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Supplemental Material 

Supplemental Material 1. Correlations between mock-witness measures and eyewitness 

performance 

 

Note. The left panel depicts TP lineups while the right panel depicts TA lineups.  Panels showing 

significant correlations of interest were colored as gray. n/a indicates that there were too few observations 

to permit the correlation analysis.  
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Supplemental Material 2. Regression Analyses of Eyewitness Performance on Target 

Presence(TP), Lineup Size(LS), and Memory Strength(MS) 

 

 

DV Predictor B Std. Error Beta t Sig. R Square F 

Suspect ID 

(Constant) .216 .028   7.732 < .001 

.612 
F(11,155) = 22.25, 

p < .001 

Target Presence .314 .035 .765 8.931 < .001 

Lineup Size -.073 .022 -.321 -3.339 .001 

Memory Strength 1 .065 .038 .162 1.689 .093 

Memory Strength 2 -.156 .166 -.243 -.937 .350 

TP × MS1 -.176 .048 -.391 -3.635 < .001 

TP × MS2 .210 .173 .293 1.214 .227 

LS × MS1 .017 .036 .047 .471 .639 

LS × MS2 .075 .204 .085 .368 .713 

LS × TP .041 .030 .141 1.384 .168 

TP × MS1 × LS .005 .048 .011 .114 .910 

TP × MS2 × LS .012 .215 .012 .056 .955 

Filler ID 

(Constant) .287 .027   10.468 < .001 

.480 
F(11,153) = 12.82, 

p < .001 

Target Presence -.107 .034 -.319 -3.115 .002 

Lineup Size .089 .021 .479 4.225 < .001 

Memory Strength 1 .062 .037 .191 1.684 .094 

Memory Strength 2 -.240 .157 -.461 -1.523 .130 

TP × MS1 .013 .047 .037 .290 .773 

TP × MS2 .192 .164 .329 1.168 .245 

LS × MS1 .060 .034 .204 1.752 .082 

LS × MS2 .200 .194 .276 1.032 .304 

LS × TP -.058 .029 -.242 -2.018 .045 

TP × MS1 × LS -.033 .046 -.082 -.708 .480 

TP × MS2 × LS -.173 .204 -.202 -.846 .399 

Rejection 

(Constant) .510 .025   20.797 < .001 

.470 
F(11,155) = 12.49, 

p < .001 

Target Presence -.213 .031 -.693 -6.917 < .001 

Lineup Size -.024 .019 -.142 -1.266 .208 

Memory Strength 1 -.140 .034 -.467 -4.154 < .001 

Memory Strength 2 .383 .146 .798 2.627 .009 

TP × MS1 .168 .042 .498 3.967 < .001 

TP × MS2 -.394 .152 -.734 -2.597 .010 

LS × MS1 -.069 .031 -.255 -2.197 .029 

LS × MS2 -.268 .179 -.401 -1.492 .138 

LS × TP .020 .026 .093 .784 .434 

TP × MS1 × LS .024 .042 .064 .554 .580 

TP × MS2 × LS .156 .189 .198 .824 .411 

Discriminability 

(Constant) -.201 .162   -1.241 .217 

.588 
F(11,153) = 19.85, 

p < .001 

Target Presence 1.303 .203 .584 6.413 < .001 

Lineup Size -.622 .124 -.505 -4.998 < .001 

Memory Strength 1 -.024 .219 -.011 -.108 .914 

Memory Strength 2 .119 .931 .034 .128 .898 

TP × MS1 -.590 .275 -.242 -2.140 .034 

TP × MS2 .224 .969 .058 .231 .818 

LS × MS1 -.040 .201 -.020 -.198 .844 

LS × MS2 -.424 1.145 -.088 -.370 .712 

LS × TP .388 .170 .244 2.286 .024 

TP × MS1 × LS .055 .272 .021 .203 .839 

TP × MS2 × LS .552 1.207 .097 .457 .648 
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Supplemental Material 3. Moderation analysis of the similarity between a perpetrator and 

an innocent suspect  

Although the ability of mock-witness measures to predict eyewitness behaviors was 

generally significant in target-absent (TA lineups; see Figure 3), we expected the predictability 

of mock-witness measures in TA lineups to be moderated by the similarity between a perpetrator 

and an innocent suspect—specifically, we anticipated that mock-witness measures would predict 

eyewitness behaviors when similarity is moderate or low, but not strong.  

Like the moderation analysis of memory strength in target-present (TP lineups), we 

examined correlations between mock-witness measures and eyewitness performance in TA 

lineups across different levels of the similarity between a perpetrator and an innocent suspect. 

For this analysis, we created a proxy measure of the similarity. The similarity index is yielded by 

TP lineup fairness minus TA lineup fairness when the same fillers are used in TP and TA 

lineups. Given that d′(GFp) – d′(RaRp) and d′(IFa) reflect TP and TA lineup bias respectively in 

the multi-d′ model, the similarity between a perpetrator and an innocent suspect can be 

calculated as {d′(GFp) – d′(RaRp)} – d′(IFa). As an innocent suspect more resembles the 

perpetrator, the difference between TP and TA lineup fairness decreases and consequently the 

value of the similarity index approaches zero.  

We categorized the current database into three groups of the similarity (low, moderate, 

and high) based on values of {d′(GFp) – d′(RaRp)} – d′(IFa). As in the moderation analyses for 

memory strength, we categorized similarity into three groups based on the first and third 

quartiles of {d′(GFp) – d′(RaRp)} – d′(IFa) in Lee’s (2019) database: {d′(GFp) – d′(RaRp)} – 

d′(IFa) < 0.68 for high similarity, 0.68 ≤ {d′(GFp) – d′(RaRp)} – d′(IFa) < 1.52 for moderate 

similarity,  and {d′(GFp) – d′(RaRp)} – d′(IFa) ≥ 1.52 for low similarity. In addition, we used 
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response rates and discriminability values across levels of each independent variable as well as 

the overall response rates and discriminability values. The data used in this moderation analysis 

was restricted to studies using the same fillers for TP and TA lineups. Finally, for exploratory 

purposes, we also conducted the same moderation analysis in TP lineups.  

Figures S1 to S3 show correlations between mock-witness measures and eyewitness 

performance for each of the similarity levels. For TA lineups, consistent with our prediction, 

Lineup Size did not significantly correlate with eyewitnesses’ IDs and discriminability in the 

high similarity condition. However, Lineup Size significantly or marginally correlated with Filler 

IDs and d′(IFa) in the moderate (r = .80, p =.02 and r = -.66, p =.07, respectively) and low 

similarity conditions (r = .65, p =.08 and r = -.81, p =.02, respectively). Although the results 

supported our prediction, these results should be cautiously interpreted because the small number 

of observations used in this analysis might have yielded unreliable correlations. Because 

researchers are less likely to provide mock-witness measures of TA lineups than TP lineups (see 

our Appendix) and the data used in the analysis was restricted to studies using the same fillers in 

TP and TA lineups, the number of observations for each cell in the correlations was between 8 

and 14 only. 

For TP lineups, we did not find considerable moderating effects of similarity. The mock-

witness measures generally produced significant correlations with eyewitness performance for all 

similarity conditions. This result appears contradictory to the overall nonsignificant correlations 

between mock-witness measures and eyewitness performance for TP lineups in Figure 3. The 

disparity might have occurred  because the estimates of eyewitness performance (i.e., response 

rates and discriminability values) were conditioned on independent variables which increased the 

value range of eyewitness-performance and their datapoints, which in turn could have increased 
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our power. However, the key finding for TP lineups is that, unlike for TA lineups, the similarity 

between a perpetrator and an innocent suspect did not moderate the relationship between mock-

witness measures and eyewitness performance.   

 

 

Figure S1. Correlations and scatter plots of mock-witness measures and eyewitness performance in the 

high similarity condition.   The left panel depicts TP lineups while the right panel depicts TA lineups. n/a 

indicates that there were too few observations to permit the correlation analysis. 
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Figure S2. Correlations and scatter plots of mock-witness measures and eyewitness performance in the 

moderate similarity condition. The left panel depicts TP lineups while the right panel depicts TA lineups. 

n/a indicates that there were too few observations to permit the correlation analysis. 

 

Figure S3. Correlations and scatter plots of mock-witness measures and eyewitness performance in the 

low similarity condition. The left panel depicts TP lineups while the right panel depicts TA lineups.  n/a 

indicates that there were too few observations to permit the correlation analysis. 


