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A process of interviewing and interrogation, which has come to be known as The Reid Technique, (tm) was initially developed in the 1940's and 50's and described in the first edition of the book, Criminal Interrogation and Confessions, by Fred E. Inbau and John E. Reid,  published in 1962.  During the next 43 years the Reid Technique continued to evolve and several new editions of the book were published, with the fourth edition published in 2001 (co-authored by Inbau, Reid, Joseph Buckley and Brian Jayne).  
The technique is taught in seminars across the United States, Canada, Europe and Asia by John E. Reid and Associates, Inc. (visit www.reid.com for details).  Hundreds of thousands of investigators have received this training.  As a process that scrupulously honors the rights of the individual and the guidelines established by the courts, the Reid Technique is widely considered to be the most effective interrogation technique in use today. In fact, Wayne State University Law School Professor Joseph Grano said in his review of the 3rd edition of Criminal Interrogation and Confessions, “This is the only technique a modern civilized society should use.”  (Selling the Idea to Tell the Truth: The Professional Interrogator and Modern Confession Law 84 Mich Law Rev 662 (1984) ]  

In June, 2004 the United States Supreme Court, in the case Missouri v. Seibert, 124 S. Ct. 2601, 2004 WL 1431864, No. 02-1371 (2004), recognized John E. Reid and Associates as a law enforcement training resource that properly teaches the advisement of Miranda rights.
This chapter will outline the essential elements of the Reid Technique.

DISTINCTIONS BETWEEN INTERVIEWS AND INTERROGATIONS
The Reid Technique includes both an interview and interrogation process.  The terms interview and interrogation are often used interchangeably by investigators, depending on the audience being addressed. At the outset of this chapter I would like to describe some of the essential differences between an interview and interrogation so that the reader will have a clear understanding of what we mean by these terms as they appear in text.  

Characteristics of an Interview

1.  An interview is non-accusatory. This should be the case even when the investigator has clear reason to believe that the suspect is involved in the offense or has lied to him. By maintaining a non-accusatory tone, the investigator is able to establish a much better rapport with the suspect which will assist in any interrogation that might follow the interview. A guilty subject is more likely to volunteer useful information about his access, opportunity, propensity and motives if the questions are asked in a non-accusatory fashion.  In addition, the suspect's behavioral responses to interview questions can be more reliably interpreted when the questions are asked in a conversational, rather than challenging manner.  The investigator should remain neutral and objective during the interview process.

2.  The purpose for an interview is to gather information. During an interview the investigator should be eliciting investigative and behavioral information. Examples of investigative information include the relationship between the suspect and the victim, to establish the suspect's alibi, or access to the crime scene. During an interview the investigator should closely evaluate the suspect's behavioral responses to interview questions. The suspect's posture, eye contact, facial expression and word choice as well as response delivery may each reveal symptoms of truthfulness or deception.  Ultimately, the investigator must make an assessment of the suspect's credibility when responding to investigative questions. This is primarily done through evaluating the suspect's behavioral responses during the interview, along with independent assessment of factual information.

3.  An interview may be conducted early during an investigation. Because the purpose for an interview is to collect information, it may be conducted before evidence is analyzed or all of the factual information about an investigation is known.  Obviously, the more information the investigator knows about the crime and the suspect, the more meaningful will be the subsequent interview of the suspect.  However, on a practical level, the investigator should take advantage of any opportunity to conduct an interview regardless of sketchy facts or the absence of specific evidence.

4.  An interview may be conducted in a variety of environments. The ideal environment for an interview is a room designed specifically for that purpose. Frequently, however, interviews are conducted wherever it is convenient to ask questions -- in a person's home, or office, in the back seat of a squad car or on a street corner.

5. Interviews are free flowing and relatively unstructured. While the investigator will have specific topics to cover during the interview, the responses a suspect offers may cause the investigator to explore unanticipated areas. The investigator must be prepared to follow-up on these areas because the significance of the information may not be known until later during the investigation.

6. The investigator should take written notes during a formal interview. Note taking during a formal interview (one conducted in a controlled environment) serves several important functions. Not only will the notes record the subject's responses to interview questions, but by taking notes, the investigator will be more aware of the subject's behavior. Note taking also slows down the pace of the questioning. It is much easier to lie to questions that are asked in a rapid fire manner. By creating silence between each question, the deceptive subject experiences greater anxiety when given time to think about his deceptive response, and is more likely to display behavior symptoms of deception. Furthermore, an innocent suspect may become confused or flustered when a rapid-fire approach to questioning is used.

Characteristics of an Interrogation

1.  An interrogation is accusatory. A deceptive suspect is not likely to offer admissions against self interest unless he is convinced that the investigator is certain of his guilt. Therefore, an accusatory statement such as, "Joe there is absolutely no doubt that you were the person who started this fire" is necessary to display this level of confidence. On the other hand, if the investigator merely states, "Joe, I think you may have had something to do with starting this fire", the suspect immediately recognizes the uncertainty in the investigator's confidence which reinforces his determination to deny any involvement in committing the crime.

2.  An interrogation involves active persuasion. The fact that an interrogation is conducted means that the investigator believes that the suspect has not told the truth during non-accusatory questioning. Further questioning of the suspect is unlikely to elicit the presumed truth. In an effort to persuade the suspect to tell the truth the investigator will use tactics which make statements rather than ask questions. These tactics will also dominate the conversation; for someone to be persuaded to tell the truth that person must first be willing to listen to the investigator's statements.

3.  The purpose for an interrogation is to learn the truth. A common misperception exists in believing that the purpose for an interrogation is to elicit a confession. Unfortunately, there are occasions when an innocent suspect is interrogated and only after the suspect has been accused of committing the crime will the suspect's innocence become apparent. If the suspect can be eliminated based on his behavior or explanations offered during an interrogation, it must be considered successful because the truth was learned. Oftentimes, of course, an interrogation will result in a corroborated confession, which again, accomplishes the goal of learning the truth.

4.  An interrogation is conducted in a controlled environment. Because of the persuasive tactics utilized during an interrogation, the environment needs to be private and free from distractions.

5.  An interrogation is conducted only when the investigator is reasonably certain of the suspect's guilt. The investigator should have some basis for believing a suspect has not told the truth before confronting the suspect. The basis for this belief may be the suspect's behavior during an interview, inconsistencies within the suspect's account, physical evidence or circumstantial evidence coupled with behavioral observations. Interrogation should not be used as a primary means to evaluate a suspect's truthfulness -- in most cases, that can be accomplished during a non-accusatory interview.

6.  The investigator should not take any notes until after the suspect has told the truth and is fully committed to that position. Premature note-taking during an interrogation serves as a reminder to the suspect of the incriminating nature of his statements and can therefore inhibit further admissions against self interest. Only after the suspect has fully confessed, and perhaps after the confession has been witnessed by another investigator, should written notes be made documenting the details of the confession.

Benefits of Conducting an Interview before an Interrogation

The majority of interrogations are conducted under circumstances in which the investigator does not have overwhelming evidence that implicates the suspect -- indeed, the decision to conduct an interrogation is in an effort to possibly obtain such evidence. Frequently, prior to an interrogation, the only evidence supporting a suspect's guilt is circumstantial or behavioral in nature.  Under this condition conducting a non-accusatory interview of the suspect is indispensable with respect to identifying whether or not the suspect is, in fact, likely to be guilty. Furthermore, the information learned during the interview of a guilty suspect, when there is sparse incriminating evidence linking him to the crime, is necessary to conduct a proper interrogation.

In those instances where there is clear and convincing evidence of a suspect's guilt, it may be tempting for an investigator to engage directly in an interrogation, bypassing the interview process. This is generally not advisable for the following reasons:

1.  The non-accusatory nature of the interview affords the investigator an opportunity to establish a level of rapport and trust with the suspect that cannot be accomplished during an accusatory interrogation.

2.  During an interview the investigator often learns important information about the suspect that will be beneficial during an interrogation.

3.  There is no guarantee that a guilty suspect will confess during an interrogation. However, if that same guilty suspect is interviewed he may lie about his alibi, possessing a particular weapon, knowing the victim or having access to a certain type of vehicle. During a subsequent trial the investigator may be able to demonstrate that the statements made during the interview were false, and thus provide evidence contributing to the finding of the suspect’s guilt.

4.  There is a psychological advantage for the investigator to conduct a non-accusatory interview before the accusatory interrogation. For the interrogation to be successful, the suspect must trust the investigator's objectivity and sincerity. This is much more easily accomplished when the investigator first offers the suspect an opportunity to tell the truth through conversational questioning.

An exception to the foregoing suggestion may be the situation when the suspect is caught in an incriminating circumstance or clearly evidences a desire to tell the truth during initial questioning. Under this circumstance, an immediate interrogation may be warranted. As an example, a car that was recently reported stolen may be pulled over after a brief chase. In this circumstance, conducting a non-accusatory preliminary interview of the driver makes little sense. If the suspect waives his Miranda rights, the arresting officer would certainly be wise to confront the suspect immediately perhaps with a statement similar to the following, "We know you took this car. Did you take it just for a joy ride or were you going to use it as a get-away car for a robbery?”

Summary

Traditionally, investigators have made little or no distinction between interviewing and interrogation.  However, advancements in these specialized techniques suggest that clear differences exist and ought to be recognized. As will later be presented, some investigators are inherently good interviewers but lack the same intrinsic skills during an interrogation -- and vise versa. An effective investigator will have gained skills in both of these related, but distinctly different procedures.

SUGGESTIONS FOR SETTING UP THE INTERVIEW/INTERROGATION ROOM
Establish a sense of privacy. The room should be quiet, with none of the usual "police" surroundings and with no distractions within the suspect's view. (If existing facilities permit, a special room or rooms should be set aside for this purpose.) The room should be as free as possible from outside noises and should also be a room into which no one will have occasion to enter or pass through during an interview. This will not only instill a sense of privacy, but also the less the surroundings suggest a police detention facility, the less difficult it will be for the suspect or arrestee who is really guilty to implicate himself. The same surroundings will also be reassuring to the innocent suspect. Therefore, there should be no bars on the windows. (There should be an alternative means of protection against any attempts to escape.) In a windowless room that has no air-conditioning system, a mechanical blower or exhaust system may be installed without much difficulty to improve ventilation and to eliminate, or at least minimize, noises. (The room should have its own thermostatic controls.)

Remove locks and other physical impediments. For non-custodial police or private security interviews, there should be no lock on the door of the interviewing room, nor should there be any other physical impediment to an exit by the suspect if he or she desires to leave the building itself. This will help minimize claims of false "imprisonment." The room should also be devoid of any large objects or drapes that might cause the suspect to believe that a concealed third person can overhear his conversation with the investigator.

Remove all distractions. Interview rooms should be of plain color, should have smooth walls, and should not contain ornaments, pictures, or other objects that would in any way distract the attention of the person being interviewed.  Even small, loose objects, such as paper clips or pencils, should be out of the suspect's reach so that he cannot pick up and fumble with anything during the course of the interview. Tension-relieving activities of this sort can detract from the effectiveness of an interrogation, especially during the critical phase when a guilty person may be trying desperately to suppress an urge to confess. If pictures or ornaments are used at all, they should be only on the wall behind the suspect. If there is a window in the room, it, too, should be to the rear.

Minimize noise. No telephone should be present in the interview room because among other disadvantages, its ringing or use constitutes a serious distraction. Also, if the investigator wears a beeper, it should either be put in the vibrator mode or turned off during the interrogation. In addition, any noise emanating from the heat or ventilating system should be minimized to reduce the distraction.

Arrange chairs properly. The chair for the investigator and suspect should be separated by about four feet and should directly face each other, without a desk, table, or any other object between them. The chairs should be the type normally used as office equipment without rollers.

Straight back chairs should be used for the suspect as well as the investigator. Other types of chairs induce slouching or leaning back, and such positions are psychologically undesirable. A suspect who is too relaxed while being questioned may not give his full attention to the investigator, and this will create an unnecessary hurdle. Similarly, this is no occasion for the investigator to relax. His full attention and alertness are highly essential. Whenever possible, the seating arrangement should be such that both the investigator and the suspect are on the same eye level.  Most certainly, to be scrupulously avoided are chairs with lowered front legs or other deviations that place the suspect in an "inferior" posture or prevent him from making normal changes in his posture.

THE REID NINE STEPS OF INTERROGATION

To be clear, the word "guilt" as used in this text only signifies the investigator's opinion.  In no way does it connote legal guilt based upon proof beyond a reasonable doubt.  Accordingly, it is in that context this part of the text presents the tactics and techniques for the interrogation of suspects whose guilt, in the opinion of the investigator, seems definite or reasonably certain.  Among them are the nine steps of interrogation.

The investigator's goal during an interrogation is to persuade a suspect to tell the truth.  Largely because of movie and television portrayals of interrogation, the average citizen has little appreciation for the persuasive efforts required to convince a guilty suspect to offer admissions against self-interest.

As a result of many years experience, primarily on the part of the staff of John E. Reid and Associates under the guidance of the late John E. Reid, the interrogation process has been formulated into nine structural components -- the nine steps of criminal interrogation.  These nine steps are presented in the context of the interrogation of suspects whose guilt seems definite or reasonably certain.  It must be remembered that none of the steps is apt to make an innocent person confess and that all of the steps are legally as well as morally justifiable.  
Step 1- The Positive Confrontation  involves a direct, positively presented confrontation of the suspect with a statement that he is considered to be the person who committed the offense.  At this stage, the investigator should pause to evaluate the suspect's verbal and nonverbal response.  A suspect who says nothing and looks down to the floor will be approached somewhat differently than the suspect who crosses his arms, and leans back in the chair while stating, "You're crazy.  I swear, I didn't do it."  Regardless of the suspect's initial response to the direct positive confrontation, the investigator will proceed to offer a reason as to why it is important for the suspect to tell the truth.  This transition statement introduces the interrogation theme.

In Step 2 – Theme Development, the investigator expresses a supposition about the reason for the crime's commission, whereby the suspect should be offered a possible moral excuse for having committed the offense.  To accomplish this, the investigator should generally attempt to affix moral blame for the offense upon some other person (e.g., an accomplice, the victim) or some particular circumstance such as an urgent need by the suspect of money in order for the suspect to support himself or family.  If a suspect seems to listen attentively to the suggested "theme", or seems to be deliberating about it, even for a short period of time, that reaction is strongly suggestive of guilt.  On the other hand, if the suspect expresses resentment over the mere submission of such a suggestion, this reaction may be indicative of innocence.

During development of the interrogation theme, a guilty person, as well as an innocent one, can be expected to offer denials of involvement in the offense.  The investigator should then embark upon Step 3 – Handling Denials, which consists of suggested procedures for handling the initial denials of guilt.  Basically, this step involves discouraging the suspect's repetition or elaboration of the denial and returning to the moral excuse theme that comprises Step 2.  An innocent person will not allow such denials to be cut off; furthermore, he will attempt more or less to "take over" the situation rather than to submit passively to continued interrogation.  On the other hand, a guilty person usually will cease to voice a denial, or else the denials will become weaker, and he will submit to the investigator's return to a theme.

Step 4 – Overcoming Objections involves the task of overcoming the suspect's secondary line of defense following the denial -- offering reasons as to why he would not, or could not commit the crime.  These excuses will consist of what may be viewed as "objections" from the suspect, presented in the form of explanations oriented around economic, religious, or moral reasons for not committing the crime.  These excuses are normally offered only by the guilty suspect, particularly when they come after the denial phase of the interrogation.  They are significant in that they constitute evasions of a bold denial by the substitution of the less courageous statement as to why the suspect did not or could not commit the offense under investigation.  Such an objection causes less internal anxiety than the utterance of an outright denial.

When a guilty suspect's verbal efforts (denials and objections) are ineffective in dissuading the investigator's confidence, the suspect is likely to mentally withdrawal and "tune out" the investigator's theme.  Step 5 – Procurement and Retention of a Suspect’s Attention consists of the procurement and retention of the suspect's full attention, without which the interrogation may amount to no more than an exercise in futility.  During Step 5, the investigator will clearly display a sincerity in what he says.  Helpful in achieving this is an increase in the closeness of the previously described seating arrangement between investigator and suspect and physical efforts by the investigator to maintain eye contact with the suspect.

Step 6 – Handling the Suspect’s Passive Mood involves recognizing the suspect's passive mood.  During this stage the suspect is weighing the possible benefits of telling the truth, and this is generally reflected in changes within the suspect's nonverbal behavior (tears, a collapsed posture, eyes drawn to the floor.) 

Step 7 – Presenting an Alternative Question is the utilization of an alternative question -- a suggestion of a choice to be made by the suspect concerning some aspect of the crime.  Generally one choice is presented as more "acceptable" or "understandable" than the other.  This choice will be in the form of a question such as: "Was this the first time, or has it happened many times before?"  Whichever alternative is chosen by the suspect, the net effect of an expressed choice will be the functional equivalent of an incriminating admission.

Following the selection of an alternative, Step 8 – Developing the Details of the Offense involves having the suspect orally relate the various details about the offense that will serve ultimately to establish legal guilt.  These details can include where the fatal weapon was discarded or where the stolen money was hidden and the motive for the crime's commission.

Finally, Step 9 – The Written Confession relates to the confession itself.  This step involves the recommended procedure for converting an oral confession into a written one and is presented later in this text.

Before proceeding to apply any of the nine steps, the Miranda warnings must be given to a custodial suspect and a waiver must be obtained.  In custodial cases, this must occur before the interview.  Unless the investigator knows that this has already been done by the person who presented the suspect for the interview, or by someone else in authority prior to the interview, the investigator should give the warnings and obtain the waiver.
FALSE CONFESSIONS – THE ISSUES
In the past several years a number of false confession cases have received extensive publicity.  In several of these cases the convicted individual has been exonerated by DNA testing and the actual perpetrator, in turn, has been identified.  In these cases it is important to examine in detail exactly what happened; what went wrong; what are the lessons to be learned, and what are potential safeguards that can be put into place to prevent future mistakes.

To be sure, in the experience of most professional interrogators the frequency of false confessions is rare.  When we do learn of them, however, the interrogation tactics and techniques should be scrupulously examined, as well as the circumstances surrounding the interrogation.  When this has been done, there are four factors that appear with some regularity in false confession cases:

· The suspect is a juvenile; and/or

· The suspect suffers some mental or psychological impairment; and/or

· The interrogation took place over an inordinate amount of time; and/or

· The interrogators engaged in illegal tactics and techniques

Juveniles/Mental Impairment

Every interrogator must exercise extreme caution and care when interviewing or interrogating a juvenile or a person who is mentally or psychologically impaired. Certainly these individuals can and do commit very serious crimes. But when a juvenile or person who is mentally or psychologically impaired confesses, the investigator should exercise extreme diligence in establishing the accuracy of such a statement through subsequent corroboration.   In these situations it is imperative that interrogators do not reveal details of the crime so that they can use the disclosure of such information by the suspect as verification of the confession’s authenticity.

 When a juvenile younger than 15, who has not had any prior experience with the police, is advised of his Miranda rights, the investigator should carefully discuss and talk about those rights with the subject (not just recite them) to make sure that he understands them. If it is apparent that the suspect does not understand his rights, no interrogation should be conducted at that time. The same is true for a person who is mentally or psychologically impaired.

Threats/Promises

A review of the available information in false confession cases has revealed that in many of the interrogations the investigators engaged in the use of impermissible threats and promises.  Interrogators in these cases have made such statements as:

“You’re not leaving this room until you confess.”

“If you tell me you did this you can go home and sleep in your own bed tonight (when such is not the case).”

“You will be sentenced to the maximum term unless you confess.”

“With the evidence that we have, there’s no doubt that you will be convicted of this.  The only question is how long you are going to sit in jail.”

“If you don’t tell the truth I will get your children turned over to protective services and you’ll never see them again.”

“The other guys want to charge you with 1st degree murder but if you tell me it was just manslaughter nothing bad will happen to you.”

It goes without saying that in the questioning of a criminal suspect no professional interrogator should engage in any illegal interrogation practices, including any threats, promises of leniency or the exercise of any physically abusive tactics.  Furthermore, the rights of the suspect should be scrupulously respected.

Theme Development

It has been suggested by some that the interrogator’s effort to develop a theme during the interrogation is not just offering the suspect a moral excuse for his criminal behavior, but is actually offering the suspect a promise of reduced punishment.  Here are several quotes from our books that clarify this issue:

Excerpts from Criminal Interrogation and Confessions (4th edition, 2001 Inbau, Reid, Buckley and Jayne)

· “During the presentation of any theme based upon the morality factor, caution must be taken to avoid any indication that the minimization of the moral blame will relieve the suspect of criminal responsibility.”  (p.93)

· “As earlier stated, the interrogator must avoid any expressed or intentionally implied statement to the effect that because of the minimized seriousness of the offense, the suspect is to receive a lighter punishment.”   (p.100)

· “In applying this technique of condemning the accomplice, the interrogator must proceed cautiously and must refrain from making any comments to the effect that the blame cast on an accomplice thereby relieves the suspect of legal responsibility for his part in the commission of the offense.”  (p. 114)

Excerpt from The Investigator Anthology  2000 Jayne and Buckley

· “During theme development, caution must be exercised, however, not to tell the suspect that if the crime was committed for a morally acceptable reason that the suspect will be accorded leniency.”  (p. 414) 

Alternative Questions

In The Reid Technique the alternative question should never threaten consequences or offer promises of leniency.  The following are improper alternative question examples:

“Do you want to cooperate with me and tell me what happened, or spend the next five to seven years behind bars?” (improper)

“Do you want to be charged with first degree murder, which will mean life in prison, or was this just manslaughter?” (improper) 

“Are you going to get this straightened out today, or do you want to spend a few days in jail to think about it?” (improper)

There has been the suggestion by some critics of police interrogation techniques that the alternative question – “Was this your idea or did your buddies talk you into it?” is potentially dangerous because it only offers a suspect (including an innocent one) only two choices, both of which amount to an admission of guilt.  Obviously the third choice is for the suspect to deny any participation in the commission of the crime that is under investigation.

However, there is an additional issue raised by some critics about the alternative question – namely, that saying “Was this your idea or did your buddies talk you into it” is essentially the same as saying “If this was your idea you are going to spend time in jail, but if your buddies came up with the idea you won’t have any problems.”   This theory is called “pragmatic implication” and was developed from a research study in which college students read various transcripts of interrogations and then speculated on the type of punishment the suspects would receive based on the interrogation process used.  Specifically, the students theorized that when the interrogator suggested in a murder case interrogation that the victim may have done or said something to have provoked the suspect, that he would receive the same punishment as in those interrogations in which the suspect was directly offered a promise of leniency that if he confessed he would receive less punishment.  

The courts have rejected the idea that a confession is inadmissible if a suspect confesses because he harbors some internal hope that his confession may lead to a lesser sentence. 

State v. Nunn  (212 Ore. 546, 321 P.2d 356   1958) - “…even if a suspect …influenced perhaps by wishful thinking …assumed that he would get more lenient treatment…[this] would not, as a matter of law, make the confession inadmissible.”

R. v. Rennie (App. Ct. CA 1981)  - “Very few confessions are inspired solely by remorse. Often the motives of the accused are mixed and include a hope that an early admission may lead to an early release or a lighter sentence.”

 R v Oickle (2000 SCC 38) - The Supreme Court of Canada indicated that the type of alternative question we suggest does not create an inadmissible confession, and offered a clear test of whether or not an implied threat or promise crosses the legal line: “The most important decision in all cases is to look for a quid pro quo offer by interrogators, regardless of whether it comes in the form of a threat or a promise.”  

Confession Corroboration

As we have stated earlier, it is imperative that interrogators do not reveal details of the crime so that they can use the disclosure of such information by the suspect as verification of the confession’s authenticity.  In each case there should be documented “hold back” information about the details of how the crime was committed; details from the crime scene; details about specific activities perpetrated by the offender; etc.  The goal is match the suspect’s confession against these details to establish the veracity of the statement.  It should be remembered, however, that suspects do not always tell us everything that they did and they do not always remember all of the details themselves.  

Excerpt from Criminal Interrogation and Confessions (4th edition, 2001 Inbau, Reid, Buckley and Jayne)

· “… it is also a fact that most confessors to crimes of a serious nature will lie about some aspect of the occurrence, even though they may have disclosed the full truth regarding the main event. They will lie about some detail of the crime for which they have a greater feeling of shame than that which they experienced with respect to the main event itself.”   (p. 106)
Excerpts from The Investigator Anthology  2000 Jayne and Buckley

· “Lies of justification and omission are commonplace in written confessions.  Many of these lies represent the suspect’s attempt to present his crime in the most favorable light, others have a more direct bearing, such as protecting the name of an accomplice or concealing involvement in another crime.”  (p. 472)

· “Some confessions contain misinformation because of the suspect’s perceptual distortions.  During a kidnapping and murder of a child, the suspect may have vivid recollections of committing the crime, but have no specific recollections of the clothes the child was wearing.” Many crimes are committed when the suspect is experiencing intense emotions (fear, anger, frustration).  Just as victims tend to focus on the robber’s weapon during a robbery, the emotions a guilty suspect experiences can bias attention and memory retrieval of specific details.  As cognitive psychologist Daniel Schacter writes, “When a person has actually experienced trauma, the central core of the experience is almost always well remembered; if distortion does occur, it is most likely to involve specific details.”   Searching for Memory: The Brain, The Mind and the Past  1996   (p.473)

Nevertheless, when significant and substantial contradictions exist between the known facts about the crime and what the suspect describes in his confession, extreme care must be exercised in the assessment of the confession’s validity.

Factors to Consider

With the above discussion in mind, the following represents some factors to consider in the assessment of the credibility of a suspect’s confession.  These issues are certainly not all inclusive, and each case must be evaluated on the “totality of circumstances” surrounding the interrogation and confession, but nevertheless, these are elements that should be given careful consideration:

1. The suspect’s condition at the time of the interrogation

a. Physical condition (including drug and/or alcohol intoxication)

b. Mental capacity

c. Psychological condition

2. The suspects age

3. The suspect’s prior experience with law enforcement

4. The suspect’s understanding of the language

5. The length of the interrogation

6. The degree of detail provided by the suspect in his confession


7. The extent of corroboration between the confession and the crime

8. The presence of witnesses to the interrogation and confession

9. The suspect’s behavior during the interrogation

10. The effort to address the suspect’s physical needs

11. The presence of any improper interrogation techniques

For more information on these issues go to Helpful Info at our web page www.reid.com and then click on the Critics Corner.
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This is the first book of its kind on the market. It provides practical guidelines for electronically recording interviews and interrogations in addition to specific guidelines that will help insure that your interrogation and confession will stand up to the scrutiny of a judge, jury, defense or prosecuting attorney. Whether you electronically record interrogations or not this book will enhance the integrity of your interrogation and the suspect's confession. Electronic Recording of Interrogations is an indispensable reference for any department that is mandated by law to electronically record interviews and interrogations or decides on their own volition to do so. It is also an invaluable guide for prosecutors and judges who must deal with electronically recorded interviews and interrogations.


Topics discussed in this book include:

· The Pros and Cons of electronic recording 

· The Physical and Technical Aspects of electronic recording 

· The type of camera and microphone to use 

· Where to place the recording equipment (overt vs covert) 

· The use of analog vs digital recordings 

· Proper room arrangement 

· How the camera angle may influence a judge or jury 

· What should be electronically recorded 

· Maintaining the integrity of the recordings and storage 

· Miranda 

· The appropriate time to advise the suspect of Miranda 

· Documenting their understanding of their rights 

· How to handle situations when a suspect makes an ambiguous request for an attorney during the interrogation 

· Investigator conduct 

· How to avoid making statements that may be viewed as an implied promise of leniency or an implied threat 

· Juries perception of investigator's conduct during an interview or interrogation 

· How to explain false statements made to the suspect 

· Guidelines for recording 

· child abuse victim interviews 

· out-of-office interviews / interrogations 

· multiple suspect interviews / interrogations 

· multiple investigator interviews / interrogations 

· Juvenile interviews / interrogations 

· Testimony 

· How to offer compelling testimony regarding the interview, interrogation and confession 

· How to explain interview and interrogation tactics to the court 

· Overview of The Reid Technique(r)


