The Effects of Interrogative Pressure in Simulated Forensic Interviews

Allan McGroarty

A thesis submitted 1n accordance with the regulations governing the award of Degree of Doctor

of Philosophy in Psychology.

Department of Psychology
University of Strathclyde
Glasgow

2007



Declaration of authors rights
The copyright of this thesis belongs to the author under the terms of the United Kingdom

Copyright Acts as qualified by University ot Strathclyde Regulation 3.51. Due

acknowledgement must always be made of the use of any matenal contained 1n, or

derived from, this thesis.



Acknowledgements

Dr James S Baxter for his encouragement, guidance, generosity of spirit, and peerless sense of

humour.

Gerry McKenna for his dependability and convincing application of interrogative pressure.

Reuben Millward, Jo Molle, Steve Scales, Jamie Cowan and Callum Wells for acting out my

crime scenario with enthusiasm.

Participants from the Departments of Psychology and Engineering, and from the Centre for

Lifelong Learning for giving up their time for me.

Judith, Ava and Ari for their support and patience.



Table of Contents

GENERAL ABSTRACT ... oeeiiritttiieertneciitraenessietestossesnsssasssssssssressssssessssssssssssssssssssessssassossssssssssssesssnnans 1

CHAPTER 1 : AN OVERVIEW OF POLICE INTERROGATION AND INTERVIEWING:

PRACTICES AND EMPIRICAL RESEARCH ...ttt ireeecececieeasensecetsnstennsseesssesssensssssesssnns 3
1.1 EARLY HISTORY OF POLICE INTERROGATION ...uiiiiiiitiitiie ettt e et e eeeasasaseseneneaeasaneearasanrnenseens 4
1.2 THE DEMISE OF THE THIRD DEGRERE ......cuittiiitiitiiiit ettt te i tetne e tetsaeaaa st sasasasasasasasesansasaseeneeeasssansens, 9
1.3 THE MOVE TO PSYCHOLOGICAL INTERROGATION ...ttt ettt et e st teaaaeee e e e eeetaasavasasananes 12
1.4 THE REID TECHNIQUE .. ..ot etteeeee e e eeeee et e e e et ee e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ese e e e e e e e aee e eae e eeees e e eeeeeeenanen s, 14

1.4.1 The 1echnique 10 detQil ..............c.oeniieiieeiee ettt e ettt e e e e e e ee e tae et e e e vaeee, 15
1.5 PSYCHOLOGICAL FACTORS INFLUENCING CONFESSION .......cciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiti e ettt e a e aaae, 18
1.5.1 Offender SElf-TEPOTLS .......c.ooeeertaeieeeeee e ettt e e e e ettt e s eesetne e aaaaaseann, 18
1.5.2 ECOLOZICAL CONITOL ..ot et ettt ettt e et e et e e e e ettt e e e it ae e e en e aeaeaaeeeei 22
L. 5.3 ATHIUAC CRANGE ...ttt ettt et e e et et e et e et eaae et e e e e taaee et s eannaraeanessnaana, 25
L.5.4 CONFOTIUTY ... oottt et et e e sttt e e e et e s e e s e ae et e s ae s satsn s eaataatsaaaea st s tannsaetannesnnans, 26
1.5.5 Obedience 10 QUINOTITY c....coeuuieeee ettt et e et e e e e et e e e s tee e et e e e s aaeetae e taesenaessanasssaeess 27
1.6 CRITICISMS OF THE REID TECHNIQUE ... ..utuitttittetneeeeetateestaetneassasaes e etassssiareentstnasaeatarnaeasaasasnannes 29
1.6.1 GUAJONSSONS CHITICISTIS .. e eeeeeeeeeeeeee et et ettt et e e e et ae e et e e ae s aebat e et ae s e e e aesataaennnnaenanns 29
1.6.2 Kassin and ASSOCIATES™ CHITICISIIS ovvueeneeeee e ettt et e te e tee e e e et e st et ee s estaetaseaessseraesans 32
1.7 INVESTIGATIVE INTERVIEWING APPROACHES ........uuiiiiiiiiit it ettt e e e sann e e e e e 34
1.7.1 The COGRITIVE INIETVIOW. .....coceeeiieeeee ettt ettt ettt e e ettt a e ettt e e e ettt e e es taeeananaannaaeeee e ees 35
1.7.2 CONVErSATION MANALEIMICHL ......eeveeeeeeeeeeeeeeae e ee e e et et e teeeeee e et e e te e e tteetee et eeae e ssesaeseaneannns 39
1.7.3 The PEACE APPFOACH ...ttt ettt a et e et te e ettt e e e e e e et e et e aeaeae e et ae e st aetaastaeeesns 41
1.8 WHAT HAPPENS IN POLICE INTERVIEWS WITH SUSPECT S ...ttt ittt et et sasenaanesansanan 44
L8 L IVVING'S STUAIES ..o e et e ettt ettt e e e ettt s e e taat e e e e et e e ee s eaeen, 45
1.8.2 BAIAWITI'S STUAY «cooaeeeeeeeeeeee ettt ettt ettt ettt e et e et e e e et e e et e e e et ee e tne e e e staneneaeaneranaen, 51
L.8.3 MOSTON’S STUALES «.coueeeeeeeeee e ettt ee et te e e e et et e e et et s aee et e aee e st s ae e e nen e eaa s ebesansenaannann. 54
1.8.4 Pearse & GUAJONSSON’S STULY..........ooveneiee ettt ettt e e e e e ee e et et e e e ettt e e et aaeeere s saaaa e 57
1.8.5 Clarke & MilNe’s STUAY.....ooencooeeneeeeeee e ettt e ettt e ettt e et b e s e s s e st e aeees s 59
1.9 WHAT HAPPENS IN POLICE INTERVIEWS WITH WITNESSES......cooiiiiiiiiiii it e ee et e 60
L1.9.1 MCLEAN’S STUY.....ccooveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e et ee e e aee et te s e e e aeassasaeetaaassas e ea et aesanaaas e snassannsesneens 61
1.9.2 Clarke & Milne’s STUAY........ooeenoee ettt ettt ettt et e ettt e e e ara e e st e et ereneens 62
1. 10 CONCLUSIONS .....outttuutttunun st sassasssansssaasesas e saeaaasa seaas tet e eaa aaeeenaaaeeasteeeeeeaaesseennnresasaaanaaaesesessrern, 63

CHAPTER 2 : INTERROGATIVE SUGGESTIBILITY AND INTERROGATIVE PRESSURE...65



D | DEFINING INTERROGATIVE SUGGES TIBILITY oot e e e e e e e e et et e 65

2.2 THE GUDJONSSON-CLARK THEORETICAL MODEL .......ouiiiiiiiii e ae e e e ettt eee st e e 68
2.3 MEASURING INTERROGATIVE SUGGESTIBILITY ...ceiitiiiieiieteiieiiiiaeeeeeteeiiieseeertne e s eeereiiaeaassananasanaens 72
2.3.1 Rationale for the development of an Interrogative Suggestibility Scale..................cccc.uuuuan..... /2
2.3.2 Requirements of the Gudjonsson Suggestibility Scale..........oueeeeneeeeeeneiiiieiiiiieiei e, /2
2.3.3 GSS procedure and specific measures ODIAINEd......................c..eveeuiimiiieeieeiiesiiiiieeiieriiineianes /3
2.4 RESEARCH ON INTERROGATIVE SUGGESTIBILITY AND INTERROGATIVE PRESSURE .......cevvvvveeann.... 76
2.4.1 Additional influences on interrogative SUZEeESHIDILITY ...............uovveieiiiieeeiteeeeii ettt itee e, /8
2.4.2 Studies using adapted GSS PrOCEAUTES ........coouueeieeiiieeeeieeeeee et et eanaeeseaas 82

R IVAN LY DX O) 2 B 3 € Ol I 5 § DA N R 34
CHAPTER 3 : STUDY I e iiiittieiteiteeiiteetesiesesirentessssestsssssssssssesssssssssncssasssssssss sess sessssssnssans sonesssssonss 86
3 ] A B S T RAC T e eiiiet ettt et ettt e e e e e et e e et eetaeeeat e ettt —taeeaeaeaaeetaneeetaaa ettt aeaartertnebaraaenaeeneernee, 36
RV 0 5 230 D) 5104 i (0). O EP 87
R I\ 121 1 2 (0] 0 TN TP UPUPRURUTPTOPP 93
3. 3.0 DIOSIGRccoueeeee ettt e e e e ettt et ettt et te et ats e ea et e ee it e e e e tbeta e neeerane e es 93
3.3.2 PATTICIPANLS v ee et ettt e et ettt e et e e e e e e e e et e e et e e e e e e as e e et aaeaaaaaasantatee setasataaeaeanaeenns 94

R I 7 (712 4 171 KT UT OO UT U U PR 94
3.3.3.1 VIAEOtAPEA VML ......eiiiiiiiie ettt te e ettt e e e e e et e s e eab et e ee e e ea b b ae e e e aa e raaaeeenesenans 94
3.3.3.2 State and Trait Anxiety Inventory (ST AL ...ttt 94
3.3.3.3Interview Rating FOTMI . ......oveii ettt e et be e e ee e e e e s st e s bba e e e e aenas 95

R I 3 ad 20 ol 17 11 o AU OSSPSR 95
33041 SCOTIIIE oottt ettt ettt ee e e ettt ae e e e es e s es et s baeeecaaaeaa b b bbb e e aeaaa e sas b bbesaeeaaasanans e saas sennsennbeensssbseraeeees 99

3 RESULTS ..iiituiettittteee et e e ettt e e ee ettt e e e eee s eeatees aaasaeaaaaaaaesabaasaaesann aaass s searsanasaes e aessnaaasannassssnassnsnnns 101
3.4. 1 MEMOFY TCALL ...t e e ettt e et e e e et enae s e e et aeeen, 101
34,2 ARIXICTY .o eeeeeee et ettt ettt ettt e ettt e et eeeae ittt a e et tana e e et et ettt naaan i ntaataaaent e artnaaranns 101
3.4.3 INTOFVIEW FATIIZS ..o eeeeeeeeeeeeetee ettt ettt e e et ee et e et e et e et e e ea e e et e et et e et atae e s eeaesesennssansrnnssans 102
3.4.4 RESPONSE CHANGE ..ottt ettt e e et tan e e eaera 103
3.4.5 Response change toOWArd INACCUTACY.........cc..occnuuuuieiieieiieeeeassieeieeetseisetesteaaeeeetaaaeaaasaaaaaaeeees 104
3.5 DISCUSSION .. cuiteeetieieiiiet et s ee ettt ettt e e e et ettt ttt ettt etae e e eeeeeeeteeesbaeteeeeseasesesaesess nesarnsesesssssannnssanesesennnns 107
CHAPTER 4 : STUDY LA . riiiiitiiitiitiienecitereereseesesssssssssssessesssssssssssssesssessss sosesasasssssssass sasesenss 115
A ] A BSTRACT . oeeeeeeeeee et s ee e e et e et et e e ettt et et aaee e e ee e et rae et e aa e aan et e e e eeeaatneen e —ae e eneearaaanaaanaarnns 115
A0 INTRODUGTION . .ooutittiteeetaren ettt aratn st taersesaettn s eensaesaasensnasnsssnssssnssssassn e sassaesesesnsnnasaen, 116
.3 IMIETHOD .o vvvn et eeeeetsaesaas s sasessaae s bsaeeaea s et aetatessas s et see e s et e e e e e see e e an e e an e e e s e soeeeneeneenns 120
O T B D L 74 /T OSSPSR 120
G.3.2 PAFTICIPANLS oottt ettt ettt e e ettt e e e ee e e e e e e e e et eeess batasaes ataneasesananserennanesens 120

11



B.3.3 MATEFIALS ..o eeeee e et e et e e e e et st et et ee et e bee s asetasansaae s ae et ae e e e e e e e et aene e e enatnemansennseerenenns, 12]

4.3.3.1 VIideotaPed INTEIVIEWS ....cciiiiiiiiiiii ittt sttt ettt et e be s eta e ees e e s bebbeesaessebeesansssressesssessse s, 121]
4.3.3. 2 INterVICWET RALEr FOTIN oot e e ee e e e e ee e e e e s et e e e e 121
R o 40 Yel 07 1 1 USSR 121

4 N 4 2R B B I S U OO S USRI 122
4 N B ) R 6L DAY (0)\ USROS 125
CHAPTER § : STUDY 2 . rrrrrittettrccntrtresciecrnnennesesennsesssssnsestssnssssessssssesessssssssesssssssesssssses ssnssnssssnssns 131
I AN 2 Y I 2N G A U TSSOSO 131
IV 1N N 200 5) 8164 N () N ST 132
S 3 IMIETHOD ...ttt et e e et et e e e e st b tes bt e s s e e 2 a4 e 4 e e e e e aee et e bate s bttt be s et e e e e e ea e seasrereebaes 138
I I B D T 1< £ ST 138

I O o7 1 1 100§ 227 17 R OO SRR 138
SIS I 7 1 02 4 171 K PRI 139
5.3.3.1 VIAEOAPEA VO ....eveiiiiiiiiie ettt et e et e s e et e baaeas e s ebatasssbesaeesesettsarssieeesasns 139
5.3.3.2 Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE) ... 139
5.3.3.3 Interview RaAtINg FOII ... .ot e e e etae et te e e e e e e ettt eaaerebeassss e e s eassnnees 139
5.3.3.4 State and Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAL ..., 140

I I B od o Yol 1 1 ] o U 140
5.3 4.1 SCOTIIIE ..ottt ee et te et te s e e ett ettt bt srvesateaaeees e s sssnssstsrasssssbessaeaaeeesaaean srsssnsbsss snnsssasssnnssressnns 141

B IR 3 24 DA B B IO TSROSO 142
S.:4. 1 MEMOTY TECALL ... ettt et ettt e s tee et e et e tae e at e taesasan e et e as st erassneenananss 142

S 4.2 ARXICTY .ottt ettt e e et e e+ et e e et e aa et ta e e et tata e e tt o eet e et h et e et nantnaeeaansaraaaeeran, 142
5.4.3 INICTVIEW FATINZS ... aerieeeeieeee ettt e et ees e tsaeatteereeaeeeaaaeeean s ‘ ...................................... 143

5.4 4 RESPONSE CRANGE ..ottt ettt e e r ettt s ettt et et te e e s e e st e astanessnan, 144
5.4.5 Response change toOWArd INACCUTACY..........couuuuueiieeieiiiiaiiie et e et e e e et e e e e isaeaaseaaaeaanan e, 144
5.5 DISCUSSION ...ttuuittuitit e et e et e e ae s e e se s eeteaeeaeeeeaeetasesaeaaesaaateaeeaeeeesttaeeaeaeeaesanesssesanssasnnanns 147

oIS T B D LK <4 7 O U TP PPPR PRI 165
.3.2 PATTICIPANLS ..ueveee ettt ettt e e e ettt et e et betb et s s e 4 batbe st e aa tee et aaeee et seuteasasasaaennensnanenes 165
T T I 17102 & 121 KOO SOOI 167
6.3.3.1 VIideotaAPed EVENL .....uviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiittttiesest ettt e e eb bbb e s e s st eesba stbaaeae s s e b e b be e e e e e etsbbbea e e e eabsaneas 167
6.3.3.2 Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE) ottt 167

(11



6.3.3.3 Interview Rating FOIM......cooiiriiiiiii et 167

0.3, 3.4 INLEIVIEW T R T FOTIL o e iniiiieiit ettt et e et e e s et e e ee s et e e e as e e ersase s e a e s e te e e e e e e 167

6.3.3.5 State and Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) ..o e, 167

O.3.4 PPOCOAUTC ...ttt e et e e ettt ettt e et e et s e e s s et e e e e e anasenanee, 168

0.3 4.1 SCOTIIE oottt ettt ettt sttt e e e e st et te s s ba s s aaehee s e eeeeeeeessssasesesreees e eesesaesssnssssnsssnss 170

0.4 RESULTS ...ttt ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e ee s e e e et e e ettt e e tas e bbbesataants s s etsesn aaeessassssssssensseneesnns 171
O.4. 1 MEIOTY FECALL ...t ettt eee s te e st tee e e e e et e e e et aseeaaea e e eseaeereaeen, 171
O.4.2 INTCTVIEW FATINZS.......eeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e ettt ettt et ettt eaer e ta et ane e e eaneaensenas et eeseensssnnsnns 171
O.4.3 RESPONSE CRANGE ... e ettt ettt et et ettt et e e e ettt ettt et e e eeeeaese e sensonaes oo, 172
6.4.4 Response change toOWArd INACCUFACY..........ccuuuuuiiieeeiiiaaae et et a e e et aaeaaaaan, 174
0.4.5 INterviewer DERAVIOUT TATINZS ......cceuueeeieeeeeeeiteeeteeeet ettt eeieeat e et ettt e et s ettt tm e aneaansaestraeennn, 175

oI o I N7 b 122 o U NRRITPUPRISRIRS 176

0.5 DISCUSSION L.ttt ettt ae e be s s e e seseesetaaaeteaeaaeaaaetaaeeaeeetateesesssasass s bassstssnssnnssssssnsnssnns 178
CHAPTER 7 : GENERAL DISCUSSION ot riciitientticiittiineeeeneteneeseeeceseecannecsansssssessasssases sassssasess 192
L Y RE UL T S .ottt ittt et et e te et e s et s e e e et et e s s et e saesaeetaaaae s e e sas e e se s eas e s e te e e e e e e e e e s ran e s s snnns 192
7.1.1 Practical and theoretiCl IMPIICAIIONS .........coeivueeiieeiee e ettt e ea et e aeeeen et e e aeeesenaenan, 195

7.2 METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES ..ottt et e et et e et et st e et e e e e et eretee e e s aeaaae e e e e e rerasasaraananane, 199
7.3 FUTURE WORK ...oiitiiitiiti ittt et et e te e e e e e es et st s ee st et s as s aae e es e aaee s e e ma e e e e e e e e e e e e n e aaeaaeaeeeneee e anss 201
REFERENCQCES ... ittt enissee it temetennssenasessesssssssessssanssssnssss sess sassosasesnsss sosssnsassnne 205

APPENDIX A - THE GUDJONSSON AND CLARK (1986) MODEL OF INTERROGATIVE
SUGGESTIBILITY .o iiiitinitiisiniinnietiiiniiecsernennssntnessssssssessssssssteaseessrasssesssssssssssssensssssanssssssssns 232

APPENDIX B - STANDARD GSS 1 AND 2 PROCEDURE AND MEASURES (GUDJONSSON
1984, 1987B) oo vneeeereeseeseseessssseseesssssssssssessessessessesesssssssssssssaesssssssasesssssessssensenssssensssessesemsessssesesseseessenen 233

APPENDIX C - ADAPTED GSS 2 PROCEDURE AND MEASURES (BAXTER, BOON &

MARLEY, 2006) ... ovueeseeseeseeseesssassesssessesssssusesssssessssssssasesssssensssessassssssssesssssssssssassasssssssssssssssassessasans 234
APPENDIX D — VARIANT OF GSS PROCEDURE AND MEASURES ..o eeoreeereesceseseesessessan. 235
APPENDIX E ~ CASE 1: EXAMPLE ANSWER SHEET ..o eeeeeevesseseesssssssssessesesssssssssane 236
APPENDIX F — CASE 15 SCORES ..o eereeeeeeseseeseesesssesessesssssessassesesessesssssssesssssesssssssassesssssssssssssssans 237
APPENDIX G ~ CASE 2: EXAMPLE ANSWER SHEET ......ououeeeeeeeeeeereeseseesesssesessssesessasssssessssseans 238
APPENDIX H = CASE 2: SCORES ...cuueteeereeeeeseesesssesessessessasessssssssssessssssssssassesssssssssssssssesssessesessesen 239

1V



APPENDIX I - INTERVIEW RATING FORM. ....cociiiiiiuiirinniinimiinniiiennieeeinnenennnnnieas e 240
APPENDIX J - INTERVIEWER RATER FORM (BAIN & BAXTER, 2000)......ccccccereeeiiiciirnaranee. 241
APPENDIX K - ROSENBERG SELF-ESTEEM SCALE (ROSENBERG, 1965).............cuuccuueueun... 242

APPENDIX L - MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION SCORES ON THE RSE FOR
UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS

APPENDIX M - PERCENTILE SCORES ON THE RSE FOR UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS



List of Tables

Table 3-1. Questions asked after participants had watched the video clip. ...............coccooini... 97
Table 3-2. Mean (standard deviation) memory recall, anxiety scores, and interview ratings by

o0) 4 16 116 (o) o VOO RPN RSO ORR SRR 102
Table 3-3. Mean (standard deviation) percentage response change by condition..................... 104
Table 3-4. Total response change (RC) away from and toward accuracy by type of feedback. 105
Table 3-5. Mean (standard deviation) response change (RC) toward inaccuracy by condition. 106
Table 4-1. Mean (standard deviation) interviewer behaviour ratings by condition. ................. 124

Table 5-1. Mean (standard deviation) memory recall, anxiety scores, and interview ratings by

610118 | LR (o) s FEUURUR O 143
Table 5-2. Mean (standard deviation) percentage response change by condition..................... 144

Table 5-3. Mean (standard deviation) response change (RC) toward inaccuracy by condition. 145

Table 5-4. Mean response change (RC) towards inaccuracy by feedback condition................ 146
Table 6-1. Pre-study interviewer behaviour ratings by condition. ...............co.coeeiiiiiiinnnn.n..e, 166
Table 6-2. Mean (standard deviation) memory recall and interview ratings by condition........ 172

Table 6-3. Mean (standard deviation) percentage response change by condition and question

Table 6-4. Mean (standard deviation) response change (RC) toward 1naccuracy by condition and

LTS 03 1 10 4 o1 174
Table 6-5. Mean interviewer behaviour ratings by condition. ..., 176
Table 6-6. Mean (standard deviation) pre- and post-interview state anxiety scores. ................ 177
Table 6-7. Mean (standard deviation) pre- and post-interview trait anxiety scores.................. 177

|



General Abstract

The purpose of this thesis was to investigate the effects of interrogative pressure on
Iinterviewee behaviour, particularly the tendency to change previous answers during
requestioning. The three main studies used an experimental procedure adapted from the
Gudjonsson Suggestibility Scales (GSS; Gudjonsson, 1984, 1987b). Two amendments
were made to the standard GSS procedure to increase ecological validity: questions
asked of participants were minimally rather than overtly leading and were applied to a
video presentation of a simulated crime as opposed to a narrative passage. The repeated
questions and negative teedback aspects of the GSS procedure were retained. Study 1
examined the effects of two types of feedback and the presence of a second interviewer.
Compared with neutral feedback, negative teedback resulted in more response changes,
higher state anxiety and higher ratings of interview ditticulty. The results also suggest
that the presence of a second interviewer, at least one who has a minimal involvement in
questioning, is not likely to influence the recall of interviewees. Study 2 investigated the
influence on interviewee behaviour of an intervention made by a supportive “ally”. A
warning communicated by the ally immediately following feedback was found not to
reduce response change. Study 3 examined the etfects of two types of interviewer
behaviour. An abrupt manner during questioning, compared to a friendly manner,
resulted in more response changes. Studies 2 and 3 also assessed the influence of levels
of interviewee self-esteem on interviewee responding. Low levels of selt-esteem were
found to be associated with increased self-reported anxiety following questioning and

rated difficulty of the interview, but not with increased response change. These findings



indicate that, if not carefully monitored and controlled, critical forms of verbal teedback
and negative demeanour of interviewers can operate as suggestive intfluences which may

compromise the reliability of testimony.




Chapter 1: An Overview of Police Interrogation and

Interviewing: Practices and Empirical Research

The interviewing of witnesses, suspects, complainants and victims is a central aspect of

forensic 1nvestigation often given priority over other means of gathering evidence
(Baldwin, 1994; Pearse & Gudjonsson, 1996). Interviewing of suspects in particular
seems to offer a direct route to securing a guilty plea through the attainment of a
confession (Irving, 1980). Within the UK, the past three decades have been a period of
considerable activity regarding the examination of police interviewing and systematic

attempts to 1mprove its practice. Prior to this, the police interrogation room constituted a

“black box™, closed to public scrutiny.

Recent research has revealed what actually happens in forensic interviews and
laboratory-based studies have increased understanding ot the eftects of factors such as
custodial and interrogative pressures, the personality of interviewers, as well as physical
and psychological vulnerabilities of interviewees (Gudjonsson, 2006). The result of this
rescarch has been to the benefit of both interviewees in terms ot protecting their rights,

and to police interviewers with regard to highlighting the most effective means of

gathering reliable evidence and ensuring that interview-based evidence 1s admissible 1n
court. Hence, there would seem to be much to commend continuing ettorts by a range of
professionals to seek to understand and improve police interviewing. McKenzie (2001)

states this point firmly: “A clear responsibility rests firmly upon criminal justice



educators, forensic psychologists, enlightened senior police officers, and lawyers, both
detence and prosecution, to take every possible step to ensure that the dynamics of
interviewing and interrogation are understood” (p. 447). The present thesis, based on

four experimental studies, 1s directed towards this objective.

This chapter begins with a discussion of early police interrogation techniques and
considers the progression of interrogation as a deliberately coercive, and often
physically brutal practice, towards one characterised by psychological manipulation.
Much of the initial discussion centres on American police interrogation practice, not
only because the bulk of early literature came from the US but, despite differences
between the American legal system and legal systems elsewhere, including the UK,
American interrogation tactics have been widely influential (Gudjonsson, 2003).
Following consideration of some of the psychological factors operative during
interrogation which may influence the behaviour of suspects, attention is given to
criticisms of American-style interrogation techniques. The chapter then focuses on the
movement away from interrogation, particularly in the UK, towards investigative
interviewing methods which have sought to apply ethical procedure and psychological
knowledge to the information gathering process. Finally, a review ot recent published

research on real police interviews with suspects and witnesses 1s presented.

1.1 Early history of police interrogation

An historical perspective on police interrogation techniques shows that the methods used

over the course of the twentieth century underwent radical change. In the first three




decades of the previous century, interrogation practice was characterised by the
infliction of physical pain and mental sutfering on criminal suspects towards the
objective of extracting information and obtaining confessions. According to Leo (2004),

the characteristic features of such methods, known commonly as the “third degree”, are
that “(a) 1t typically occurs during custodial detention; (b) it involves the use of physical

force and/or psychological duress; and (c) its fundamental purpose 1s to extort

admissions and confessions of guilt from criminal suspects” (p. 52).

To cite an early example, Munsterberg (1908) describes an instance ot the third degree
following which a young man who had previously denied the murder of a girl,

eventually confessed:

“The detectives had taken the shabby young man to the undertaking rooms, led him to
the side of the coffin, suddenly whipped back the sheet, exposing the white bruised face,
and abruptly demanded, “When did you see her?” He sank to his knees and put his hands
over his face; but they dragged him to his feet and ordered him to place his right hand on
the forehead of the body. Shuddering, he obeyed, and the next moment again collapsed.
The detectives pulled him again to his feet, and fired at him question after question,
forcing him to stroke the girl’s hair and cheeks; and, evidently without control of his

mind, he affirmed all that his torturers asked, and, in his half-demented state, even added

details to his untrue story” (pp. 76-77).




Clearly, the treatment of the suspect in this case constitutes a form of inflicted terror. He
was eventually acquitted by the jury who had presumably been made aware of the
methods used to obtain the confession. The use of corpses, or parts of corpses, to obtain

confessions was by no means unusual. As Hopkins (1931) noted:

“A visit to the morgue 1s a fairly standard piece ot police work 1n murder cases ... it is
like flipping a coin with two heads. It the sight of a mutilated cadaver causes the
suspected person to show any human signs ot shock, then the police naturally interpret it
as a betrayal of guilt, and feel more warranted in “putting on the screws” after that. On
the other hand, if no shock is revealed, that may demonstrate that the suspect 1s a

hardened monster” (p. 257).

Leo (1992, 2004) has delineated the various coercive interrogation strategies that
comprise the third degree. The first of these 1s “direct physical abuse™ in the form of
beating, clubbing, whipping and punching detainees on various parts of their body.
Keedy (1937) cites a case in which a suspect was hanged with a rope from the limb of a
tree then whipped until he confessed. As a result of such abuse, suspects would often be

rendered unconscious, require medical assistance and be permanently scarred.

A distinction can be made between “direct” and “deniable” physical abuse. In the latter,
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some care 1S taken to prevent lasting physical markings in order that accusations of

physical coercion might be later refuted in court. Among other treatments, suspects have
been struck with rubber hose (the “gold fish”), pieces of tyre, poked in the ribs with a
blackjack, tied to an armchair and struck on the side of the head, winded by blows to the

solar plexus (a “fist to the wind”), administered tear gas, and forced to stand for hours on

end (Haller, 1976; Leo, 2004).

Leo (2004) makes a further a distinction under the general category of physical force in
describing examples of “orchestrated physical abuse”. This involved a series of more
premeditated, and no less coercive, tactics designed to inflict pain. Examples of this
approach include locking suspects in a small cell heated to an extreme temperature (a
“Sweat Box”), the “Water Cure” in which water was poured into a suspect’s mouth or
nostrils to give the sensation of drowning, and the administration of electric shocks,
often in a real electric chair. Suspects were also threatened with the “cannon ball”. A
heavy cannon ball was suspended above the suspect’s head and a rope attached to the
release mechanism at one end and the suspect’s outstretched leg at the other. A false
move from the suspect would release the ball which would crush his or her head. Under
such a circumstance, suspects would most often feel compelled to contess. Another
technique, involving two police officers, was the “Mutt and Jett” routine, also known as
“Good Cop/Bad Cop” in which one interrogator took an accusatory, negative and otten

violent stance towards the suspect and the other displayed sympathy and support.




Physical abuse of the kinds noted above was also accompanied by a number of ’
psychological pressures. Often, criminal suspects would “disappear” for days on end
while police officers questioned them for prolonged periods of time, a practice known as
“Incommunicado interrogation”. An 1llustration of this method is given by Hopkins
(1931). He details the case of Ziang Sung Wan, a Chinese resident of New York accused
of murdering three inmates ot the Chinese Educational Mission in Washington. Wan
was seriously 1ll with influenza and stomach trouble when two Washington detectives
arrived at his home in New York and, without official warrants of any kind, took him
back to a Washington hotel room, 1.e. not the police station, for interrogation. He was
subjected to persistent accusations of guilt and lengthy cross-examination by the
Superintendent of Police and one or more detectives. Wan was questioned morning,
afternoon, evening and after midnight, and this gruelling schedule of interrogation
continued despite his clear i1ll health. He was held incommunicado for a total of eight
days and only formally arrested on the ninth day when, weak and exhausted, he finally
confessed to the murder of the three men. Ziang Sung Wan was tried and convicted
largely on the basis of his confession and he was sentenced to hang. Sometime later, an
appeal taken to the Supreme Court of the United States was upheld and Wan was

eventually released. Later still, the Washington police were indicted tor unlawtul arrest

and for using the third degree.

The final subcategories of the third degree described by Leo (1992, 2004) relate to

various deprivations and explicit threats of harm. While being held for long periods ot




questioning, suspects were often deliberately deprived of basic needs such as food,
water, sleep and toilet facilities to further weaken their resistance and induce admissions

of guilt. In addition, they were psychologically intimidated by threats of severe injury or

death 1t they did not confess.

1.2 The demise of the third degree

In general, although the police did not publicly admit to the use of extreme physical
force or psychological duress on suspects (see Fiaschetti (1930), however, for a candid
account of the use of third degree methods), it was widely accepted as a normal aspect of
investigative work. As such, third degree methods were used on both adult and juvenile
suspects, on women as well as men (Hopkins, 1931), and these practices were
sanctioned by senior officials. As Haller (1976) points out, representatives of the State’s
Attorney and police chiefs themselves were sometimes present while the third degree

was being administered.

Not surprisingly, third degree practices came to the attention of the popular media and
newspaper reports often referred to the use of coercive measures by police ofticers as

these extracts from 1906 1llustrate:

“John L. Voss, accused by the police of the murder of his wife and the burning of his
home to destroy the evidence of his crime, yesterday admitted to Assistant Chief of

Police Schuettler and Inspector George M. Shippy that he had purchased a revolver and



a box of cartridges some time prior to the crime on Sunday morning. The admission,

wrung from the prisoner after three days of cross examination, is regarded as important”

(quoted 1n Haller, 1976, p. 319).

“Every police department in this country has its ‘sweaters’ or inquisitors, and long

practice has made them adepts at the art, 1f so 1t may be called” (quoted in Haller, 1976,

p. 319).

Media reports of police brutality would generally be denied by police officials and 1t was
very difficult for aggrieved citizens to bring charges against policemen. The subculture
in police departments was that of an intense group loyalty and, in the event of
accusations of malpractice, officers would close ranks and sometimes would harass
witnesses for the prosecution, arrest them, or drive them out ot town to prevent them
testifying against accused police officers (Haller, 1976). Nevertheless, a steady stream of
media reports and accusations by former detainees generated a public outcry and the

movement opposing third degree practice was to prove irresistible (Leo, 2004).

By present day standards of course, it is ironic that the police, an organised civil force
for maintaining order, preventing and detecting crime, and law enforcement did not
perceive their responsibilities from a legal perspective. Haller (1976) notes that, up until

the mid 1920s in America, the police were not oriented towards the norms of the legal
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system. Ofticers were untrained in the law and they operated in a criminal justice system
that placed little emphasis on legal procedure. The use of violence was not officially
recorded and, at the time, there were no civil liberties organisations to protect citizens
from police violations of individual rights. It was in this loosely regulated climate that
the extreme coercion of suspects persisted. As will be noted, however, changes in

Investigative practice and the eventual demise of the third degree would happen largely

In response to legal pressures.

The National Commission of Law Observance and Law Enforcement was introduced by
President Herbert Hoover as a means of examining the current state of American
policing. In 1931, the commission published the Wickersham Report which was highly
critical of policing methods and served as a record of public distaste as can be seen from
the statement below. The Wickersham Report was to have far-reaching and irreversible

implications for police practice generally and this included methods of interrogation.

“The general failure of the police to detect and arrest criminals guilty of the many

murders, spectacular bank, pay-roll, and other hold-ups, and sensational robberies with

guns, frequently resulting in the death of the robbed victim, has caused a loss ot public

confidence in the police of our country.”

Another important development came in a landmark case brought to the United States
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Supreme Court, Brown v. Mississippi (1936). In a one-day trial, three black defendants

were convicted of murder and sentenced to death. It transpired that the confessions were
not made voluntarily, but had been extracted by violent means. Specifically, one of the

detendants was twice hung from a tree by a deputy sheriff then tied to the tree and
whipped. He was later arrested and whipped further until he agreed to confess. The other
two detendants (one of them an Ed Brown) were arrested, taken to jail, made to strip
then whipped with leather straps until they also contessed. The Supreme Court ruled that
there had been “compulsion by torture to extort a confession” and the treatment of the
defendants amounted to a “clear demal of due process”. A number of subsequent

Supreme Court decisions would castigate the police and eventually third degree methods

were declared unlawful in the United States (McKenzie, 2001).

1.3 The move to psychological interrogation

The public revelation of police misconduct and abuse created a legitimacy crisis in
policing which prompted a redefinition and professionalisation of practices. Police
leaders openly denounced third degree methods not only on moral and legal grounds, but
on the basis that they were ineffective towards the goal of eliciting confessions.
Concerned with restoring public attitudes towards policing and enhancing effectiveness,
a movement took place away from the random brutality of the third degree and towards

“scientific”’ forms of criminal investigation (Leo, 2004).

As part of this movement, from 1940 in America, there began a steady stream ot police

interrogation training manuals — among them, Inbau (1942), Mulbar (1951), O'Hara
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(1956), and Arther and Caputo (1959). According to Leo (2004), these publications
“drew on the rhetoric, symbols, and cultural authority of science to confer legitimacy on
controversial police practices” (p. 60). The first manual to appear, Police Interrogation,
was written by W.R. Kidd, a tormer police lieutenant. Kidd (1940) strongly rejected
third degree tactics, attributing their use to laziness and lack of training in interrogation.
He emphasised the gathering of tacts about the crime, the recording of interrogations,
the use of lie detecting equipment, and highlighted the high standards of investigative

practice demonstrated by the Federal Bureau of Investigation, suggesting that police

departments should aspire to their protessionalism.

Trovillo (1940), a forensic psychologist reviewing Kidd’s manual, noted that it
advocated the use of various manipulative techniques aimed at securing admissions from
suspects. These included: the use of sympathy, flattery, “kidding”, face-saving, the
suggestions of extenuating circumstances (justification), bluffing, plays on shame and
embarrassment, plays on love, jealousy, hate, revenge, appeals to the suspect’s self-
interest, interrogation in the presence of the victim, and threat ot confinement in an
asylum. Tellingly, Kidd (1940) admonished, “If you resort to torture, you admit your
victim is the better man. When you ‘break’ a man by torture, he will hate you. If you

break him by your intelligence, he will always fear and respect you™ (p. 49).

Leo (2004) argues that modern psychological interrogation such as that developed by

Kidd and others is “logically intertwined” with the third degree and offers a “functional
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alternative” to it. It can be argued that, while Kidd was advocating a change in the

outward brutality and means of earlier interrogation practices, he was, to some extent,

seeking to maintain some of their psychologically coercive measures. It seems clear also

that the drive to force confessions from criminal suspects remained central to the

purpose of interrogation. Evidence of a continuing concern about coercive interrogation
tactics was to arise again the United States Supreme Court in Miranda v. Arizona
(1966). This landmark ruling sought to protect citizens against the possibility of falsely

confessing and it substantially impacted police interrogation practices (Leo, 1996a; Leo,

1996b).

1.4 The Reid Technique

Among the police interrogation manuals published i1n the USA, the most influential is
Criminal Interrogation and Confessions. Originally published under the title Lie
Detection and Criminal Interrogation (Inbau, 1942, 1948; Inbau & Reid, 1953), the
book has since been revised and expanded (Inbau & Reid, 1962, 1967, Inbau, Reid &
Buckley, 1986; Inbau, Reid, Buckley & Jayne, 2001). Termed “the bible of the
American interrogator’ by McKenzie (1994, p. 249), Inbau et al.’s manual has
influenced the publication of other police interrogation texts (e.g. Gordon, Fleisher &
Weinberg, 2002; Hess, 1997), including a British manual (Walkley, 1987). That the
second series of Inbau et al.’s manual is now 1n its fourth edition after sixty five years 1n

print is testament to its persistent and continuing influence.

Until relatively recently, there was a striking absence of guidance or training in
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Interrogation for police officers (Bull, 1999) and it was this vacuum of skills and
knowledge that prompted the widespread adoption of Inbau and associates’ method of
Interrogation known as the “Reid Technique”. The Reid Technique is essentially a set of
tactics aimed at weakening the resistance of criminal suspects and eliciting confessions
from them. It 1s characterised by deliberately tough and deceptive strategies. Inbau and
Reid (1962) themselves state, “Deceit is inherent in every question asked to the suspect,

and 1n every statement made by the interrogator’” (quoted in Leo, 1992).

1.4.1 The technique in detail

Inbau et al. (2001) suggest that, before formal Interrogation of suspects begins, they
should be taken through the Behavioural Analysis Interview (BAI). The BAI, designed
to last 30-40 minutes, begins with a series of standard investigative questions to
establish the personal details of the suspect and to help build rapport and trust between
the suspect and the interviewer. Unlike the ensuing interrogation, the BAI is intended to

be dialogical and non-accusatory in nature. It 1s argued that initial questioning allows

Investigators to evaluate the suspect’s “normal” verbal and nonverbal behaviour. There
then follows a series of “behaviour-provoking questions” intended to elicit different
verbal and nonverbal responses from truthful and deceptive suspects. Importantly, Inbau
et al. state that the BAI provides “objective criteria” on which to base a judgement of the
suspect’s truthfulness and their innocence or guilt. Where an investigator 1s “reasonably
certain” of a suspect’s guilt, 1t 1s suggested that interrogation should commence and,

preferably, should be conducted by the same investigator.
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Inbau et al. (2001) assert the importance of controlling the ecology of the interrogation.
The interrogation room should be soundproofed, should contain no objects which might

distract the suspect’s attention, and should be physically isolated from the rest of the

police station 1n order to deprive the suspect social support. The interrogator should sit

close to the suspect to invade his personal space and should maintain eye contact with

him.

The first recommended tactic 1s to directly confront the suspect with evidence of his
guilt. Where no evidence exists, false evidence may be presented such as the testimony
of an accomplice, witness, or victim. Alternatively, i1t 1s stated that incriminating
physical evidence such as fingerprints or blood stains have been found and that this
places the suspect’s guilt beyond doubt. Kassin and McNall (1991) describe this as
“maximization, a “hard sell” technique in which the interrogator tries to scare and
intimidate the suspect into confessing” (pp. 234-235). The behavioural response of the
suspect is then watched intently before the evidence 1s presented to the suspect a second

time.

Inbau et al. advocate that the moral seriousness of the crime be played down <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>