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The impact of eyewitness identifications from
simultaneous and sequential lineups

Daniel B. Wright

University of Sussex, Brighton, UK

Recent guidelines in the US allow either simultaneous or sequential lineups to be used for eyewitness
identification. This paper investigates how potential jurors weight the probative value of the different
outcomes from both of these types of lineups. Participants (n� 340) were given a description of a case
that included some exonerating and some incriminating evidence. There was either a simultaneous or a
sequential lineup. Depending on the condition, an eyewitness chose the suspect, chose a filler, or made
no identification. The participant had to judge the guilt of the suspect and decide whether to render a
guilty verdict. For both simultaneous and sequential lineups an identification had a large effect,
increasing the probability of a guilty verdict. There were no reliable effects detected between making no
identification and identifying a filler. The effect sizes were similar for simultaneous and sequential
lineups. These findings are important for judges and other legal professionals to know for trials involving
lineup identifications.

In the first edition of his popular textbook,
Hilgard states: ‘‘experiments on testimony have

shown that many things are remembered that

never happened at all or that actually happened

in ways very different from those recalled’’

(1953, p. 270). Many people in the justice system

realise this. As Janet Reno, then US Attorney

General, said in the preface to The Guidelines

for interviewing eyewitnesses and constructing

lineups: ‘‘Even the most honest and objective

people can make mistakes in recalling and

interpreting a witnessed event; it is the nature

of human memory’’ (Technical Working Group

for Eyewitness Evidence [hereafter TWGEE],

1999, p. iii). The Guidelines were produced

because of a growing public awareness of how

the fallibility of human memory affects the

criminal justice system. They are important

because they describe how to interview eyewit-

nesses and how to conduct a lineup. Other countries

have different rules and guidelines for conducting

lineups. For example, in the UK (where lineups

are called identification parades), the Police

And Criminal Evidence (PACE) act describes

how lineups should be conducted. The most recent

version is available on http://police.homeoffice.gov

.uk/operational-policing/powers-pace-codes/pace-

codes.html. Kebbell (2000) describes some of the

differences between theUSandthe UKdocuments.
Surveys of London lineups have found that

about 20% of the time eyewitnesses choose one of

the fillers (Valentine, Pickering, & Darling, 2003;

Wright & McDaid, 1996; see Behrman & Davey,

2001, for similar figures in the USA). Although
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people acting as fillers are not arrested,1 eye-
witnesses making mistakes like these suggests that
innocent suspects are also often chosen. On the
basis of survey data and laboratory studies,
Penrod (2003) estimates that 10�15% of the
time when a suspect is identified the person is
not the culprit. The consequences of this can be
severe. The majority of cases where convictions
were overturned by DNA evidence involved
errant eyewitness testimony (Scheck, Neufeld, &
Dwyer, 2003; see also www.innocence.com). This
has led many people to conclude that eyewitness
errors account for the majority of false convictions
(see Wells & Olson, 2003; Wright & Davies, 2007,
for reviews). Similarly, in about 40% of lineups the
eyewitness makes no identification. In some of
these lineups the suspect will not be the culprit
and therefore the eyewitness is making a correct
rejection. But according to Penrod (2003), about
half of the time the unidentified suspect is
the culprit, and therefore this is another type of
error. It is necessary to consider both false
identification errors and misses when evaluating
lineup procedures.

The problem is not just that eyewitnesses make
errors, but that people overestimate the diagnos-
tic value of eyewitness evidence. In one of the first
studies of its type, Loftus (1974) gave participants
a crime scenario where a man robbed a grocery
shop and shot dead two people. There was only a
small amount of incriminating evidence and only
9 of 50 participants presented with this evidence
rendered a guilty verdict. For a second group of 50
participants, Loftus added the information that a
store clerk saw the culprit and identified the
suspect. Guilty verdicts were given by 36 of the
50 participants. A third set of participants were
told that the eyewitness had very poor vision,
making the identification unreliable. Still, 34 of 50
participants rendered a guilty verdict. This study
shows that people weight eyewitness evidence
highly and that they are often uncritical of the
reliability of the testimony.

It is worth describing Loftus’s (1974) study in
more detail in order to introduce some of the
descriptive statistics that will be used to analyse
the data in the current study. The most common
inferential statistic in these circumstances is x2. In
Loftus (1974) it is 36.32, which is significant, but
this tells the reader neither about the size of the
effect nor where differences exist. There are

several ways to describe these (Agresti, 2002).
One measure of the overall effect size is the size
of the observed x2 relative to the maximum x2

that could be attained. The maximum attainable
x2 is n�min(r �1, c �1), where n is the total
sample size, r is the number of rows, and c is the
number of columns. Here the maximum x2 is n
because it is a 3�2 x2. Thus, the proportion of
possible x2 variation accounted for is 36.32/150�
.24. The square root of this is called Cramér’s V,
which is provided by many mainstream statistical
packages (like SPSS). Here, V2 is used since it is
easier to interpret and is a categorical analogue to
the effect size measure used here for continuous
data, h2. Both V2 and h2 go from 0 to 1, with 0
meaning no association and 1 meaning perfect
association. The odds ratio is one of the most
common effect size measures to compare pairs of
conditions, although it is not without fault (Krae-
mer, 2004). The odds are defined by the number
of occurrences of some event divided by the
number of times the event did not occur. For
the Loftus (1974) study, the odds of a guilt verdict
are the number of guilty verdicts over the number
of not guilty verdicts. The odds for the no
eyewitness condition are 9/41�0.22 and for first
eyewitness condition 36/14�2.57. The odds ratio
is the ratio of these: 2.57/0.22�11.7. Thus, the
odds of a guilty verdict are over 11 times higher if
an eyewitness makes an identification than if no
eyewitness evidence is presented.

The current study extends Loftus’s (1974)
study in two directions. First, both simultaneous
and sequential lineups are used. This is important
because sequential lineups are now being used in
many jurisdictions. Second, there is an emphasis
on comparing situations when the eyewitness
makes no identification with situations when the
eyewitness identifies a filler. The remainder of
this introduction describes the importance of
these two directions.

One of the most important aspects of The
Guidelines (TWGEE, 1999) was that it allowed
either simultaneous or sequential lineups to be
conducted (Wells et al., 2000). While simulta-
neous lineups are still the norm, an increasing
number of jurisdictions are using sequential
procedures, for example, in California, New
Jersey, and New York (Perrotta, 2004; Willing,
2002). In a simultaneous lineup, an eyewitness
views the suspect and several fillers (people
known not to be culprit) simultaneously, is asked
if the culprit is present, and if so which person is
the culprit.

1 There are exceptions. See http://www.psychology.iastate.

edu/faculty/gwells/FillerCharged.htm accessed 28.01.2005.
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In a sequential lineup the eyewitness views the
suspect and fillers one at a time. There are two
main types of sequential lineup. In the original
sequential lineup for each person (i.e., the suspect
and fillers) the eyewitness either identifies the
person as the culprit or not. If the eyewitness
makes an identification the procedure ends. If no
identification is made then the next person is
shown to the eyewitness. Beginning with Lindsay
and Wells (1985), most research comparing
simultaneous and sequential lineups finds that
sequential lineups produce fewer false positives
than simultaneous lineups, but often there is a
decrease in correct identifications (see Steblay,
Dysart, Fulero, & Lindsay, 2001, for meta-analy-
sis). There remains much debate about why these
procedures produce different results (Meissner,
Tredoux, Parker, & MacLin, 2005). A modified
version of the sequential lineup allows the eye-
witness to view all the people and either to make
multiple identifications or to make the identifica-
tion at the end of seeing all the people (see Levi,
1998, for related discussion). Some jurisdictions
have adopted this version, although there is less
research for this approach. It is effectively the
approach used in the UK with video lineups.

Our question relating to the original sequential
lineup is whether people evaluate identification
information from simultaneous and sequential
lineups in a similar way. In particular: Is the
effect of eyewitness identification on jurors’
beliefs as large for sequential as for simultaneous
lineups? This is important given that jurors are
now being faced with evidence from sequential
lineups.

The second direction this research takes is
differentiating between choosing a filler and
making no identification. Often this is not done
by the police conducting the lineup, which is
unfortunate because these situations provide
different diagnostic information. Wells and Olson
(2002) show that a filler identification is more
indicative of the suspect being innocent than
when no identification is made.

Two measures of the participants’ beliefs are
taken: verdict and belief in guilt. This provides
two measures of the impact of the identification,
and also allows us to explore the relationship
between belief in guilt and verdict for the
different conditions. There were several other
methodological choices made. First, only a short
crime description was used (see Appendix) and
participants did not discuss the case with others,
as happens with real juries. The interest here is

how the identification affects individual judge-
ments, and therefore it was important not to
include too much additional judicial material nor
to include group discussion. Clearly interactions
between the impact of an identification and these
additional factors are important to explore, but in
this initial exploration the focus was on the
simpler effects and without discussion. Second,
students were used. This was because they are
relatively easy to recruit and it has the benefit
that the participants in the different conditions
will be roughly matched for educational level.
Finally, only one crime situation was used. In this
sense, this is a case study (Wells & Windschitl,
1999), and other researchers are encouraged to
investigate how the impact of an identification
varies by different types of crime situations.

METHOD

A total of 340 undergraduate students volun-
teered to take part in this study during a
laboratory session. The study took less than 10
minutes and none of the participants was paid.
Almost all are British citizens and eligible for jury
duty. They read a description of the case of Nancy
Von Roper (real names not used), which origin-
ally appeared in Loftus and Ketcham (1991). It
involved eyewitness misidentification and police
corruption, leading to the false conviction of Tom
Hoyle. Evidence was selected from the case to
allow some variability in people’s belief in guilt.
Both exonerating and incriminating evidence was
included (see Appendix). Earlier research
(Wright & Hall, 2007) shows that this set of
evidence should produce approximately 50%
belief in guilt judgements when the suspect is
identified. The seven conditions were:

1. Simultaneous lineup with suspect chosen by
eyewitness.

2. Simultaneous lineup with a filler chosen by
eyewitness.

3. Simultaneous lineup with no identification
made.

4. Sequential lineup with suspect chosen by
eyewitness.

5. Sequential lineup with the eyewitness view-
ing the suspect, but choosing a filler.

6. Sequential lineup with the eyewitness choos-
ing a filler before viewing the suspect.

7. Sequential lineup with no identification
made.

748 WRIGHT
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Participants in the simultaneous conditions
were told: ‘‘They showed all six photographs at
the same time.’’ Participants in the sequential
conditions (the wording here is for condition 4,
the other conditions had the wording changed
appropriately for the condition) were told:

They showed the photographs one at a time.
The first three photos shown were of other
people and Nancy Von Roper said that none of
them were the person who raped her. The
fourth photograph was of Tom Hoyle. Nancy
Von Roper identified Tom Hoyle’s photograph
as the person who raped her. The identification
procedure ended; Nancy Von Roper was not
shown the final two photographs.

The number of people viewed during a se-
quential lineup depends on if there is an identi-
fication, and if so which person is identified. If the
eyewitness identifies the first person this is the
only person seen. Therefore, careful considera-
tion was made of when to say that the witness
made an identification. In condition 4 (above) the
witness would have seen four photographs. In
condition 5 the witness viewed a total of five
photographs (including the suspect), but the fifth
person was a filler. In condition 6 the witness
picked the second person, so only saw two
photographs. In the final condition the witness
viewed all six photographs. Therefore, the num-
ber of photographs seen is not the same across
conditions. This is something that occurs with
sequential lineups, so it was decided not to
control for this.

The sheets for the different conditions were
randomly ordered and handed out prior to the
participants’ lectures. Participants were tested in
groups of about 20. Participants read the case
description and then had to make two judge-
ments. First they had to render either a guilty or a
not guilty verdict, and then they had to estimate
their belief that defendant was the actual culprit
on a 0�100% scale. This rating may be affected by
the verdict question, but because both measures
were needed for each person to explore some
hypotheses, both were asked. All participants
were asked these questions in the same order.
The interest is in comparisons among the eye-
witness conditions, so it was important to have all
participants treated equally other than this ma-
nipulation. After completing the study partici-
pants were debriefed and thanked.

RESULTS

Table 1 gives the percentages of guilty verdicts
and the means for belief in guilt. The data for the
simultaneous lineups follow the pattern expected
from Loftus (1974). The participants are more
than twice as likely to render a guilty verdict if the
suspect has been identified than if they have not.
Table 1 also reports the omnibus test statistics
(x2 for verdicts and F for belief) and effect sizes
(V2 for verdicts and h2 for belief). There are
statistically significant differences, for both ver-
dicts and beliefs, between people told that
the eyewitness identified the suspect versus peo-
ple told that he was not identified with the

TABLE 1

The percentage of guilty verdicts and the mean belief in guilt for all seven conditions

Simultaneous

Suspect (1) Filler (2) No ID (3) Test statistics

Guilty verdicts 32/53�60% 17/66�26% 12/54�18% x2(2)�26.10

V2�.14, p B.001

Belief in guilt 67.53 54.85 50.00 F (2, 182)�11.14

SE�2.63 SE�2.88 SE�2.24 h2�.11, p B.001

Sequential

Suspect (4) Filler after (5) Filler before (6) No ID (7) Test statistics

Guilty verdicts 21/39�54% 10/34�29% 5/35�14% 11/47�23% x2(3)�15.55

V2�.10, p�.001

Belief in guilt 63.38 57.53 50.83 53.63 F (3, 150)�2.65

Belief in guilt SE�3.08 SE�2.75 SE�3.95 SE�3.32 h2�.05, p�.05

The numbers in parentheses refer to the condition numbers listed in the text and used in Table 2.

SIMULTANEOUS AND SEQUENTIAL LINEUPS 749
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simultaneous lineups. For the sequential lineups,
the differences were in the same direction. The
effect was statistically significant for verdicts, but
only marginally significant for belief.

Pairwise comparisons were done for all pairs
within lineup type (see Table 2). For both verdicts
and beliefs, there were three tests for the simul-
taneous lineups and six tests for the sequential
lineups. Thus, there were nine tests for the
verdicts and nine for the beliefs. Depending on
several factors, including what counts as a ‘‘fa-
mily’’ of tests and the relative disadvantages of
increasing the chance of Type 1 and Type 2 errors,
there are different ways to adjust for multiple
comparisons. If the consequences of making a
Type 1 error are large relative to making a Type 2
error, then the critical p value for any comparison
should be lowered to, for example, .01.2 If
consequences of making a Type 2 error are
more detrimental then the critical p value should
be raised to, for example, .10. Table 2 reports
pairwise comparisons (the odds ratio for verdicts
and h2 for beliefs, with their associated p values)
without adjustment. Given the questionable value
of p values (Cohen, 1994; Wilkinson & the Task
Force on Statistical Inference, 1999; Wright,
2003), this seems the pragmatic approach. The
pattern of results is more important than the
results for any single comparison.

For the verdicts, the eyewitness making an
identification had a statistically significant impact
compared with the other conditions for both
types of lineup. For the simultaneous lineups
there was also convincing evidence that belief in

guilt was affected by the identification. The
evidence of this is less strong for the sequential
lineups, but the effects are all consistent. Making
no identification did not differ from choosing a
filler for either type of lineup for both verdicts
and belief.

Thus far the analyses have been done separately
for simultaneous and sequential lineups. This is
because of the different types of filler identifica-
tions and number of photographs seen in each.
Overall, there were 60% guilty verdicts in simul-
taneous lineups when the suspect was identified
and 22% when the suspect was not identified. The
corresponding percentages for sequential lineups
are 54% and 22%. To test differences a logistic
regression was run to predict verdict. The interac-
tion between lineup type and identification was
nonsignificant, x2(1)�0.31, p�.58, and was re-
moved. The main effect of lineup type was non-
significant, x2(1)�0.27, p�.60, and the main
effect of identification was significant, x2(1)�
38.87, pB.0001, in the predicted direction. The
odds of a guilty verdict are, overall, 4.77 times
higher if the eyewitness makes an identification
(95% CI from 2.86 to 7.95). A 2�2 ANOVA on
the belief scores revealed the same patterns. The
means were 67.53 and 52.46 for simultaneous
lineups and 63.38 and 53.93 for sequential lineups.
The interaction was nonsignificant, F(1, 335)�
1.22, p�.27, partial h2B.01, as was the main
effect for lineup type, F(1, 335)�0.28, p�.60,
partial h2B.01. The effect for identification was
significant, F(1, 335)�23.33, pB.001, partial
h2�.07, with a mean shift of over 10%.

Finally, the relationship between belief and
verdict was examined. This is important as it
is this final step in the decision process, decid-
ing whether a defendant is guilty ‘‘beyond a
reasonable doubt’’. The interest is whether the

TABLE 2

The effect sizes and their associated probabilities for nine pairwise comparisons

Conditions Verdicts odds ratio (p ) Belief h2 (p )

Within simultaneous lineups 1 2 4.39 (B.001) .08 (B.001)

1 3 6.86 (B.001) .18 (B.001)

2 3 1.56 (.29) .01 (.19)

Within sequential lineups 4 5 2.80 (.04) .03 (.17)

4 6 7.00 (B.001) .08 (.01)

4 7 3.82 (.004) .05 (.04)

5 6 2.50 (.13) .03 (.17)

5 7 1.36 (.54) .01 (.39)

6 7 0.55 (.30) .00 (.59)

The odds ratios are for the verdicts; the h2 are for the belief measures.

2 Applying Bonferroni’s inequality for all 18 tests produces

a critical pairwise a of .05/18�.003. However, this is a very

conservative test and arguably not all 18 tests are part of the

same ‘‘family’’ of tests, and therefore a of .01 is a more

appropriate conservative limit for pairwise comparisons.
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relationship is similar for each condition. To
examine this, a logistic regression was run to
predict verdict using belief, experimental condi-
tion, and their interaction (see Agresti, 2002, for
statistical details). The first thing to note is that
there is the predicted large positive relationship
between belief and verdict, x2(1)�153.36, pB

.001, Nagelkerke R2�.51; for a 10% increase in
belief in guilt, the odds of a guilty verdict
increases by 2.85. The interaction between belief
and condition was nonsignificant, x2(6)�5.21,
p�.52, and there were no clear patterns in the
parameter estimates to suggest further examina-
tion of the interactions. Therefore the interaction
terms were removed. There was a main effect of
condition, x2(6)�16.64, p�.01, which shows that
after accounting for belief people in the different
conditions still render different verdicts. There is
a systematic pattern here. The two highest condi-
tional probabilities are for the conditions where
the suspect has been identified. If the data are re-
analysed comparing these conditions with others,
once controlling for belief, the odds ratio is 3.36
higher for suspect identifications than for the
other conditions, x2(1)�13.75, pB.001. The level
of belief corresponding to a 50% chance of a
guilty verdict is about 62% for those in conditions
where the suspect has been identified, compared
with about 74% for the other conditions. From a
legal perspective, these values can be interpreted
as the reasonable doubt threshold for juror
decision making (Wright & Hall, 2007). There
were no other differences among conditions.

DISCUSSION

Previous research has shown that sequential line-
ups produce fewer false positives than simulta-
neous lineups. Although there also appears to be
a decrease in the frequency of accurate identifica-
tions (Steblay et al., 2001), because of the relative
utility of these two types of errors (i.e.,
Blackstone’s adage that it is better that 10 guilty
people are set free than 1 innocent person
imprisoned), many psychology and legal experts
have argued that sequential lineups should be
used instead of simultaneous lineups. These find-
ings have prompted several jurisdictions to begin
using some forms of sequential lineup (e.g., in
California, New Jersey, and New York). This
means jurors will have to consider how to weight
the value of eyewitness identification from these
lineups. Here we examined this for both simulta-

neous and sequential lineups. Simultaneous and
sequential lineups produced similar results with
respect to verdict and to a lesser extent to belief
in guilt. Positive identifications were associated
with more guilty verdicts and higher beliefs in
guilt when an identification was made compared
with when a filler was identified and when no
identification was made. The effect sizes were
considerable, showing a large impact of eyewit-
ness testimony. The proportion of guilty verdicts
rose from about one quarter to over a half.

Identifying a filler and making no identifica-
tion produced approximately the same levels of
belief in guilt and numbers of guilty verdicts. In
much of the police records these are combined
and treated as ‘‘errors’’, but it is worth differ-
entiating them. Wells and Olson (2002) showed
that eyewitnesses choosing a filler often carries
more diagnostic information than making no
identification, and in certain circumstances may
be more informative than even suspect identifica-
tions. This is because choosing a filler shows that
the eyewitness is willing to choose somebody, and
the person the eyewitness thinks looks the most
like the culprit is not the suspect. Wells and Olson
note that police often just assume someone
choosing a filler is a ‘‘bad witness’’ and therefore
discount the eyewitness as unreliable, rather than
using this as exonerating evidence.

It appears that potential jurors give similar
weight to an eyewitness identification when made
in a simultaneous or a sequential lineup. It is
worth examining the difference in diagnosticity
between simultaneous and sequential lineups
using the same measure, odds ratios, as reported
here. Because there tend to be more target
identifications and filler identifications in simul-
taneous lineups (Steblay et al., 2001), some
researchers claim people just set a higher thresh-
old for identifying someone in a sequential lineup
than in a simultaneous lineup (Ebbesen & Flowe,
2003; Meissner et al., 2005). The largest compar-
ison of simultaneous and sequential lineups to
date comes from Steblay et al.’s meta-analysis
(2001, their Table 1).3 For simultaneous lineups,
50% chose the target in target-present lineups
and 51% identified a filler in target-absent line-
ups. Two-thirds of the studies they analysed used
six-person lineups, so an approximate estimate of

3 Given the amount of recent interest in and research on

sequential lineups, Steblay (personal communication, March

2006) and colleagues are planning a new meta-analysis on the

topic.
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the percentage of times an ‘‘innocent’’ target
would be chosen in these is 8.5%. This produces
an odds ratio of 10.76. For sequential lineups,
35% of the time the target was picked in target-
present lineups. This suggests an estimated 4.7%
of the time an innocent target is chosen. This
produces an odds ratio of 11.0, which is very
similar the ratio for simultaneous lineups. Ebbe-
sen and Flowe reach a similar conclusion using a
closely related technique (signal detection theory
measures). Wells and Olson (2002) conclude that
identifications with sequential procedure do pro-
vide more information about the guilt of the
suspect, but they use a very different measure
based on the ratio of the difference between
probabilities, so more akin to the relative risk
statistic (see Agresti, 2002, pp. 47, 124, for
comparison, and Tredoux, 1999, for application
to lineups). These values are all above those
reported here, in Table 2. Of course the diagnostic
value of an identification will depend on the value
of other evidence.

The relationship between belief in guilt and
verdict was examined for the different conditions
using logistic regressions. This analysis was ex-
ploratory. Given that the number of guilty ver-
dicts is small in some conditions (see Table 1) it is
important to consider the overall pattern of
results. Belief in guilt was, and should be, a very
important variable for estimating the probability
of rendering a guilty verdict. Beyond this, how-
ever, there was an effect by the lineup outcome.
After statistically controlling for belief, the odds
of rendering a guilty verdict were more than three
times higher for people who were told that the
suspect was identified, compared with the parti-
cipants in the other conditions. To render a guilty
verdict a juror is supposed to believe in guilt
‘‘beyond a reasonable doubt’’. This means people
in the suspect-identified conditions used a differ-
ent threshold for reasonable doubt from others. If
deciding guilt simply involves having a numerical
threshold of reasonable doubt and seeing whether
your belief in guilt exceeds this threshold, then
these data show that people’s reasonable doubt
threshold was about 10% lower for those in the
suspect-identified conditions than in the other
conditions. The participants were willing to ren-
der guilty verdicts at lower levels of belief in guilt.

What do these results mean for judicial prac-
tice? With the publication of The Guidelines and
several jurisdictions using sequential lineups, the
courts have to consider how jurors interpret
eyewitness identifications from different types of

lineups. Currently judges often warn jurors that
eyewitness memory can be inaccurate when made
with a simultaneous lineup. How this is done for
sequential lineups is clearly important. It will be
important to educate jurors about sequential
lineups. They will have to be told about the
procedure and also about the error rates for this
procedure. The current research shows that peo-
ple treat eyewitness identification from sequential
lineups in a similar way to the way in which they
treat identifications from simultaneous lineups.
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Appendix

There were seven different conditions of this
evidence. This is for condition 1.

Please Read Carefully

Seventeen-year-old Nancy Von Roper was

hitch-hiking at about 6.30pm on the 12th of

October, 1980. A light-blue compact car, dri-

ven by a bearded man, stopped, and she was

offered a ride. After a few minutes he exited the

motorway, before he should have for the

location she thought that she was being taken.

When she looked confused he said ‘‘I have to

stop and see my sister’’. He drove some more

and turned down a dirt road. He pulled to the

side of the road. She felt an object at her

throat. He said ‘‘Do as I say, or I’ll hurt you’’. He

had her undress and then raped her. He then

had her get out of the car and he drove off.

She called the police at 7.22pm. She

described the rapist as 25�30 years old, six

foot, medium build, full beard and wearing a

three-piece cream-coloured suit. The car was

described as blue with temporary license

plates displayed on the rear window. She

remembered something hanging from the rear-

view mirror and a brown folder on the back-

seat. She showed police where the rape

occurred. Tyre tracks were photographed. At

1.20am, police spotted a light-blue Chevette

with temporary plates parked near to where the

rape occurred. Tom Hoyle was in a restaurant

with his fiancée, Gretchen Abraham. Hoyle

was a manager of a restaurant chain, and

drove the light-blue Chevette, a company car.

Hoyle also fit the basic description given by

Nancy Von Roper, except for being only 5? 8ƒ
(the victim never saw the person standing).

The couple drove off and were soon pulled

over by police.

The police asked Hoyle where he had been

in the afternoon and evening. He explained he

had been at his parents’ house* it was his

father’s birthday*until 6.10pm. He went to his

best friend’s to watch TV at about 6.50pm and

made some phone calls. Telephone records

verified that there was a call made at 7.00pm

from the house. Given the distance between

his parents and his friend’s, it would have been

unlikely that he could have committed rape in

this time. He left his friend’s house to pick up

Gretchen at 9.20pm. He gave police permis-

sion to search his car. He also gave them

permission to take his photograph.

Tom Hoyle was arrested and his car im-

pounded. He failed a lie detector test when

asked if he had raped Nancy Von Roper. This

can occur for a number of reasons, including

the person telling the truth but being nervous.

The victim stated that the number of the

temporary license plate was either 667 or

776. The number on the license in Hoyle’s

car was six digits, 661-677. It is unlikely that

there would be another automobile fitting the

description with such a similar temporary

license number. The police also reported that

there was a folder like the one the victim

described in the back of Hoyle’s car.

Police took pictures of five other men, all

with beards, between 25 and 30, and about the

same build as Hoyle. On the 13th they showed

these pictures with the one of Tom Hoyle to

Nancy Von Roper. They showed all six photo-

graphs at the same time. Nancy Von Roper

identified Tom Hoyle’s photograph as the

person who raped her.

In criminal trials, in order to make a verdict of
guilty, you must believe in guilt beyond a reason-
able doubt. Please tick appropriate for the verdict
that you would give if you were a juror in this case
and had this evidence presented.

I Guilty I Not Guilty

Using a 0�100% scale, how strongly do you
believe that Tom Hoyle is the person who raped
Nancy Von Roper. 0% means that you are sure
that he is not the rapist and 100% means that you
are sure that he is the rapist.

Belief (write a percentage between 0�100%)

***
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