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ABSTRACT
This study explored the effects of interviewers’ emotions in a mock interrogation context.
Prior research reveals that emotional states can either hinder or improve information
processing and decision-making. For example, studies show that a sad, but not a happy,
state leads to better lie detection accuracy (Ask & Granhag, 2007; Semmler & Brewer,
2002). Other research shows that a sad, but not an angry, state leads to careful processing
of criminal scenarios (Tiedens & Linton, 2001). Emotion models suggest that happy and
angry moods induce perceivers to a shallow-based, heuristics processing style, whereas
sad moods lead to a deep, systematic-based processing style. Thus, it can be predicted
that sad moods will have a more focused approach in interrogating suspects, while angry
and happy emotions will lead to having a more dispersed choosing style. In this study, we
examined angry, happy, sad, and neutral emotional states on mock interrogators’
decisions about the use of high- versus low-coercive interrogation tactics. Participant read
a crime scenario where they imagined being an interrogator. Next, they were told to
visualize and write an autobiographical event to induce one of the four emotional states –
angry, happy, sad, or neutral. They then rated two broad categories of tactics – lowpressure tactics (e.g., “reduce fears”) and high-pressure tactics (e.g., “identify and
exaggerate fears”) – on the extent to which they would use them to interview the suspect
in the scenario. It was hypothesized that sad, but not angry or happy, participants would
select less coercive tactics to interview the potential suspect. The results did not confirm
the main hypothesis; although emotions were induced, they did not have an effect on
ii

selecting tactics. All participants across emotion conditions significantly selected the
low-pressure tactics as a way to interrogate the potential suspect. One reason this may
have happened is that the choice of low-pressure tactics could have been seen a more
socially desirable response for the college student participants in this study. The
limitations in this study and future research will be discussed.

iii

TABLE OF CONTENT
ABSTRACT........................................................................................................................ ii
LIST OF FIGURES ........................................................................................................... vi
LIST OF TABLES ............................................................................................................ vii
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT ............................................................................................... viii
Chapter
1. INTRODUCTION .................................................................................................. 1
Overview ................................................................................................................. 1
Emotions, Information Processing, and Decision Making ..................................... 2
Emotions in Legal Judgment ...................................................................... 6
Emotion in Deception Judgments ............................................................... 8
Interrogation-Related Judgment.............................................................................. 9
Use of the Reid Technique .......................................................................... 9
Experience in Law Enforcement ............................................................... 10
Predisposed Notions and Behavioral Confirmation .................................. 11
Current Study ........................................................................................................ 13
Hypothesis 1.............................................................................................. 13
Hypothesis 2.............................................................................................. 14
Hypothesis 3.............................................................................................. 14
2. METHOD ............................................................................................................. 15
Participants and Design......................................................................................... 15
Materials and Procedure ....................................................................................... 15
Crime Vignette .......................................................................................... 15
Emotions Induction ................................................................................... 16
Rating of Interrogation Tactics ................................................................. 17
Emotions Induction Questionnaire ........................................................... 18
Demographics Sheet ................................................................................. 18
3. RESULTS ............................................................................................................. 20

iv

Manipulation Check .............................................................................................. 20
Assumption Check: Independent Samples T-Test .................................... 20
Manipulation Check: Results .................................................................... 21
Likelihood of Selecting Interrogation Tactics ...................................................... 22
Cronbach’s Alpha Calculations ................................................................ 22
Interrogation Tactics: Results ................................................................... 23
4. DISCUSSION ....................................................................................................... 26
APPENDICES .................................................................................................................. 30
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

CRIME VIGNETTE ............................................................................................. 30
EMOTION INDUCTION ..................................................................................... 31
RATING OF INTERROGATION TACTICS ...................................................... 32
EMOTIONS INDUCTION QUESTIONNAIRE ................................................. 33
DEMOGRAPHICS SHEET ................................................................................. 34

REFERENCES ................................................................................................................. 37

v

LIST OF FIGURES
Figure

Page

1. Ratings of the target emotion in the Emotional condition ......................................22
2. All participants were more likely to use the low-pressure interrogation tactics
as compared to the high-pressure interrogation tactics. ..........................................24

vi

LIST OF TABLES
Table

Page

1. Rating of Interrogation Tactics Across Conditions .................................................24
2. Gender and Interrogation Tactics Choice. ...............................................................25

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
I want to primarily thank my thesis advisor, Dr. Iris Blandón-Gitlin, my thesis committee
members. Dr. Melinda Blackman and Dr. Russ Espinoza, and out project co-collaborator,
Dr. Jaume Masip. In addition, I would like to thank all my lab members for their ongoing
guidance and support throughout this project, my participants, California State
University, Fullerton Psychology office, my friends (who were also my pilot
participants), and my parents.

viii

1

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Overview
In an interrogation room in Milwaukee, a video recording shows a veteran police
officer repeatedly beating and kicking a suspect restrained to a wall. Later, the police
officer, Rudolpho Gomez, Jr., was accused of using unnecessary brutality against the
suspect while questioning him. Information from Officer Gomez’s trial suggests that his
aggressive stance was in response to the suspect’s violent outbursts and the suspect’s
refusal to confess (Holloway, 2015). From a psychological perspective it is likely that the
officer’s interrogation approach was influenced by high levels of emotions, such as fear,
frustration, or anger. Research suggests that various factors affect judgments and
decisions in the interrogation room (e.g., Kassin, Goldstein, & Savitsky, 2003; Meissner
& Kassin, 2003), including the type of interrogation training (Meissner & Kassin, 2002)
and predisposed notions about the suspect (Kassin et al., 2003). Research has also shown
that discrete emotions can differentially influence legal agents’ decisions about
defendants’ guilt even when information is kept constant (Nuñez, Schweitzer, Chai, &
Myers, 2015; Ask & Granhag, 2007; Semmler & Brewer, 2002). The question is, do
discrete emotions influence positively or negatively interrogator’s behavior towards
suspects? As Officer Gomez’s case suggests, it is clear that negative emotional states may
have played a role in producing an undesirable influence on behavior. What might be the
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optimal affective state in such settings? This study was a preliminary attempt to answer
this question.
Emotions, Information Processing, and Decision Making
Emotion Theories
Research today has applied various theories and perspectives to explain how
emotions affect information processing and decision-making. Through a series of four
experiments, Tiedens and Linton (2001) looked at how aspects of the appraisal theory are
influenced by various emotions. Appraisal theory defines emotions as a process, which in
turn is influenced by the individual’s interaction with the environment (Moors, Ellsworth,
Scherer, & Frijda, 2013). The theory consists of various components, including certainty
and uncertainty, goal congruence and incongruence, and novelty and familiarity (Moors
et al., 2013). In their study, Tiedens and Linton (2001) focused on the certainty and
uncertainty components of the appraisal theory. In their first experiment, Tiedens and
Linton induced participants either with fear, happiness, or disgust by asking them to write
about an event in their life that made them feel that emotion. Next, they asked them to
rate how aware they were about what was happening around them. Finally, Tiedens and
Linton asked the participants how certain or uncertain they were about what would
happen next, in regard to their surroundings. They found that participants who were
induced with the happiness or disgust were more certain about the future, than were the
participants induced with fear (Tiedens & Linton, 2001).
Having established through the first experiment that emotions, such as happiness,
are associated with certainty, Tiedens and Linton (2001), through their second
experiment, went on to explore how content and surprise (positive-certainty emotions)
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and anger and worry (negative-uncertainty emotions) affected the degree to which
participants were persuaded. Persuasiveness was measured by looking at the participants’
written account of how likely they were to agree with an argument presented to them.
Results showed that participants who were driven by the certainty emotions were more
persuaded by the argument, while participants who were driven by uncertainty emotions
were less persuaded by the argument.
In their third experiment, Tiedens and Linton (2001) focused on how emotions
affect attention to specific cues, such as stereotyping, prejudice, and discrimination.
Based on written responses, the authors found that participants engage in stereotypes
when making judgments if they are certain about their decision. In this particular
experiment, participants had to decide whether or not students, who were either athletes
or non-athletes, cheated on an exam. The results showed that participants who were
induced with disgust used stereotypes against the student athletes and predicted with
certainty that they had cheated.
Finally, in their fourth experiment, Tiedens and Linton (2001) compared how
being sad and being either certain or uncertain about what would happen in the future
leads to favorability or un-favorability towards a marketed product. More specifically, the
researchers asked participants to write either about an event in their life during which
they were sad, but were certain about the future outcome, an event in their life during
which they were sad and uncertain about the future outcome, an event in their life during
which they were sad (with no instructions about certainty and uncertainty), or about their
previous day’s work (for the neutral condition). The results showed that two of the
groups – participants induced with sadness without being asked how certain or uncertain
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they were about the future, and those who were induced with sadness but were certain
about the future outcome – had more positive thoughts about the products, as compared
to the participants who were sad and were uncertain about the future outcome. This was
examined by looking at the length of the written accounts about the product. The sad and
uncertain participants provided more favorable thoughts about the product, compared to
participants in the other conditions.
Based on these four studies, and especially through the amount of detail provided
through the written accounts for each experiment, Tiedens and Linton (2001) concluded
that participants driven by certainty engaged in less cognitive processing, while
participants driven by uncertainty engaged in more cognitive processing. More
specifically, they found that participants driven by uncertainty (e.g., sadness) provided
more detail in their written accounts, which suggested engagement in more careful
thinking before coming upon a decision, while those driven by certainty (e.g., happiness)
provided less detail in their written accounts, which suggested the use of heuristic
processing, or shortcuts, when making a decision.
According to Schwarz and Clore (2007), heuristic, or detail-oriented, processing
is triggered by the environment. As per their feelings-as-information perspective, an
individual’s interaction with the environment is influenced by the situation, which in turn
leads them to engage in two different kinds of information processing. When the situation
is negative, individuals engage in bottom-up processing; when the situation is benign, or
nonthreatening, individuals engage in top-down processing. According to Schwarz and
Clore, bottom-up processing, which focuses on the attention to details of the situation, is
used most often by sad participants when making a decision (see also Bless, 2001).
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Whereas top-down processing, which uses heuristics, is most often used by happy
participants when they are making a decision (Schwarz & Clore, 2007; see also Bless,
2001).
Paralleling with these claims about top-down processing, according to
Bodenhausen, Kramer, and Süsser (1994), happy participants tend to pay less attention to
detail due to their limited cognitive capacity for social situations. According to
Bodenhausen et al., this may be because a part of the thinking capacity of the happy
participants is taken up by the happy thoughts that led to their current feelings of
happiness; therefore, they use the remaining cognitive capacity to make their judgments.
In fact, through their own experiment, Bodenhausen et al. showed that this limit in
cognitive capacity drives happy participants to make stereotyped judgments. In their
experiment, participants were asked to read one of several scenarios about a student, who
was either a Hispanic or a non-Hispanic, and who had either assaulted his/her roommate
or had cheated on an exam. The results showed that although participants in a neutral
mood (not induced with a particular emotion) did not make stereotyped judgments, happy
participants had more negative stereotypes and were more likely to find the Hispanic
guilty of committing the crimes, as opposed to the non-Hispanic student. Bodenhausen et
al. further speculated that happy participants may feel less motivated to think in a
systematic way, making them more susceptible to social stereotypes. According to the
authors, happiness is a “safety signal” that indicates no extra problem solving is required
to reach a decision (Bodenhausen et al., 1994).
Thus, it can be concluded that different emotions affect individuals in different
ways when making decisions. While some emotions, such as sadness, create more
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uncertainty and doubt (Tiedens & Linton, 2001) and induce a focus on detail (Schwarz &
Clore, 2007), other emotions, such as happiness, results in higher amounts of certainty
(Tiedens & Linton, 2001), and less focus on details (Bodenhausen et al., 1994).
Emotions in Legal Judgment
In legal contexts as well, emotions have been shown to affect information
processing and judgments. Several studies have supported the claim that emotion-specific
information processing drives judgments. That is, discrete emotions affect individuals to
not only make specific decisions, but also influence them to focus on different aspects of
the information when reaching that decision (e.g., Nuñez et al., 2015; Ask & Granhag,
2007; Semmler & Brewer, 2002).
One study by Nuñez et al. (2015) examined at how sadness and anger, in addition
to fear, impacts participants’ level of confidence towards their sentencing decisions as a
function of strong versus weak mitigating evidence received on a case. Survey questions
in the study also assessed ratings for aggravating, or infuriating, evidence by presenting
two negative scenarios of the defendant committing the crime either when on parole or
after having been already charged with another felony. The results showed that sad
participants had less confidence in their sentencing decisions and engaged in deeper
levels of processing than their angry counterparts. Furthermore, the results also showed
that the angry participants paid more attention to the aggravating evidence as their levels
of anger increased when making decisions (Nuñez et al., 2015).
Similarly, research shows that emotions either cloud or enhance the detection of
consistencies and inconsistences in a given statement. A study by Semmler and Brewer
(2002) explored this by looking at the role sadness plays on accuracy in juror decisions.
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In their study, jurors were to determine consistencies and inconsistencies in an emotional
eyewitness testimony. The jurors watched a video that either had an eyewitness that was
in a sad emotional state or an eyewitness that did not display any specific emotion (for
the neutral condition) during testimony. They used these videos to induce the sadness in
participants, and checked the induction through a rating scale, which included several
other emotions, such as anger. Results showed that sad participants were able to better
determine the inconsistencies than the neutral participants. According to Semmler and
Brewer, this may have happened because sad emotions lead to more detailed, analytical
processing when making judgments. Furthermore, although the study did not particularly
induce anger, Semmler and Brewer speculated that anger may cause impairment in juror
judgments because anger in their study was associated with lowered detection of
inconsistencies (Semmler & Brewer, 2002).
Another study by Ask and Granhag (2007) further supports this hypothesis about
anger. Ask and Granhag explored the effects of how sad and angry emotions impact
judgments of guilt and trustworthiness, among other variables. Participants were
presented with a brutal account about a young boy who was assaulted by his father. The
researchers supplemented the account with one of two witness testimonies. In the first
testimony, the witness provided a statement that was consistent with the story account
read by the participants; in the second testimony, the witness gave a statement that was
inconsistent with the story account. The results showed that there was a main effect, such
that participants, regardless of the induced emotion, were more likely to view the father
guilty when the witness statement was consistent with the story account. Furthermore, the
results also showed that while sad participants were more likely to rate the father guilty
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when the witness statements were consistent with the story account, the angry
participants rated the father guilty regardless of the consistency or inconsistency of the
witness statement with the story account. (Ask & Granhag, 2007). Therefore, it can be
concluded that different emotions not only cause variation in decisions, but also cause
participants to focus on different aspects of the statement.
Emotion in Deception Judgments
The role of the ability and inability to detect consistencies and inconsistencies has
a vast importance in the literature of deception detection. According to the emotion
deception model (EDM), emotions are both the driving forces and consequences for
accurately detecting deception, and to understand deception, it is important to consider
the role of emotions (Gaspar & Schweitzer, 2013). According to Forgas and East (2008),
positive emotions decrease skepticism, while negative emotions increase skepticism. This
increase in skepticism helps people in negative emotional states to be better at detecting
deception (Forgas & East, 2008).
Through a series of two studies (the second study added a control condition),
Reinhard and Schwarz (2012) investigated how perceivers’ emotions drive their ability in
detecting deception. The authors examined how happiness and sadness, in relation to
control, led participants to correctly differentiate truthfulness from deception. They did so
by asking participants to watch 14 video messages and then classify if the actor in the
video was telling the truth. The results for these studies showed that sad participants were
more accurate at detecting deception in statements, compared to the participants in the
control condition. Furthermore, in the second experiment, happy participants were no
better than chance at detecting deception, as compared to the sad participants, who were
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better than chance at detecting deception. In addition, a second independent variable of
gender showed no interaction (Reinhard & Schwarz, 2012). Thus, research in emotion
and deception detection shows that individuals differ in the type and quality of judgments
based on emotional state they are in when making that judgment.
Interrogation-Related Judgment
Research has shown that several factors have an impact on the type of
interrogation police officers conduct (Kassin et al., 2003). The factors, which may range
widely from receiving training to length of time spent working in a law enforcement field
to predisposed opinions, impacts the interrogators themselves on both cognitive and
social levels.
Use of the Reid Technique
Police officers receive interrogation training, especially when they become
detectives (Kassin, Leo, Meissner et al., 2007). The most common form of training police
officers receive, especially in the United States, is in the Reid Technique (Kassin et al.,
2007; Kassin et al., 2003). The Reid technique is a nine-step comprehensive model for
interviewing suspects (Vrij, 2005). Although seen as a benefit, studies have shown that
the Reid Technique can also lead police officers to behave in ways that are not
necessarily beneficial (Kassin, 2006). One study by Kostelnik and Reppuci (2009) found
that police officers trained in the Reid Technique used more coercive tactics (e.g., using
false evidence), as compared to police officers who had no training in the use of Reid
Technique, while interrogating.
Another study by Meissner and Kassin (2002) found that police officers, some of
whom had undergone training in the Reid Technique, were not accurate lie detectors but
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were highly confident of their detection abilities. In the study, police officers watched a
video depicting an interrogator using aggressive methods while interrogating the suspect.
Without being aware of the suspect’s guilt or innocence, the police officers were asked to
decide if the suspect was telling the truth regarding their involvement in the crime. The
results showed the police officers were no better at detecting deception compared to other
participant groups (from a previous similar study by Kassin and Fong (1999)), which
included college students who were either trained or not trained in the Reid technique.
The confidence level in ability to spot liars showed an interesting pattern; police officers
had the highest confidence levels, while the untrained student groups had the lowest
confidence levels. Meissner and Kassin (2002) interpreted their results as suggesting that
training led police officers to have inflated levels of confidence in their judgments even
when the lie identification is not accurate.
Experience in Law Enforcement
In addition to the inflated confidence levels in judgments due to training, Kassin
et al. (2007) showed that training may also impact individuals to choose certain types of
tactics over others. In their study, experienced police officers and investigators were
asked to report their interrogation and interviewing practices, and their judgment of their
own ability to detect deception, among other variables. Results showed that the tactics
used depended on several factors pertaining to the police officers and investigators. For
example, personnel who had worked for a longer period of time in a law enforcement
field reported to use tactics such as “Threatening the Suspect” and “Presentation of
Evidence”. Whereas, police officers who had some form of specialized training tended to
use tactics such as “Isolation, Rapport, and Minimization” and “Presentation of
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Evidence”. Furthermore, when asked to estimate their ability to detect deception, all
participants overestimated their accuracy rate (Kassin et al., 2007). Thus, the length of
time spent working in a law enforcement field, in addition to training, plays a key role in
the type of interrogation tactics used by police officers.
Predisposed Notions and Behavioral Confirmation
People can also be driven to make judgments based on their presumptions about
the event (Kassin et al., 2003). According to Kassin et al. (2003) this predisposed notion
of whether or not the suspect is guilty leads to behavioral confirmation. The process of
behavioral confirmation is an outcome that is produced through three steps, with each
step leading to the consequent step: (1) the interrogator forms a belief about the suspect;
(2) this leads to the interrogator behaving in a way that confirms his/her beliefs about the
suspect; (3) in response to the interrogator’s behavior, the suspect responds to the
interrogator in a way that supports the interrogator’s beliefs (Kassin et al., 2003).
Kassin et al. (2003) showed aspects of behavioral confirmation at work in their
study, which consisted of two sets of participants – participants who were interrogators
(the interrogator-participants) and participants who were suspects (the suspectparticipants). The study began with the interrogator-participants reading a written account
of a mock crime. They were then asked to list six questions they would want to ask the
potential suspects, and then to select six interrogation tactics to use if they were to
interrogate the potential suspects. Next, a separate group of suspect-participants were
either assigned to commit the mock crime the interrogator-participants read about or to
simply go to the mock crime room and not do anything. If asked about their involvement
in committing the crime, all suspects were told to deny their involvement. Next, the
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interrogators were asked to conduct a ten-minute interview of suspects through a headset.
Finally, both sets of participants were asked to complete a questionnaire. Throughout this
entire process, the interrogator-participants were never informed if the suspect-participant
they interviewed was truly guilty or innocent.
The results showed that although behavioral confirmation was at work, it was not
in the way Kassin et al. (2003) intended for it to apply. First, the results before the
interaction of the suspect and the interrogator took place, the interrogator thought the
suspect was guilty. This indicated that the predisposed notion of guilt had taken place.
Second, based on this predisposed notion of guilt, the interrogators chose questions that
were guilt-presumptive (e.g., “How did you find the key that was hidden behind the
VCR?”). This latter result suggests that interrogators used more guilt-presumptive
questions than non guilt-presumptive questions to confirm their narrow view about the
suspect without exploring alternative explanations. Finally, the third aspect of the
behavioral confirmation model – the suspect responding to the interrogator in a way that
supports the interrogator’s beliefs – was not revealed in the Kassin et al study. That is, the
recordings showed that the suspects did not react negatively to the pressure exerted by the
interrogators. This led the interrogator to pose the final verdict as not guilty, regardless of
the predisposed notion (Kassin, et al., 2003). Thus, the predisposed notions of the
interrogator led them to question the suspect with using more more guilt-presumptive
questions).
Thus, interrogation training, experience in the law enforcement field, and
predisposed opinions about the suspect affects the choices of interrogation tactics used by
the interrogators while questioning the suspect. This process of differential decision-
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making is similar to the process seen when individuals are induced with a specific
emotion. Unfortunately, how emotions leads to the choice of interrogation tactics had not
been explored and is the main focus of this present study.
Current Study
The current study investigated the question of how emotions may steer the use of
specific categories of interrogation tactics. More specifically, keeping in mind the impact
of emotions on deception detection, this study investigated how different emotions –
angry, happy, sad, and neutral – impact the processes of investigators’ approach to
interrogations. Specifically we assessed how emotions influence the selection of specific
interrogation tactics to interrogate a mock suspect in a hypothetical scenario. The
interrogation tactics used in this study belong to one of two opposing conditions – Highpressure and Low-pressure (further explained below). To measure the relationship
between emotion and tactic selection, participants were asked to imagine being a police
officer as they read a crime scenario in which a hypothetical suspect is arrested. In the
scenario, although the the suspect’s guilt is ambiguous, the circumstance in which he is
caught makes him look very suspicious. The mock interrogators were then induced with
an emotion (if not in the Neutral condition), and were asked to think about an
interrogation approach by rating the extent to which they would use certain tactics. Based
on the available literature, three hypotheses were developed:
Hypothesis 1
After experiencing the target emotion, participants will report feeling angry if
they are in the Angry condition, happy if they are in the Happy condition, and sad if they
are in the Sad condition. This will provide data for the manipulation check.
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Hypothesis 2
According to findings of the study by Reinhard and Schwarz (2012), happy
participants were not significantly accurate at detecting deception. The study by Ask and
Granhang (2007) further suggests that this too is the case for angry participants. Given
these tendencies, we predicted that participants induced with anger and happiness will not
choose tactics from a specific tactics category. That is, they will be less likely to
discriminate between the tactics types.
Hypothesis 3
Once again drawing from the study by Reinhard and Schwarz (2012), sad
participants were better at detecting deception, as compared to the happy participants.
Thus, we predicted that participants induced with a sad mood will select less coercive
tactics for interrogating the hypothetical suspect.
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CHAPTER 2
METHOD
Participants and Design
This study consisted of 196 (56 male and 140 female) California State University,
Fullerton (CSUF) undergraduate students between the ages of 17 and 44. These
participants were recruited either from the online SONA subject pool or by e-mailing
professors. The SONA participants were compensated with extra credit towards their
course, while the participants recruited by e-mailing the professors were compensated
with a mechanical pencil. Each participant was randomly assigned to one of the four
emotion conditions via the online Qualtrics survey platform.
Materials and Procedure
There were five sections to this study – Crime Vignette, Emotions Manipulation
section, Interrogation Tactics, Emotions Questionnaire, and Demographics Sheet.
Participants completed the online experiment (via Qualtrics survey platform) supervised
by the researchers in a laboratory at the university.
Crime Vignette
The study began with participants reading a fictional crime vignette (see
Appendix A). The vignette is told from a third-person perspective, but follows a police
officer who receives a call about a house party that has ended in mayhem. In the
narrative, there is a sense of ambiguity as to the role the suspect played in the alleged
crime. That is, the narrative suggests that he/she is found outside of the gate of the party
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house. Therefore, involvement in committing the criminal acts is unclear. In addition,
based on findings from previous research, several precautions were taken regarding the
wording of the scenario and the amount of information provided. First, research has
shown that many factors, such as sex/gender, age, ethnicity/race, and socioeconomic
status, to name a few, may present bias towards crime interpretation and judgments
(Plumm & Terrance, 2013; Walker & Woody, 2011; Willis-Esqueda, Espinoza, &
Culhane, 2008). Second, keeping in mind that happy participants are more easily swayed
by stereotypes (Bodenhausen et al., 1994), except for suspect’s general age, we did not
mention any specific demographic information about either the police officer or the
suspect in this scenario. Lastly, to avoid confounding effects on the choice of tactics, the
scenario did not involve any extensive conversation between the police officer and the
suspect (Kassin et al., 2003).
Emotions Induction
The Emotional Manipulation stage was the base of this entire study (see Appendix
B). Participants were randomly assigned to one of the four emotion conditions: Angry,
Happy, Sad, or Neutral. They were first asked to thoroughly visualize an event from the
past that made them feel the target emotion they were randomly assigned. Memory
retrieval techniques1 were suggested during the emotion induction exercise to ensure
elicitation of relevant emotional information. For the Neutral condition, the same
visualization instructions process was used to equate the conditions; the target event was
“last grocery shopping”, a non-emotion inducing event (Lench, Flores, & Bench, 2011).
Following the visualization process, the participants were asked to write as much as
1

The memory retrieval cues were derived from aspects of the cognitive interview technique, which is a
guided technique that is often used on eyewitnesses to help them recall events in detail. In this study, it will
be used to help participants to visualize the emotion-guided event more vividly.
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possible about the event they just visualized for at least five minutes. This
autobiographical event writing exercise was shown in a recent meta-analysis to be an
effective method of emotion induction for the type of tasks in this study judgment and
decision-making (Lench et al., 2011). All emotions were presented in randomized order
across participants.
Rating of Interrogation Tactics
Participants were asked to rate how likely they would use a list of interrogation
tactics when interrogating the suspect from the Crime Vignette. These ratings were
measured using a Likert scale ranging from 1 (‘Definitely Will Not Use’) to 5
(‘Definitely Will Use’) (see Appendix C). The presentation order of the interrogation
tactics was randomized.
Interrogation tactics used in this study were taken from the list of tactics
published in Kelly, Miller, Redlich, and Kleinman (2013). Kelly et al. developed a
taxonomy of 78 non-overlapping interrogation tactics. These tactics were presented in six
categories labeled: 1. Rapport and Relationship Building, 2. Context Manipulation, 3.
Emotion Provocation, 4. Confrontation and Cooperation, 5. Collaboration, and 6.
Presentation of Evidence. It can be interpreted that the second, third, fourth, and sixth
categories are of high-pressure tactics, while the first and fifth categories are of lowpressure tactics (Shaked-Schroer, Costanzo, & Berger, 2015).
Next, using inter-rater reliability, the tactics were divided into two conditions –
High-pressure and Low-pressure. The ratings for these tactics were the main Dependent
Variables (DVs) for this study. The High-pressure condition consisted of 7 tactics that
came from two categories – guilt-presumptive (Kassin et al., 2003) and coercive (Leo &
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Liu, 2009). On the other hand, the Low-pressure condition consisted of 7 tactics from two
categories – open-mindedness and permissiveness. Guilt-presumptiveness is believed to
be opposite of open-mindedness. Defined, open-mindedness is not having a predisposed
notion of guilt or innocence. On the other hand, Permissiveness is seen as the opposite to
Coerciveness. Defined, permissiveness is to allow, or foster, freedom to make meaningful
choices.
Emotions Induction Questionnaire
To check for the emotion induction, participants were asked to rate, on a Likert
scale, the extent to which they felt a list of six different, non-overlapping emotions –
angry, sad, happy, fear, disgust, and surprise (Ekman & Friesen, 1971; Ekman, 1992).
The Likert scale ranged from 1 (‘Not At All Feel’) to 5 (‘Very Much Feel’). The ratings
from the Likert scale for the three emotions investigated in this study – angry, happy and
sad – served as the manipulation check (see Appendix D). The presentation order for the
emotions was randomized.
Demographics Sheet
The Demographics Sheet assessed information such as participant’s ethnicity,
age, gender, major/minors, and academic standing (see Appendix E). The most important
questions on this sheet were those assessing whether or not participants were part of the
on-campus ROTC program, and whether or not they intend to pursue a career in the
military. The participants who had been in the ROTC program may have received
specialized training in interrogations and questioning, which research shows can
influence decisions in the choice of interrogation tactics (Kostelnik & Reppuci, 2009;
Kassin, et al., 2007, Meissner & Kassin, 2002).
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After the study was completed participants watched a funny video to make sure
they left the lab in a positive mood. Just before participants left, they completed the
Emotions Questionnaire again. A look at the results showed that most participants felt
happy or were in a positive mood when they left the lab (82% reported high levels of
happiness). Finally, participants were debriefed about the contents of the study.
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CHAPTER 3
RESULTS
To examine how emotions influenced the use of interrogation tactics, two sets of
analyses were run. The first set of analyses were run as a manipulation check, with
emotional condition as the IV and the emotions rating scale as the DV. This involved
three independent-samples t-tests with a Bonferroni adjustment (p < .016) with
comparisons being made between the Neutral condition and the target emotion (e.g., the
rating for anger in the Angry condition was compared to the rating for anger in the
Neutral condition).
For the second set of analyses, a 4 (Emotional Condition) X 2 (Interrogation
Tactics Category) mixed-methods ANOVA was run, with Tactics Category as the withinsubjects factor. The two categories of interrogation tactics were formed by averaging the
seven ratings for the high-pressure interrogation tactics and the seven ratings for the lowpressure for each participant, based on a Cronbach’s alpha calculation cutoff of α = .7.
Manipulation Check
Assumption Check: Independent Samples T-Test
An assumption check for an independent-samples t-test was run to determine if
the data met the six assumptions. If violated, corrective measures may have been taken to
meet the assumption. The data analyzed as part of the manipulation check meets most of
the assumptions: (a) we have a continuous dependent variable; (b) there are two
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categorical independent groups; (c) the variables are independent of observations; (d)
there were no significant outliers, based on a z-score cutoff of z = ±3.29 critical value; (e)
although normality was met only for the ratings for the happy emotion, the violation was
ignored as it is highly robust; and (f) although the assumption of homogeneity of variance
was met only for the angry emotion, the violation was ignored due to the sample size for
each group being close to equal.
Manipulation Check: Results
The manipulation check was conducted by comparing the ratings of the target
emotion in the condition to the rating of the same emotion in the Neutral condition (e.g.,
angry ratings in the Neutral vs. Angry condition). The results showed that participants
had significantly higher ratings for the target emotion in each emotional condition as
compared to the rating in the Neutral condition for all emotions except happiness (see
Figure 1). Participants in the Angry condition rated the angry emotion (M = 2.22, SD =
1.25) higher than did the participants in the Neutral condition (M = 1.50, SD = .97), t(97)
= 3.227, p = .002, r 2 = .10. Participants in the Sad condition rated the sad emotion (M =
2.56, SD = 1.13) higher than the participants in the Neutral condition (M = 1.68, SD =
1.04), t(98) = 4.058, p < .001, r 2 = .03. However, participants in the Happy condition (M
= 3.28, SD = .99) did not rate the happy emotion higher than the Neutral participants (M
= 3.36, SD = .92), t(95) = -.429, p = .669, r 2 = .002.
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Figure 1. Ratings of the target emotion in the Emotional condition.
Thus, this indicated that participants were indeed induced to be sad or angry
compared to the control condition. For unknown reasons participants were not induced to
be happier than control. This null effect could be because of a default bias to report being
happy in the absence of specific manipulation as it was in the control condition. That is,
the participants have also considered happiness as being the default response when no
other emotion was purposely induced. It is important to note that the mean happy rating
in the Happy condition was 3.28 on a 1 to 5 scale indicating participants were indeed
happy (but not happier than control).
Likelihood of Selecting Interrogation Tactics
Cronbach’s Alpha Calculations
Before running any specific analyses, the ratings for each of the high-pressure and
low-pressure tactics categories were average per participant, based on a Cronbach’s alpha
calculation. The results did not meet the cut-off for low-pressure (α = .494) or highpressure (α = .681) categories. However, since these tactics were formed and categorized
based on inter-rater reliability from experts in the field of legal psychology, in addition to
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keeping in mind the Shaked-Schroer et al. (2015) method of categorization, the violation
was ignored.
Assumption Check: Mixed-Methods ANOVA
Before analyzing the final results, assumption checks were conducted to
determine if the data, post the averaging of tactics for each category per participant, met
the seven assumptions to run a mixed-methods ANOVA. If violated, corrective measures
may have been taken to meet the assumption. The data analyzed here meets some of the
assumptions: (a) the dependent variables are on a continuous scale; (b) the data have four
between-subject independent variables; (c) there are two categories of dependent
variables; (d) although there were a total of seven outliers present in this dataset, since
this study is based on ratings on a Likert scale, the outliers were expected and the
assumption violation was ignored; (e) normality was met for all variables; (f)
homogeneity of variance was met with the approximately equal standard errors of the
means; and (g) since there are only two DVs in this data set, the test for sphericity was
ignored.
Interrogation Tactics: Results
The results were analyzed using a mixed-methods ANOVA, with interrogation
tactics as the within-subject variable and the emotional condition as a between-subject
variable. Analyses revealed a significant main effect for interrogation tactics with lowpressure interrogation tactics being rated higher on the Likert scale than the high-pressure
tactics, F(3,192) = 2.705, p = .047, r2 = .041 (see Table 1). Further analyses revealed
that there was no significant effect of emotions on the interrogation tactics; indicating
that there was no interaction effect, F(3,192) = .462, p = .709, r2 = .007 (see Figure 2).
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Thus, although participants may have chosen to use the low-pressure tactics more often
than the high-pressure tactics while interrogating the suspect, emotions did not play a role
in making that choice.
Table 1. Rating of Interrogation Tactics Across Conditions

Angry Condition
Happy Condition
Sad Condition
Neutral Condition

High-Pressure Tactics
M
SD
3.17
.72
3.04
.66
2.90
.62
3.11
.75

Low-Pressure Tactics
M
SD
3.79
.51
3.79
.46
3.65
.49
3.68
.52

Figure 2. All participants were more likely to use the low-pressure interrogation tactics as
compared to the high-pressure interrogation tactics.
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Gender effects. In addition, exploratory analyses using a mixed-methods
ANOVA, with both gender and emotional conditions as the between-subject variables
and interrogation tactics as the within-subject variable, were conducted. Analyses
revealed a marginally significant main effect for gender, F(1,188) = 3.682, p = .057, r2 =
.019, with both males and females choosing low-pressure tactics over high-pressure
tactics (see Table 2). However, there was no significant interaction for the effect of
gender on the choice of interrogation tactics, F(1,188) = .180, p = .672, r2 = .001.
Moreover, there was no interaction effect of gender based on assigned emotion condition,
F(3, 188) = .710, p = .202, r2 = .024.
Table 2. Gender and Interrogation Tactics Choice

Angry
Condition
Happy
Condition
Sad
Condition
Neutral
Condition

Low-Pressure Tactics
Male
Female
M
SD
M
SD
3.81
.53
3.78
.51

High-Pressure Tactics
Male
Female
M
SD
M
SD
3.31
.74
3.09
.70

3.74

.44

3.80

.47

3.37

.63

2.95

.68

3.83

.45

3.59

.50

2.73

.63

2.96

.61

3.75

.54

3.65

.51

3.23

.86

3.06

.69
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to explore how different emotions impact the
investigator’s use of specific interrogation tactics. The study revealed three main
findings. First, induction of two discrete emotions worked; participants who thought and
wrote about a sad or angry autobiographical event during the experiment felt sad or angry
compared to the control condition. Second, participants, regardless of emotion condition,
were more open to apply low-pressure than high-pressure tactics. Finally, the main
hypothesis was not supported – those in the sad condition did not show a greater
likelihood of selecting low-pressure than high-pressure tactics compared to other emotion
conditions.
There are multiple possible explanations for the lack of effect of target emotions
on the likelihood of applying low-pressure or high-pressure tactics to interrogate the
suspect in the imagined scenario. For example, it is possible that sad or angry emotions
do not significantly affect decision making in the context of interrogations. However, this
explanation is unlikely given that in other domains emotions do influence decisionmaking. In the current study, the lack of support for the hypothesis does not necessarily
mean that the null hypothesis was confirmed; it is more likely that our manipulation was
not strong enough to find an effect. The target emotion could have dissipated by the time
participants had to rate the selection of tactics. This may have been the case only for the
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present study as the emotion induction task may not have been powerful enough to
sustain the target emotion for the participant. Another explanation is that participants did
not sufficiently engage in imagining being an interrogator. That is, since study consisted
of college participants, they may not have effectively taken the role of an interrogator,
especially when they were interrogating the suspect in the scenario. This may have in
turn less engagement in playing the role of interrogator. Perhaps less engagement led to
demand characteristics, making participants select high likelihood ratings for lowpressure tactics because that is the socially desirable response.
The methodology of the current study may be the source of additional limitations.
Since we wanted to assess the effect of emotion on tactic selection specifically, the
emotion induction was administered after the scenario, just before the tactics selection
ratings. This procedure led to a low probability that target emotions would have
influenced the perception of the suspect and other information in the scenario. Perhaps
people’s emotions affect the decisions they make about interrogation approaches only
after the emotion has colored the interpretation of the case information. Finally, it is
important to note that our participants were college students, not interrogators or intraining police personnel. Perhaps experience in police culture changes the way people
view crime scenarios or interrogation approaches. As mentioned in the Introduction,
police officers show more of a bias in perception of suspects and in the way they
approach interrogation (Kassin et al., 2003). Perhaps a police sample would react
differently to emotion induction procedures. All of these potential explanations are issues
to be explored in future studies.
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In this initial study investigating emotion and decision making in an investigative
interview scenario, we learned several things, including the scope for future research.
First, it is important to note that participants were more willing to apply low-pressure
(“soft”) tactics than high-pressure (“harsh”) tactics. Assuming no demand characteristics,
this informs areas such as jury decision-making. Under certain ambiguous situations
jurors might prefer to see interrogators use soft tactics and may be less tolerant of
coercive tactics. Research shows that jurors are willing to allow coercive tactics if they
believe the suspects to be guilty (Blandón-Gitlin, Sperry, & Leo, 2011). In a case
involving circumstantial evidence, defense attorneys can strategize to highlight
ambiguities to induce less tolerance for coercive tactics in jurors’ decisions about
interrogations.
Second, this study critically highlights the need for surveying those in criminal
settings. Seasoned interrogators may be more likely to apply harsher tactics due to their
actual experience with reluctant suspects. The extent to which discrete emotions will
have positive or negative effect on interrogators’ decisions is still an open and important
question. It should be investigated with potential interrogators (e.g., ROTC) and/or
experienced interrogators.
A third issue is the need for key methodological changes in future studies. A more
intense emotion manipulation is needed to increase happiness above baseline, and allow
for longer maintenance of the target emotion. The emotion has to be induced separately
and prior to the reading of the case facts. This will potentially influence the way the
information is encoded in memory and affect subsequent decision making more directly.
As suggested by our original hypothesis, sad participants may more accurately recall
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ambiguous information, whereas happy and angry participants may recall information in
a more stereotyped way. The differential encoding of case facts due to emotion
manipulation could influence the selection of tactics. Finally, dependent variables that
assess information processing (of case facts), judgment (guilt perception) and decisionmaking (tactics selection) should be simultaneously assessed to obtain a more complete
picture of the potential effect of emotions in the interrogations context.
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