses than interviewer familiarity
and that children are less suggestible when

interviewed by someone supportive
(Brubacher et al., 2019; Davis & Bottoms,
2002). A supportive interviewer may therefore
help to reduce the implicit suggestibility expe-
rienced by children when presented with a TA
lineup and subsequently increase correct
rejections.

Evidence that children’s identification
decisions can be influenced by the social cues
and behaviour of the interviewer was found
when children aged 9–10 years made more
false identifications when the lineup adminis-
trator wore a police-like uniform than when
they wore casual clothing, while there was no
such effect on correct identifications from TP
lineups (Lowenstein et al., 2010). Rush et al.
(2014) found that having a supportive inter-
viewer (someone who was dressed casually,
introduced themselves, smiled and gave posi-
tive feedback) reduced false identifications in
7–8-year-olds and 12–14-year-olds who had
experienced high stress levels at the time of
encoding with no effect of interviewer on cor-
rect identifications in TP lineups. Taken
together, these results suggest that the percep-
tion of the lineup administrator as someone of
authority may lead to more false identifica-
tions and that children may be more willing to
indicate that they do not see the perpetrator
in the lineup to someone who is familiar to
them.

To our knowledge, only one study has
manipulated the familiarity of the lineup
administrator. Ricci et al. (1996) found that
5-year-old children were less accurate and
were more likely to change their answer when
lineups were administered by their parent than
by a stranger. The role of familiarity in
improving children’s eyewitness accuracy is
therefore unclear, and one of the aims of the
current study is to examine whether having the
lineup administered by a familiar person will
lead to an increase in correct rejections on TA
lineups. If this is the case, then this finding
would lend further support to the role of social
factors when accounting for children’s high
error rate on TA lineups.
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Lineup response options

In addition to investigating the role of famil-
iarity on lineup accuracy, the current study
also explores the options for children to reject
a lineup. One reason for the difference in
accuracy between children and adults on TA
lineups may be linked to the different task
demands of TA and TP lineups. In a TP
lineup, a child can point to their answer,
whereas a verbal response is required to reject
a TA lineup. Various studies have addressed
this difference in response requirements by
developing the TA lineup options to include a
salient option for children to point to when the
person is not there, such as a ‘not here’ card
(Beal et al., 1995), a ‘Mr Nobody’ card
(Davies et al., 1988) and more recently the
‘wildcard’, consisting of a silhouette with a
question mark superimposed on it. The wild-
card substantially increased correct rejection
rates on TA lineups with both 8–11-year-olds
(Zajac & Karageorge, 2009) and 5–7-year-
olds (Karageorge & Zajac, 2011) compared to
a standard TA lineup where children have to
verbalise their ‘not there’ response. Similar
beneficial effects have been found when a tree
was included in the lineup for children to
point to if they could not see the target
(Dunlevy & Cherryman, 2013) and when a
silhouetted mystery man was included in the
video lineup for children to select when they
could not see the target (Havard & Memon,
2013). It is therefore generally accepted that
the inclusion of a salient option in the lineup
that children can select to indicate that they do
not see the target helps to reduce the task
demands of TA lineups and also satisfies
children’s strong desire to choose someone in
order to please the experimenter. It is import-
ant to note that while all of these techniques
have improved children’s ability to correctly
reject a TA lineup, their good performance on
TP lineups is maintained.

Recent research in this area has looked at
combinations of these different techniques to
further improve children’s performance on TA
lineups. For example, Thompson et al. (2020)

combined the elimination procedure with the
wildcard and found that this method was the
most effective in reducing false identifications.
While the ‘elimination with wildcard’ proced-
ure seems to be a promising technique to fur-
ther improve children’s identification accuracy
on TA lineups, other researchers have argued
that the wildcard may be interpreted more
along the lines of a ‘not sure’ response rather
than a definitive ‘not there’ response, and it
has been suggested that the lineup should con-
tain both ‘not sure’ and ‘not there’ options
(Pica et al., 2020; Wells et al., 2020). An
updated review of guidelines for eyewitness
identification procedures in the United States
has recommended that in addition to including
an explicit statement that the target may or
may not be present in the lineup, the lineup
should also contain clearly marked ‘not there’
and ‘do not know’ options beneath the array of
faces (Wells et al., 2020). One of the aims of
the current study was therefore to explore how
the inclusion of both ‘not there’ and ‘not sure’
response options would influence identifica-
tion responses in child eyewitnesses.

A small number of studies have included
both a ‘don’t know’ and a ‘not there’ option in
the lineup with child participants and have
shown that child witnesses rarely use the
‘don’t know’ option (Dekle et al., 1996;
Memon & Rose, 2002; Pozzulo & Lindsay,
1997, with child witnesses aged 5–6, 8–9, and
10–14 years, respectively). Brewer et al.
(2010) compared identification accuracy in
9–14 years across a range of conditions and
found that the combination of the ‘not sure’
option with the instruction to be accurate
seemed to be the most effective technique in
reducing false identifications. Of interest to the
current study was the finding that the inclusion
of both ‘not there’ and ‘not sure’ responses in
the lineup options made no difference to the
overall number of false identifications com-
pared to when there was only the ‘not there’
option (52% vs. 51%, respectively). There is
therefore a clear need for more research to
look at the impact on children’s accuracy
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when both ‘not there’ and ‘not sure’ options
are presented within the lineup and to investi-
gate the most effective format for the ‘not
sure’ option. In the current study, the ‘not
sure’ option was presented in the form of a
‘mystery boy’ (a silhouette with a question
mark superimposed on it) alongside a ‘not
there’ option.

Confidence–accuracy relationship

The value of eyewitness confidence ratings
has been debated for many years in both the
adult and child eyewitness literature with con-
fidence generally regarded as an unreliable
measure of identification accuracy (see Sporer
et al., 1995, for a review). However, more
recent approaches using calibration techniques
suggest that confidence ratings may provide a
more useful marker of accuracy than once
thought (e.g. Juslin et al., 1996; Mickes, 2015;
Olsson, 2000), and some researchers recom-
mend that a clear statement of confidence is
obtained from an eyewitness at the time of the
identification decision (Valentine et al., 2007;
Wells et al., 2020). It has also been suggested
that there is a clearer relationship between con-
fidence and accuracy for TP lineups whereas
there is no relationship for TA lineups (Brewer
& Palmer, 2010; D. S. Lindsay et al., 1998).
There is some evidence of a similar pattern in
child eyewitnesses where confidence levels
were higher on TP lineups when they had
made a correct identification (Havard &
Memon, 2013; Havard et al., 2012). A further
aim in the current study was therefore to inves-
tigate whether correct identifications on TP
lineups were associated with higher confi-
dence ratings and whether experimenter famil-
iarity and lineup response options would
influence these confidence ratings.

The present study

Given that children are often called upon to
testify, it is imperative that we identify the
most effective methods and procedures to
ensure a reliable identification decision and

further explore the influence of social factors
in their decision making. The current study
compares lineup accuracy with a familiar ver-
sus unfamiliar experimenter while also adopt-
ing a lineup procedure including ‘not sure’ and
‘not there’ options. It is hypothesised that chil-
dren will be just as accurate on TP lineups
regardless of researcher familiarity, and that
researcher familiarity will lead to more ‘not
there’ responses on TA lineups. A further aim
is to explore whether post-identification confi-
dence ratings would be influenced by experi-
menter familiarity.

Method

Participants

A total of 120 children aged between 5 and 7
years took part in the study. Due to the prac-
tical difficulties of working with this age group
and the time required to develop familiarity
with the experimenter, we were unable to
adopt a true experimental manipulation of
familiarity. As an alternative, we took the
opportunity to investigate the effect of natur-
ally acquired familiarity through the relation-
ship of one of the researchers with children
from a cr�eche facility where they worked. As
a result, familiarity with the experimenter was
a quasi-independent variable, but children
were randomly assigned to the TP and TA
lineup within each group.

Sixty children were recruited from a local
Nuffield Health cr�eche facility and were famil-
iar with the experimenter, and 60 children
were recruited from a primary school and
were unfamiliar with the experimenter. This
number of participants is similar to previous
studies that have used an eyewitness paradigm
with the same age group (Havard & Memon,
2013; Karageorge & Zajac, 2011; Thompson
et al., 2020). The mean age for familiar partici-
pants was 6.3 years of age, and the mean age
for unfamiliar participants was 6.7 years of
age. The familiar children had attended the
cr�eche for a mean of 4.1 years (range ¼ 1–
5 years). The experimenter had worked at the
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cr�eche facility for three years at the time of
testing, and each child had known her for at
least 6months.

Ethical approval for this study was granted
by the host institution. Written consent to carry
out the study was granted by the cr�eche man-
ager, the head teacher and legal guardians.
Verbal assent was also obtained from each
child on each day of testing. The children in
each group were randomly assigned to the TP
lineup or TA lineup.

Materials

A recent review of 54 countries has high-
lighted wide variation in the guidelines for
eyewitness identification procedures across the
world (Fitzgerald et al., 2021). Photo lineups
are used in the majority of cases in the United
States (Fitzgerald et al., 2018), and while live
lineups are the preferred medium in Australia
and New Zealand (Evidence Act, 1995, 2006,
respectively), the most prevalent form of iden-
tification in practice is a simultaneous photo
lineup (Cullen et al., 2021; Fitzgerald et al.,
2018). Fitzgerald et al. (2018) concluded that
live lineups do not necessarily lead to higher
accuracy, and given the practical difficulties in
organising and administering a live lineup,
they suggest that more research is directed on
how to improve identification accuracy using
a non-live lineup, regardless of the medium
(photographs or video). As the current study
was set in the United Kingdom, we followed
U.K. guidelines where the preferred medium
is the video lineup.

The materials used for the current study
were developed and validated by Havard et al.
(2012) and consisted of a short video of a
staged theft committed by a young boy and the
corresponding video lineups. The video foot-
age shows a 9-year-old boy walking down a
university corridor trying to open several
locked office doors until he finds an unlocked
one. He enters the office and after looking
around, steals the occupant’s purse, phone and
laptop and then leaves the room. The video
clip lasts 1 min 30 s, and the target is seen in

full face frontal and profile views throughout
the film. We have used these materials due to
the own-age bias in face recognition (Rhodes
& Anastasi, 2012), as previous studies using
adult targets and lineups may have disadvan-
taged child participants.

The identification lineups were presented
in the form of a sequential video lineup. Both
the TA and TP lineups contained nine targets
presented one after the other for 15 s each.
Each target was numbered in the top-left-hand
corner of the video clip. Each video began
with the target looking straight at the camera,
then turning their head to the left before turn-
ing it to the right, then back to the front, with a
short gap before the next target video began.
These videos were recorded and approved at a
VIPER (Video Identification Parades by
Electronic Recording) suite and met specific
criteria to ensure consistency in the recording
of each video, which ensures that no video clip
stands out from the lineup. Full details of the
validation procedure can be found in Havard
et al. (2012) where the materials were used
with both child and adult participants.

Design

The study employed a 2� 2 between-groups
quasi-experimental design in which familiarity
with the experimenter (familiar vs. unfamiliar)
and lineup type (target-present vs. target-
absent) were between-group factors. The
dependent variables were the lineup identifica-
tion accuracy and confidence rating. For TP
lineups, there were four response types.
Participants could respond with a correct iden-
tification of the target, a false identification
(selection of a foil), incorrectly rejecting the
lineup by saying that the target was ‘not there’
or indicating that they were ‘not sure’ by
choosing the ‘mystery boy’. For TA lineups,
participants could respond by correctly select-
ing the ‘not there’ option, by indicating that
they were not sure through their choice of the
‘mystery boy’ or by making an incorrect false
identification by selecting the target replace-
ment or any one of the foils. Confidence was
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measured on a scale of 0–10 once participants
had made their decision.

Procedure

The study took place in two phases, and the
procedure for familiar and unfamiliar partici-
pants was kept as similar as possible. In Phase
1, children viewed the short video of the
staged theft in small groups of around 5–10 in
a quiet area of their school or cr�eche. This for-
mat was consistent with that in similar studies
(Havard & Memon, 2013; Havard et al.,
2012).

The second phase took part 1–2 days later
where each child carried out the identification
task individually. They were asked if they
remembered watching the film and were asked
to describe what had happened but no recall
data were recorded. All children were read the
same instructions and then viewed either a TP
or TA lineup. The exact instructions were as
follows:

Hello, do you remember the video we
watched the other day?

Can you tell me what happened in it? Do
you remember what the person looked
like?

In a moment, I am going to show you
another video, and in this video, you are
going to see nine different boys appear one
at a time on the screen in front of you. If
you see the boy from the video we
watched the other day I would like you to
draw a circle around that number on the
sheet in front of you. But, he might not be
one of the boys you see, and if you don’t
think he is any of them I would like you to
circle ‘not there’. If you can’t remember or
if you’re not sure that’s okay too, I would
like you to circle the ‘mystery boy’ on the
sheet in front of you. Does that make
sense? Do you need me to say it again?

Would you like to watch the video now?

You can pause the video at any time, just
let me know. And if you would like to see
any of the boys again we can do that too.

Children watched the lineup twice in
accordance with Police & Criminal Evidence
Act 1984 (PACE) Codes of Practice (2017)
and the Lord Advocates Guidelines (2007) and
were told that they could go back and look at
any of the individuals in the lineup again. The
experimenter sat a distance from each child
and made no eye contact and waited for them
to fill in the answer sheet. There was no time
limit for children to make their decision, and
no feedback was provided. All the participants
filled in their own response sheet. Once partic-
ipants had made their choice, they were asked
to indicate how sure they were about their
decision and were informed that a low number
on the scale meant that they were not very
sure, a middle number meant that they were
pretty sure and a high number meant that they
were very sure about their answer. This stage
of the study took around 10minutes. After
completing the lineup, the child was thanked
for helping with the research and was
debriefed.

Results

Accuracy and confidence data were analysed
separately for TP and TA lineups as identifica-
tion decisions may be driven by different proc-
esses depending on the target’s presence in the
lineup (Pozzulo & Lindsay, 1999).

Accuracy

Table 1 shows the breakdown of identification
responses by administrator familiarity for TP
and TA lineups. On TP lineups, accuracy was
slightly higher in the familiar group across the
different types of response. A 2 (familiarity:
familiar, unfamiliar) � 4 (response type: cor-
rect identification, false identification, not
there, not sure) chi-square test of association
showed that there was no significant relation-
ship between experimenter familiarity and
response type, v2(3, N¼ 60) ¼ 1.51, p ¼ .681,
on the TP lineups.

On TA lineups, accuracy was higher in the
familiar group with more correct rejections (in
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the form of ‘not there’ responses) and fewer
false identifications and not sure responses. A
2 (familiarity: familiar, unfamiliar) � 3
(response type: false identification, not there,
not sure) chi-square test of association
revealed a significant association between
experimenter familiarity and response type on
TA trials, v2(2, N¼ 60) ¼ 5.60, p ¼ .031,
one-tailed, with a moderate effect size
(Cramer’s V ¼ .31). Following guidance from
the Cornell Statistical Consulting Unit (2020),
inspection of the adjusted standardised resid-
uals (�1.96) in Table 1 suggests that familiar-
ity led to more ‘not there’ responses than
expected by chance whereas the rate of false
identifications did not appear to differ from
what was expected by chance for either group.
The results show that children were more
likely to give a ‘not there’ response when the
TA line-up was administered by a familiar
adult than by an unfamiliar adult.

Confidence

Once participants had made their decision,
they were asked to rate how confident they
were in their decision on a scale from 0 to 10
(where 0 indicated that they were guessing,
and 10 indicated that they were very confident
that they were correct). On TP lineups, confi-
dence ratings for correct and incorrect

responses were compared by classifying a
response as correct when the target was cor-
rectly identified and incorrect when a partici-
pant selected another foil, the ‘not sure’ or a
‘not there’ response. On TA trials, ‘not there’
responses were classified as correct. In add-
ition, ‘not sure’ responses were considered
lineup rejections in line with the recommenda-
tion that police would classify ‘not sure’
responses as rejections (Pozzulo & Lindsay,
1997). Incorrect responses were classified as
selection of the target replacement or the selec-
tion of a foil. Table 2 shows the mean confi-
dence rating by administrator familiarity for
TP and TA lineups.

On TP lineups, familiar and unfamiliar
participants show a similar pattern, with higher
confidence for correct than incorrect answers.
The main effect of lineup accuracy was con-
firmed by a 2 (familiarity: familiar, unfamiliar)
� 2 (lineup accuracy: correct vs incorrect)
between-groups analysis of variance
(ANOVA), F(1, 56) ¼ 6.98, p ¼ .011, g2p¼
.11, with higher confidence when correct
(M¼ 8.78, SD¼ 1.60, 95% CI [8.02, 9.51],
where CI¼ confidence interval) than when
incorrect (M¼ 7.17, SD¼ 2.99, 95% CI [6.21,
8.12]). The main effect of familiarity was not
significant, F(1, 56) ¼ 0.08, p ¼ .780, g2p ¼
.001, and there was no significant interaction

Table 1. Frequencies and percentages of identification response for target-present and target-absent
lineups by administrator familiarity.

Response

Familiar Unfamiliar

n % n %

Target-present
Correct ID 20 (0.3, 0.8) 67 17 (�0.3, �0.8) 57
False ID 4 (�0.2, �0.4) 13 5 (0.2, 0.4) 17
Not there 4 (�0.6, �1.0) 13 7 (0.6, 1.0) 23
Not sure (mystery boy) 2 (0.4, 0.6) 7 1 (�0.4, �0.6) 3

Target-absent
False ID 11 (�0.4, �0.8) 36 14 (0.4, 0.8) 47
Not there 17 (1.1, 2.1) 57 7 (�1.1, �2.1) 23
Not sure (mystery boy) 2 (�1.2, �1.8) 7 9 (1.2, 1.8) 30

Note: Standardised and adjusted residuals in parentheses.
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between familiarity and accuracy, F(1, 56) ¼
0.25, p ¼ .621, g2p ¼ .004.

On TA lineups, the familiar group showed
no difference in their confidence ratings when
correct or incorrect, and the unfamiliar group
were slightly less confident when correct than
incorrect. A 2 (familiarity: familiar, unfamil-
iar) � 2 (lineup accuracy: correct vs incorrect)
between-groups ANOVA revealed no signifi-
cant effects: main effect of familiarity, F(1,
56) ¼ 0.67, p ¼.418, g2p ¼ .01; main effect of
response type, F(1, 56) ¼ 1.31, p ¼ .257, g2p
¼ .02; interaction, F(1, 56) ¼ 1.21, p ¼ .276,
g2p ¼ .02. Across both lineup types, confi-
dence ratings were not impacted by experi-
menter familiarity.

Discussion

The main aim of this study was to explore the
role of familiarity with the lineup administrator
on children’s ability to correctly reject a tar-
get-absent (TA) lineup. The results showed
that experimenter familiarity had an impact on
lineup response in TA lineups only, with a ten-
dency for more ‘not there’ and fewer ‘not
sure’ responses when the children were famil-
iar with the experimenter. Accuracy on target-
present (TP) lineups was not influenced by
experimenter familiarity, and there was no
effect of familiarity on confidence on either
TP or TA lineups. These results support our
hypotheses and lend support to the role of
social factors in children’s high false

identification rate on TA lineups. This is con-
sistent with previous work that found child-
ren’s accuracy on TA lineups was impacted by
social cues such as the administrator’s clothing
(Lowenstein et al., 2010) and supportive non-
verbal cues (Rush et al., 2014) and similar
work that has shown that young children are
less susceptible to misleading questions when
there is some degree of familiarity with the
interviewer (Bjorklund et al., 2000; Quas &
Schaaf, 2002). These findings have important
implications for those working with child eye-
witnesses and suggest that children may feel
less pressure to choose someone from the
lineup when there is some degree of familiar-
ity with the lineup administrator. The level of
familiarity may be a key factor here, and this
warrants further investigation as studies have
shown that children are less accurate when
lineups were administered by their parents
(Ricci et al., 1996) and that there is no effect
of familiarity when they are interviewed a
second time by the same person (Brubacher
et al., 2019). The level of familiarity that the
children had with the experimenter in the cur-
rent study lies somewhere between these two
extremes, and future research could examine
the rate of false identifications when children
have spent some time becoming familiar with
the administrator before they make their lineup
decision. Despite the improved accuracy on
TA lineups with a familiar administrator, the
improvement was more modest than some
studies and should be interpreted cautiously.

Table 2. Mean confidence ratings and standard deviations on correct and incorrect responses for tar-
get-present and target-absent lineups by administrator familiarity.

Response
Familiar Unfamiliar Total
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Target-present
Correct 9.00 (1.30) 8.53 (1.91) 8.78 (1.60)
Incorrect 7.10 (3.18) 7.23 (2.98) 7.17 (2.99)

Target-absent
Correct 7.79 (2.68) 6.56 (2.85) 7.23 (2.79)
Incorrect 7.82 (2.04) 8.00 (1.71) 7.92 (1.82)

Note: Confidence ratings: 0–10. Standard deviations in parentheses.
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The current findings do have important impli-
cations, however, as they do lend support to
the role of social factors in children’s eyewit-
ness decisions and suggest a potential way in
which the implicit pressure to choose someone
could be reduced in a legal setting.

The current study also explored the effect
on eyewitness accuracy when salient options
were included in the lineup for both ‘not there’
and ‘not sure’ options (in the form of the
‘mystery boy’). The inclusion of the ‘not
there’ and the ‘not sure’ options in the same
lineup did not have an overall effect on reduc-
ing false identifications but it seems to have
helped the children who were unfamiliar with
the experimenter to indicate uncertainty as
they used the mystery boy option more often
than the familiar children. These findings
reinforce the potential benefits of including a
‘mystery person’ or wildcard option when pre-
senting child eyewitnesses with an identifica-
tion lineup and have direct implications for
current identification procedures regardless of
the medium of presentation (photo lineups as
used in Australia, New Zealand and the United
States or video lineups as preferred in the
United Kingdom). However, it should be
noted that the false identification rate for both
groups of children was still relatively high,
indicating that a lot of children still prefer to
pick someone from the line-up rather than use
the ‘not sure/mystery boy’ option. The impact
of including both a ‘not there’ and a ‘not sure’
option within the lineup on reducing false
identifications therefore needs to be fully
explored and compared to a control condition
with only a ‘not there’ option. The findings of
the current study are limited by the lack of this
control due to the constraints on participant
numbers from our familiarity manipulation.
Future research could explore the most effect-
ive way to present the ‘not sure’ option in the
lineup for child witnesses and whether this
should be in the form of the mystery person/-
wildcard and also consider the role of instruc-
tions to the child to try to respond as
accurately as possible (Brewer et al., 2010).

Across a series of experiments combining ‘not
there’ and ‘not sure’ options with adults,
Lucas et al. (2020) found that the ‘not sure’
option was rarely selected and that the inclu-
sion of an explicit ‘not there’ option within the
lineup decreased false identifications and
improved accuracy on TA lineups.

Familiarity with the experimenter did not
have an effect on children’s confidence in their
decisions. Children were more confident when
they were correct on TP lineups, and this is
consistent with previous studies with both chil-
dren and adults (Havard & Memon, 2013;
Havard et al., 2012; D. S. Lindsay et al., 1998;
Memon et al., 2003; Read, 1995) whereas
there was no confidence–accuracy relationship
for TA lineups. Overall, confidence ratings
tended to be high, suggesting that the young
children in our study are unable to reliably
judge the accuracy of their answers and that
meta-cognitive skills are still developing.
Veenman et al. (2006) reported that metacog-
nitive skills emerge at the ages of 8–10 years.
While confidence may not be a reliable indica-
tor of children’s accuracy, it may be the case
that there are other useful indicators of eyewit-
ness accuracy. In a recent review of the eye-
witness identification procedures, Wells et al.
(2020) recommend that the entire lineup pro-
cedure should be video recorded to maintain
an accurate account of the procedure and to
ensure there is no administrator bias through-
out. This recommendation is already noted in
the identification guidelines in several
Australian States (Cullen et al., 2021). We
would argue that video recordings may also
provide useful non-verbal indicators of child-
ren’s recognition of the suspect. During the
identification procedure in the current study,
the researcher noticed that some children
would respond non-verbally to the target when
he appeared on screen, jumping up from their
seat or nodding their head. We followed up
the possibility that children could convey non-
verbal cues that they had recognised the target
in some exploratory pilot work. We video
recorded a small group of children while they
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watched either a TP or a TA lineup. There
were clear differences in the non-verbal behav-
iour of this small group of children depending
on which lineup they had viewed. The children
who watched a TP lineup showed clear signs
of disinterest once the target had appeared in
the lineup – they got fed up, started to fidget
and looked around the room. In contrast, the
children who watched a TA lineup continued
to play close attention to all of the lineup
members and showed no obvious non-verbal
signs that they had recognised the target.
Future work could explore whether non-verbal
behaviour could be used as a reliable indicator
of identification accuracy. Other implicit
measures of recognition have been noted in a
recent study by Winsor et al. (2021) where
viewing behaviours such as the first face chil-
dren chose to look at in the lineup and overall
length of time spent interacting with the lineup
predicted identification accuracy.

This study has some limitations. Firstly,
we acknowledge that the study did not directly
manipulate the level of familiarity with the
experimenter. This was largely due to the prac-
tical difficulties of working with this age group
and the time required to develop familiarity. In
future, we would like to be in a position to ran-
domly assign children from the same sample
to the familiar or unfamiliar experimenter con-
dition, but at the current time, this is not a
practical request for schools as they continue
to recover from lost teaching time over recent
years. It is important to note that the children
within each group were randomly assigned to
the TP and TA conditions. Secondly, like a lot
of other eyewitness research, there is only one
target, and the results we have found could be
limited to that target. Some researchers have
included multiple lineups with the same partic-
ipants; however, these are then constrained by
time limits as they do not include an ecologic-
ally valid time delay between seeing the target
and completing the lineup (e.g. Brewer et al.,
2010). Participant numbers were restricted due
to the familiarity manipulation, and so we do
not have a control condition with only a ‘not

there’ option to fully explore the effects of
including both ‘not there’ and ‘not sure’
options in the lineup. The familiarity manipu-
lation also means that the age group was
restricted to 5–7-year-olds, and while we
found a beneficial effect of familiarity in this
age group, we do not know whether these
results will extend to older children. Finally,
the lineup administrator in our study was not
blind to which boy was the target and may
potentially have provided unintentional cues to
the participants – for example, a small smile
when the participant recognised the target in
the video (Charman & Quiroz, 2016;
Zimmerman et al., 2017). However, this would
apply to both familiar and unfamiliar children
and is unlikely to have influenced the results,
but this possibility strengthens the argument to
video record the lineup procedure so that both
the child’s and the administrator’s behaviour
can be monitored for any potential non-verbal
cues. During the second phase of the study,
the lineups were administered individually,
and due to time constraints this phase of the
procedure was carried out 1–2 days after hav-
ing watched the video. It is unknown whether
there were any differences in accuracy
between the children who completed the iden-
tification task one day after watching the video
and those who completed it after two days as
we did not record this information at the time
of data collection. In future research, it would
be interesting to investigate whether familiar-
ity could mitigate against any decrease in
accuracy due to the time delay between view-
ing the incident and making an identification
decision as the evidence to date regarding the
impact of a delay on identification accuracy
with children is inconsistent (Clifford et al.,
2012; Karageorge & Zajac, 2011).

Despite these shortcomings, the current
study provides evidence towards a beneficial
role of familiarity with the administrator on
reducing false identifications in TA lineups
and support for the role of social factors in
children’s eyewitness decisions. The results
suggest that the high error rate observed on
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TA lineups in children is largely driven by a
social pressure to choose someone, and young
children are able to resist this social pressure
and provide an accurate answer in some cir-
cumstances. Further research is required to
correctly apply this in a legal setting. In add-
ition, future work should explore different
options of presenting a ‘not sure’ response for
children and investigate children’s non-verbal
responses while watching the lineups as this
offers a promising source of their recognition
and more importantly their lack of recognition
of a suspect.
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