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[bookmark: _GoBack]	There are many major points included in this article. One that stood out to me and I feel is important is the showups vs. lineups section. These are the two categories that eyewitness identification procedures are placed into. The definition of a showup that this article gives us is an procedure to show identification of a person when law enforcement personnel an eyewitness come forward with a one individual, also known as the suspect, and then ask the eyewitness if this person is the perpetrator or the person who committed the crime. The largest part of this activity that decides whether a showup or lineup is present are the foils or fillers. Fillers are described as innocents who are present in a lineup along with the suspect to protect the suspects that may be innocent from eyewitnesses who may want to guess that the suspect is the perpetrator. Both showups and lineups can happen in person or with pictures from a camera (Smith & Dufraimont, 2014). 
	When law enforcement personnel conduct a lineup, it is needed to balance between two extremes. During a match-to-suspect, these is potential to lead to both extremes. As for match-to-description-of-perpetrator, this provides law enforcement with an objective criterion to make a decision on which feature fillers should and should not share with the suspect (Smith & Dufraimont, 2014).
	I also found the eyewitness methodology section in the article to be interesting and important. Most of the research on eyewitness identification procedures occurs in psychological laboratories. During this, the participants view an event which is staged, a video of a simulated crime, or a photo of a target. This phase is often called the encoding phase and is used to reflect the memory process in which the eyewitness encodes details of the event and target in the memory. Then later during the recognition phase, the participants are presented with a target-present or target-absent identification procedure and are then asked to make an identification decision (Smith & Dufraimont, 2014). 
There are many precautions in place to limit convicting the wrong individual accidentally by eyewitness identification. Two of the procedures or safeguards are best-practice identification procedures and courtroom safeguards. Law enforcement personnel use the best-practice identification process when seeking identification of suspects in which have reduced the risk of mistaken eyewitness identifications. As for courtroom safeguards, they are procedural and evidentiary roles in which are designed to attenuate the potential impact of unreliable eyewitness identification evidence. This provides a wrongly-identified accused which is a last line of defense against wrongful conviction (Smith & Dufraimont, 2014).
According to this article’s research, the best way to prevent convicting a person who is innocent is to adopt eyewitness procedures that limit innocent suspect identifications. Even though there is little evidence that jury education can or cannot sensitize jurors to the accuracy of eyewitnesses, there is still some hope for the efficacy of jury education from research demonstrating that jurors are most definitely responsive to expert opinion. A goal of these strategies is to increase juror sensitivity to eyewitness accuracy as sometimes jurors often over believe eyewitness identification testimonies. The thought of convicting the wrong person increases and will lead to a greater decrease in false alarms relating to hits and increasing the juror’s belief. Overall, the lineup reform procedures reduce identification of the innocent and increase the likelihood that a suspect is guilty given identification (Smith & Dufraimont, 2014). 
I personally knew nothing about this topic until reading this article. Although I can’t relate to it personally, I still found it very interesting. I believe that they have a strong system when it comes to eyewitness identification cases and can’t think of anything else they could do to improve it.
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