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Abstract 

Interviewing suspects is one of the most used methods in law enforcement to solve crimes. 

While communication errors by the suspect interviewers during interviews are almost 

inevitable, many professionals are not adequately trained for dealing with such errors, which 

is why they may significantly decrease an interview’s effectiveness. While previous research 

has focused on the effects of one error on the interview’s effectiveness, we added multiple 

errors and tested whether multiple errors decrease the effectiveness to a greater extent than 

one error. Therefore, this study focuses on the effects that one, as well as multiple errors, have 

on rapport, trust, perceived communication competence, and a suspect’s willingness to 

provide information. In this study, a between-group experiment was employed to test the 

effects of errors on the variables. In the experiment, the participants (N = 92) were given a 

scenario in which they were asked to imagine they had committed exam fraud and were 

interviewed about it. Afterwards, they were randomly allocated to one of three conditions 

(control, one error, and five errors) and were shown an interview video with an Examination 

Board member. The results showed that compared to the control condition, rapport, trust, and 

perceived communication competence significantly decreased in the five-error condition. 

Against our expectations, there were no significant differences between making zero or one 

error. Additionally, there were no effects found of errors on the participant’s willingness to 

provide information. In praxis, these findings might be interesting for law enforcement 

officers to be better able to estimate the potential consequences of making a single error or 

multiple errors. 

Keywords: investigative suspect interviews, suspect, rapport, trust, perceived communication 

competence, willingness to provide information, communication errors  
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Introduction 

In criminal investigations, interviewing suspects is one of the most used methods by 

law enforcement to solve a crime. To do so, interviewers use different methods of gathering 

information, whereas the ultimate goals are usually a mere collection of information or 

obtaining confessions from suspects (Gudjonsson & Pearse, 2011; Yarbrough, Hervé, & 

Harms, 2013). For an interview to be effective, there are several factors that need to be 

considered because they can determine how well a suspect interview goes. Crucial 

components that can make an interview effective are a good relationship and trust between the 

suspect and interviewer. Additionally, interview effectiveness can be seen by how competent 

in communication the suspect perceives the interviewer as well as the suspect’s ultimate 

willingness to provide relevant information (Yarbrough et al., 2013). Naturally, there are 

factors that may undermine the effectiveness of interviews and can potentially decrease a 

good relationship, trust, perceived communication competence, or willingness to provide 

information. One of those factors may be communication errors made by the suspect 

interviewer during an interview (Yarbrough et al., 2013). Such errors are normal and almost 

inevitable but may prevent smooth communication between conversation partners (Clarke et 

al., 2011). Therefore, communication errors must be considered in suspect interviewing as 

well. 

Communication errors may influence the relationship between the interviewer and 

suspect, yet many professionals are not adequately trained for the number of errors that might 

occur (Yarbrough et al., 2013). Refraining from interviewer bias or attentively listening to 

what the suspect has to say are examples of skills that suspect interviewers should possess to 

get the most out of an interview (Yarbrough et al., 2013). However, when suspect 

interviewers do not make use of these skills adequately, errors might happen. Although errors 

potentially have tremendous consequences, there has only been little research on 

communication errors in suspect interviewing. So far, there has been some research indicating 

that single errors already decrease a good relationship and trust between the suspect and 

suspect interviewer compared to when no error is made (Oostinga et al., 2018b; Yarbrough et 

al., 2013). Nevertheless, communication errors are not necessarily irreversible but can be 

repaired by using appropriate responses (e.g., accepting that an error was made or 

apologizing) (Oostinga et al., 2018b). While previous studies have focused on single errors, 

there is nothing known about how multiple errors affect an interview’s effectiveness, yet. 

Therefore, this paper will focus on the effects that multiple errors have on the effectiveness of 

suspect interviews. In turn, this study might reveal whether there is an optimal number of 
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communication errors that can be made by the suspect interviewer during investigative 

suspect interviews without decreasing the interview’s effectiveness, or whether there is a 

number of errors that should not be exceeded. The findings might be important for law 

enforcement officers to be better able to estimate the effects their errors have and how to 

counteract negative consequences. 

In the upcoming sections, I will start to introduce the main technique of investigative 

suspect interviewing in Europe. Afterwards, I will clarify what communication errors in 

suspect interviews are, what variables can influence an interview’s effectiveness, and how 

communication errors affect these variables (rapport, trust, perceived communication 

competence, willingness to provide information). 

Investigative Suspect Interviews 

Generally, suspect interviewing is a highly dynamic social interaction and comprises 

various interviewing techniques (Gudjonsson et al., 2011). One of the most commonly used 

techniques of investigative suspect interviewing in Europe is the PEACE model (Preparation 

and Planning, Engage and Explain, Account and Clarification, Closure, and Evaluation) 

which primarily focuses on gathering as much information as possible. To obtain as much and 

as reliable information as possible, investigative interviewers prepare before the interview and 

make themselves acquainted with all known information, while techniques like deceiving are 

not allowed (Gudjonsson et al., 2011). Additionally, suspect interviewers begin the interview 

without assuming the suspect’s guilt (Miller et al., 2018). That is because one of the main 

goals of investigative suspect interviews is to establish a good and trusting relationship with 

the suspect and to be open to what the suspect has to say (Miller et al., 2018). According to 

Vanderhallen et al. (2011), a good relationship is one of the prime components of an interview 

that can determine the effectiveness of an interview to a great extent. Only when investigative 

interviewers evaluated all relevant information, they will decide whether a suspect is guilty or 

not (Snook et al., 2014). Unfortunately, there has not been a lot of research regarding the false 

confession rate of investigative suspect interviews using the PEACE model, however, it is 

assumed that false confessions occur less frequently compared to other types of suspect 

interviewing (Gudjonsson et al., 2011). That assumption is based on the fact that the PEACE 

model does not presume guilt nor is it overly confrontational and does not pressure suspects 

into confessing like it might be done in other types of suspect interviewing (e.g., 

interrogations) (Gudjonsson et al., 2011).  

Especially since suspect interviews are highly dynamic, there are various interpersonal 

factors that might influence the course of the interview (Gudjonsson et al., 2011; Bruijnes et 
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al., 2015). In investigative suspect interviews, the relationship between the suspect and the 

suspect interviewer can influence the accuracy and amount of information that a suspect is 

willing to provide (Vanderhallen. Verveake, & Holmberg, 2011). Furthermore, trust, as well 

as the perceived competence of the interviewer, are factors that might influence the 

effectiveness of an interview. Ultimately, an interview’s effectiveness is largely dependent on 

the suspect’s willingness to provide information on the suspected crime. Even though suspect 

interviewers are usually trained in making an investigative suspect interview successful, there 

are frequent mistakes that might lead to communication errors (Yarbrough et al., 2013) and 

consequently jeopardize the effectiveness of the interview. 

Communication Errors in Investigative Suspect Interviews 

While suspect interviewers aim for an effective interview, communication errors 

might undermine the relationship between the suspect and interviewer, trust, perceived 

communication competence, and the suspect’s willingness to provide information. As for 

now, there has not been extensive research on communication errors in investigative suspect 

interviews. Nevertheless, Oostinga et al. (2018a) identified three different categories of errors, 

namely (1) contextual errors, (2) factual errors, and (3) judgment errors. Contextual errors 

include errors in the setting and the procedures of the interview. That could be, e.g., the use of 

police jargon when talking to the suspect, or when the police officer mentions details that the 

suspect was not supposed to know. Furthermore, factual errors are objectively false 

information that the police officer provides during the interview. An example of that is stating 

the wrong name for one of the involved people or when the interviewer mixed up the dates of 

specific events. Lastly, judgment errors are subjective and involve inaccurate interpretations 

of feelings and thoughts. Examples of such are turning down the suspect’s too directly or 

telling the suspect “I understand how you feel” when the interviewer cannot actually know 

what the situation is like for the suspect. 

These categories of errors were studied by Oostinga et al. (2018a) in the context of 

crisis negotiation and suspect interviews. In their study, it was found that judgment errors 

seem to negatively influence the relationship and, more specifically, the amount of trust the 

suspect has in the interviewer. Additionally, Vignovic and Thompson (2010) presented that 

when errors were made, the error receiver perceives less competence in their communication 

partner. Since a good relationship is one of the prime goals of investigative suspect interviews 

(Miller et al., 2018), errors can, thereby, undermine the effectiveness of the interview. In this 

study, I will make use of the factual as well as judgment errors.  

Rapport 
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As previously mentioned, the accuracy and reliability of information are largely 

dependent on the relationship between suspect and interviewer. The good relationship 

between both is commonly referred to as rapport, while rapport can have different meanings 

in different parts of the world and in different settings, it has no universal definition (Abbe & 

Brandon, 2014; Vallano & Compo, 2011). However, in the domain of suspect interviewing, 

rapport is often referred to as “a relationship […] that provides participants with a warm 

feeling” (Vanderhallen et al., 2011, p.112) and “a positive attitude toward the suspect and 

conveying genuine respect” (Hartwig, Granhag, & Vrij, 2005, p. 390). For the scope of this 

research, I will refer to rapport as a friendly, genuine relationship with mutual understanding. 

Generally, it can be said that rapport is more easily established and maintained when 

the interviewer approaches the suspect in a friendly and warm manner (Vrij et al., 2014). That 

might be done by giving verbal or nonverbal feedback, such as nodding, mimicking, or active 

listening (Vrij et al., 2014). Moreover, with increasing rapport suspects perceive the suspect 

interviewer as more cooperative, empathic, and accommodating which can result in more 

accurate and detailed remembering of information (Vanderhallen et al., 2011). However, 

when errors are made Thoroughgood et al. (2013) have found that especially judgment errors 

can reduce rapport among a leader and their employees. That is also in line with what 

Oostinga et al. (2018a) have found, that judgment errors can significantly damage the 

relationship between suspects and interviewers, and therefore the outcome of the interview. 

According to Vignovic and Thompson (2010), making judgment errors decreases the amount 

of empathy of the interviewer that is perceived by the suspects, which might be why rapport 

decreases when errors are made. That makes sense, considering judgment errors are often a 

misinterpretation of feelings and thoughts (Oostinga et al., 2018a) but rapport in interviewing 

situations relies on providing interviewees with a ‘warm feeling’ and empathy (Vanderhallen 

et al., 2011). Going from there, it can be argued that the more judgment errors are made, the 

less empathy is attributed to the interviewer. Therefore, it is hypothesized that:   

H1a: In a suspect interview where no communication errors are made by the suspect 

interviewer, the suspect experiences more rapport in comparison to interviews where the 

interviewer makes one or five communication errors. 

H1b: In a suspect interview where five communication errors are made by the suspect 

interviewer, the suspect experiences less rapport in comparison to interviews where the 

interviewer makes no or one communication error. 

Trust 

Next to rapport, trust plays a crucial role in the effectiveness of suspect interviews. 

Mayer et al., (1995) defined trust as “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions 
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of another party based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular action 

important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party” (p. 

712). In the setting of investigative suspect interviews, the trustor can be the suspect 

interviewer who trusts the suspect to truthfully answer the questions, but also the suspect who 

trusts the interviewer to behave a certain way. The suspect will have these expectations 

regardless of how the suspect interviewer will actually behave and, thereby, sets the initial 

willingness to trust. 

Even when every suspect has a different initial willingness to trust, the interviewer can 

influence willingness as well. During the interview, the interviewer can take action to give the 

suspect a reason to trust, e.g., by offering some water or providing information to the suspect 

(Brimbal et al., 2021). While those are some ways to increase a suspect’s willingness to trust, 

there are factors such as communication errors, to diminish it. Generally, errors evoke 

negative emotions and since trusting behaviour is influenced by the emotions of the trustor, 

errors might diminish the amount of trust in the error-maker (Mayer et al., 1995). Moreover, 

judgment errors from the interviewer’s side have a negative effect on the trust that is built 

during an interview (Oostinga et al., 2018b). As stated before, the suspect has expectations of 

the interviewer’s behaviour. Therefore, when the interviewer makes an error, these 

expectations are either confirmed or undermined. That means, that when a suspect has low 

trust in the interviewer to begin with, an error will confirm the low expectation. However, 

when the initial trust was high, an error counteracts the suspect’s expectation and trust might 

decrease as well. Furthermore, it can be argued that the more errors are made, the less trust 

there will be because negative expectations of the suspect will be further confirmed with each 

error made. Therefore, it is expected that:  

H2a: In a suspect interview where no communication errors are made by the suspect 

interviewer, the suspect experiences more trust in the interviewer in comparison to interviews 

where the interviewer makes one or five communication errors. 

H2b: In a suspect interview where five communication errors are made by the suspect 

interviewer, the suspect experiences less trust in the interviewer in comparison to interviews 

where the interviewer makes no or one communication error. 

Perceived Communication Competence 

Another crucial factor in interviewing is an interviewer’s communication competence. 

More specifically, it is important how a suspect perceives the interviewer’s communication 

competence because good communication skills majorly influence the suspect’s willingness 

to actively participate in the interview (Clarke, Milne, & Bull, 2011). Wiemann (1997) 

described being competent in communication as “having the ability to choose among 
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available communicative behaviors to accomplish one’s own interpersonal goals during an 

encounter while maintaining the face and line of fellow interactants within the constraints of 

the situation” (p.198). According to this definition, a person is communicative competent 

when they know when to apply appropriate communication skills depending on the 

communication partner and the situation. Additionally, an interviewer that possesses good 

communication skills shows that by, e.g., structuring the interview logically and easily for the 

suspect to follow. Moreover, it was found that skills like listening and openness to what the 

suspect has to say resulted in more reliable and comprehensive information important for a 

true confession (Clarke et al., 2011).  

Communication errors, on the other hand, may reduce the perceived communication 

competence of the interviewer. That might be because errors increase the error-maker’s stress 

levels, leading them to potentially get distracted by their own error (Oostinga et al., 2020). In 

turn, error receivers perceive the error-maker as less skilled for their job because they seem 

less competent and less professional (Vignovic & Thompson, 2010). As mentioned before, 

good communication skills often show in good interview structures, whereas errors disrupt a 

nice communication flow (Clarke et al., 2011) and make it harder for the interviewee to 

understand (Moston, Stephenson, & Williamson, 1992). Based on this information it can be 

argued that the more errors occur, the more often there will be disruptions in communication 

and perceived communication decreases. Therefore, it is hypothesized that: 

H3a: In a suspect interview where no communication errors are made by the suspect 

interviewer, the suspect perceives the interviewer as more competent in comparison to 

interviews where the interviewer makes one or five communication errors. 

H3b: In a suspect interview where five communication errors are made by the suspect 

interviewer, the suspect perceives the interviewer as less competent in comparison to 

interviews where the interviewer makes zero or one communication error. 

Willingness to provide information 

Lastly, an investigative suspect interview is considered effective when a suspect 

provides much relevant information. Therefore, suspect interviewers aim to gather as much 

information as possible and try to increase the suspect’s willingness to do so. Generally, a 

suspect’s willingness to provide information is dependent on the individual’s characteristics, 

but also on the crime that was committed and on contextual factors (Kassin & Gudjonsson, 

2004). Moreover, the interviewer has an influence on the willingness to provide information 

as well, either positively by being kind and carefully listening to the suspect (Beune et al., 

2009), or negatively by making communication errors (Gudjonsson et al., 2003). 
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However, there might be a difference between the suspect’s willingness to provide 

information and the information they actually provide. It can be argued that when the suspect 

is not willing to provide information, they might still provide information to clarify the 

situation when they feel misunderstood. This argumentation is based on findings by Oostinga 

et al. (2018b) that judgment errors led to a greater information provision. In their paper, they 

explained these findings that suspects might be more inclined to provide information to prove 

that they are correct in what they said. Also, during interviews by Oostinga et al. (2018a), 

some interviewees indicated that an error is not universally bad but could also be used to 

establish a better conversation, while it was also mentioned that judgment errors are perceived 

as more detrimental than factual errors. On the other hand, Gudjonsson et al. (2003) have 

found that communication errors such as inadequate questioning or errors in judgment, 

decrease a suspect’s willingness to provide information or lower the reliability of provided 

information because errors can decrease the information’s quality (Vallano et al., 2015). 

Based on these arguments, it is assumed that, even when there is greater information 

provision, the initial willingness is not increased but rather decreased. Therefore, it is 

hypothesized that: 

H4a: In a suspect interview where no communication errors are made by the suspect 

interviewer, the suspect is more willing to provide information in comparison to interviews 

where the interviewer makes one or five communication errors. 

H4b: In a suspect interview where five communication errors are made by the suspect 

interviewer, the suspect is less willing to provide information in comparison to interviews 

where the interviewer makes no or one communication error. 

Methods 

Design 

To test the hypotheses, a between-groups design was employed. The independent 

variable is the number of errors (i.e., zero, one and five), where the one-error and five-error 

conditions are compared to the control condition. The dependent variables are rapport 

between the suspect and interviewer, the perceived trust in the interviewer, the perceived 

competence of the interviewer, and the suspect’s willingness to provide information. In this 

study, participants received a scenario of exam fraud in which they had to imagine being the 

student who cheated in an exam. Afterwards, the participants were presented with a video 

interview in which ‘they’ were interviewed by an Examination Board member about the exam 

fraud. 

This study was researched by two researchers. While this paper investigated rapport, 

trust, perceived communication competence, and willingness to provide information, the other 
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researcher focussed on rapport, trust, perceived humaneness, and willingness to provide 

information. The same data were used by both researchers, however, both worked 

independently on their own projects. 

Participants  

The participants were collected with the help of convenience sampling and were 

invited to participate via Qualtrics after they received an invitation link. In case the students 

were enrolled at the University of Twente, they received SONA credits if they participated via 

SONA Systems (an online survey platform of the University of Twente). It was aimed for at 

least 90 participants, so approximately 30 students participated in each condition (control, 

one-error, and five-error group). Initially, the sample consisted of 146 people, but 54 

participants needed to be excluded because they indicated they were not university students (n 

= 4), did not adequately understand English (n = 28), did not finish the survey (n = 22), or did 

not allow their data to be used (n = 3), whereas three participants indicated to neither be a 

student nor adequately understand English. Therefore, 92 university students were ultimately 

considered in the analysis of this thesis. Ultimately, there were 28 participants in the control 

condition, 33 participants in the one-error condition, and 31 participants in the five-error 

condition. The participants were between 17 and 44 years of age, while the mean age was at 

about 22 years. Of the participants 24 (26.1%) indicated to be male, 66 (71.7%) to be female, 

1 (1.1%) to be non-binary, and 1 (1.1%) preferred not to answer. Furthermore, the participants 

mainly came from the Netherlands and Germany. In total, 11 participants (12%) were Dutch, 

73 (79.3%) were German, and 8 (8.7%) were Salvadoran, Irish, Indian, Norwegian, Spanish, 

Italian, and English. 

Measures  

Rapport 

The Rs3i scale was used to measure rapport between the student and Examination 

Board member after the interview was conducted. The scale was developed by Duke et al. 

(2018) and consists of 21 items that are answered using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). For this study, three items were left out because 

culture was not relevant in this context. The items that were left out are ‘The interviewer and I 

have our culture in common’, ‘The interviewer and I probably share the same ethnicity’, and 

‘The interviewer probably shares my culture’. All other items were taken over from the 

original questionnaire. Examples of used items are ‘The interviewer acted like a professional’ 

and ‘The interviewer was attentive to me’. The item scores were averaged, in which a higher 
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score indicated higher rapport with the interviewer. The estimated internal consistency was 

.95, which is considered excellent (Gliem & Gliem, 2003). 

Trust 

The performance appraisal system was used to measure the trust of the suspect in the 

Examination Board member. The scale was developed by Mayer and Davis (1999) and 

consists of 40 items in total that are answered on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). The scale integrates seven subscales, of which we 

utilized Ability (6 items), Benevolence (4 items), and Integrity (6 items), resulting in 16 items 

in total. The items were adjusted to fit the environment of the interview between a student and 

Examination Board member, whereas the questions per se stayed the same as in the original 

questionnaire. Examples of the items are ‘The Examination Board member is very capable of 

performing her job’ and ‘The Examination Board member has a strong sense of justice’. The 

items’ scores were averaged, whereas a higher score indicated higher trust in the interviewer. 

The estimated internal consistency was .93, which is considered excellent (Gliem & Gliem, 

2003). 

Perceived communication competence 

The scale of Wiemann (1997) was used to measure the perceived communication 

competence of the Examination Board member. In total, the scale consists of 35 items that are 

answered on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). 

For this study, 9 items were removed from the scale since they were not applicable for the 

suspect-interviewer relationship in this setting because they were referring to a longer-term 

relationship. An example of the deleted items is ‘S’s personal relations are cold and distant’. 

Examples of the remaining 26 items are ‘The interviewer can adapt to changing situations’ 

and ‘The interviewer is easy to talk to’. Some of the items were reversed and accordingly re-

coded when averaging the scores of the items. A higher average score indicated higher 

perceived communication competence in the Examination Board member. The estimated 

internal consistency was .95, which is considered excellent (Gliem & Gliem, 2003). 

Willingness to provide information 

The participant’s willingness to provide information was measured following Beune et 

al. (2011), asking the extent to which participants view the items as true on a 5-point Likert 

scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). The items were adjusted to the 

scenario used in this study (i.e., naming the Examination Board member) whereas the 

question content stayed the same. The scale consists of three items, ‘I would tell the 

Examination Board member everything’; ‘I would provide a lot of information to the 
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Examination Board member; ‘I would give truthful information to the Examination Board 

member. The items’ scores were averaged, whereas a higher score indicated a higher 

willingness to provide information. The estimated internal consistency was .79, which is 

considered acceptable (Gliem & Gliem, 2003). 

Manipulation check 

To check whether the participants noticed if errors were made, a manipulation check 

was included. At the end of the questionnaire, there was a question about whether errors were 

noticed and if the participant indicated that they did, the next question asked how many errors 

were noticed, ranging from one error to five errors. If participants correctly indicate how 

many errors were made that can be used as a confirmation that participants were aware of 

errors. 

Procedure  

Participants received an invitation link that led them to the survey that would take 

approximately 15 minutes to complete. First, the participants were presented with a welcome 

screen and the informed consent to which they had to sign digitally, otherwise, they were 

transferred to the end of the survey and thanked for their participation. The actual goal of the 

study was not described, yet. The participants were informed that this study was about 

different styles of interviewing, not about errors made by the interviewer. After signing the 

informed consent form, the participant was forwarded to a scenario in which they had to 

imagine themselves (see Appendix A). The participant needed to imagine the be a second-

year psychology student that was suspected of exam fraud and was, therefore, invited to an 

interview with an Examination Board member. To the Examination Board members, it was 

known that a picture with the answers to the test was sent to some students. Since this 

student’s previous grades were not too good, but this exam stood out with high scores, he/she 

was suspected of fraud and invited to an interview for an evaluation of the situation (see 

Appendix B for interview scripts). The scenario was based on the study of Oostinga et al. 

(2018b), who successfully used this method of investigating communication errors, which is 

why we decided to use a similar scenario as well. 

Afterwards, participants were presented with a pre-recorded interview. In total, there 

were three different interview recordings (control-, one-error-, and five-error condition) 

whereas each participant was randomly allocated to one of them. Following the example of 

previous research (Koudenburg et al., 2011; Oostinga et al., 2018b), the video was filmed 

from the back of the student, while the Examination Board member sits in front of the student 

to make it easier for the participant to imagine the interview was from their perspective. The 
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use of pre-recorded interviewing scenarios offered the opportunity to standardize all three 

conditions and to reduce biases toward the interviewer as well as toward the interviewee. 

Additionally, in the videos verbal and non-verbal characteristics were the same, so each 

participant in one condition is presented with the same information.  

In Table 1, the questions and comments made by the interviewer are presented with 

the answers that the student gave. The table shows that in condition 1, there are no errors 

made and the conversation went smoothly, and the student answers the Examination Board 

member’s questions (interviewer questions 1-7). In the second condition, one judgment error 

was made in the middle of the interview where the interviewer accused the student of not 

having studied for previous exams (judgment 2) whereas the student answers that the 

interviewer is mistaken, they studied a lot but the questions in previous exams were more 

difficult. Lastly, the third condition contained two factual errors and three judgment errors. In 

the beginning, the interviewer confused the student with a communication science student 

(factual 1), whereupon the student corrects her. Afterwards, the interviewer accused the 

students of fraud (judgment 1) and continues with the same error as in condition 2 (judgment 

2). Next, the interviewer ignores the student’s personal circumstances but sarcastically implies 

that it is too much of a coincidence that the student scored well on this exam (judgment 3). 

Ultimately, the Examination Board member ends the interview by stating the wrong name 

(factual 2) (see Appendix B for complete scripts). 

Table 1  

Interview Questions, Error Messages, and Student Answers in the Interviews 

Messages 

Interviewer questions/ 

comments 

1. How are you doing? 

2. What do you think: why are you here today? 

3. Did you have the questions beforehand? 

4. Can you describe the situation from your perspective? 

5. Did you feel prepared for the exam? 

6. I am sorry to hear, my condolences. Nevertheless, we saw that 

you did much better on this exam than usual. 

7. Are you okay with that or do you have any remarks or questions? 

Communication error 

in one-error condition 

1. Judgment 2: You also were not prepared for the last exams. 

Communication errors 

in five-error condition 

1. Factual 1: you do not look like a good communication science 

student. 
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2. Judgment 1: we took a look at your records, and since this exam 

was better, we think you cheated. 

3. Judgment 2: You also were not prepared for the last exams. 

4. Judgment 3: how fortunate that particularly this exam was so 

easy. Seems a little coincidental. 

5. Factual 2: thank you for taking your time, Tony. 

When the participant finished watching one of the pre-recorded interviews, they were 

forwarded to multiple questionnaires measuring (1) rapport between the suspect and 

interviewer, (2) trust in the interviewer, (3) the perceived communication competence of the 

interviewer, and (4) the student’s willingness to provide information (see Appendix C). Next, 

there was a manipulation check included, where the participant indicated whether they noticed 

communication errors of the interviewer. When there were errors noticed, the next question 

was how many errors were noticed. If no errors were noticed, the participant was directly led 

to insert their demographics, namely, age, nationality, and gender. 

Subsequently, the participant was debriefed about the real purpose of this study: the 

effects of errors on the effectiveness of an interview. Additionally, the reason for the 

deception was explained, and the participant was asked whether their data was still to be used 

for this study. Ultimately, the respondent was thanked for their participation. 

Results 

Scale reliability 

In Table 2, the means, standard deviations (SDs), Cronbach Alphas, and correlations between 

the study variables are presented. The table shows good to excellent internal reliability of the 

measures and positive correlations between the dependent variables. Positive correlations 

between the variables were expected because when suspects experience higher rapport, they 

are usually also more trusting toward the interviewer.  

Table 2 

Means, Standard Deviations, Reliability, and Inter-Correlations Among Study Variables 

Variables M SD α 1 2 3 

1. Rapport 3.37 .82 .95    

2. Trust 3.06 .66 .93 .87**   

3. Perceived communication competence 2.96 .65 .95 .81** .84**  

4. Willingness to provide information 2.40 .98 .79 .41** .36** .35** 

Note. N = 92 

**p < .001 
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Manipulation check 

To see whether the manipulation check (whether the number of errors were correctly 

identified) was successful, an ANOVA was run. The condition group (control condition, one-

error condition, and five-error condition) functioned as the independent variable and the 

number of errors that were noticed by the participant functioned as the dependent variable. 

Table 3 shows the means and standard deviations of the condition groups on the number of 

errors noticed by the participant.  

Table 3 

Means and Standard Deviations of Error Conditions on Errors Noticed by Participant 

 Communication Error 

 Control  One-Error  Five-Error 

 (n = 28)  (n = 33)  (n = 31) 

Manipulation Check M SD  M SD  M SD 

Errors noticed 1.82 1.16  2.21 1.22  3.16 1.13 

The ANOVA revealed that there are significant differences between the group 

conditions F(2,89) = 10.41, p < .001. A Tukey HSD test showed that there is no significant 

difference between the control condition and the one-error condition, p = .39, 95% CI = [-

1.11, .33]. There were significant differences found between the control condition and five-

error condition, p < .001, 95% CI = [-2.07, -.61], as well as between the one-error condition 

and five-error condition, p = .005, 95% CI = [.25, 1.65]. That means, that the manipulation 

check was only partly successful because participants correctly indicated to have seen more 

than one error but were less able to correctly see whether no or one error were made. The 

number of errors that were identified by participants of each condition can be found in Table 

4. Even though the manipulation check was not entirely successful, we decided to still work 

with the participants in the original groups. That is because we were interested in whether 

there were effects regardless of the number of errors that the participant consciously 

perceived. 

Table 4 

Numbers of Errors Perceived by Participants in Error Conditions 

 Error Condition  

Number of 

Errors 

Control 

(n = 28) 

One-Error 

(n = 33) 

Five-Error 

(n = 31) 

Total  

0 17 14 4 35 

1 3 5 2 19 
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2 4 7 13 24 

3 4 7 9 20 

4 0 0 3 3 

Total  28 33 31 92 

Hypothesis testing  

To test the hypotheses, a one-way between-subjects ANOVA was employed. Here, 

communication errors functioned as the independent variable with three conditions, the 

control condition, one-error condition, and five-error condition. The dependent variables were 

rapport, trust, perceived communication competence, and the suspect’s willingness to provide 

information. It was hypothesized that zero errors in a suspect interview show higher levels of 

rapport (H1a), trust (H2a), perceived communication competence (H3a), and willingness to 

provide information (H4a) in comparison to interviews where one or five errors are made. 

Additionally, it was predicted that interviews where five errors were made, rapport (H1b), 

trust (H2b), perceived communication competence (H3b), and willingness to provide 

information (H4b) are lower compared to interviews where one error is made. Therefore, I 

looked at the main effects that the different error conditions have on the dependent variables. 

Error effects on dependent variables 

In Table 5 the means and standard deviations of each of the dependent variables, 

rapport, trust, perceived communication competence, and willingness to provide information 

can be found. The results of the ANOVA showed significant effects of error conditions on 

rapport, F(2,89) = 15.34, p < .001, on trust, F(2,89) = 15.30, p < .001, and on perceived 

communication competence, F(2,89) = 8.82, p < .001. The results for willingness to provide 

information, however, did not show an effect of the error condition on willingness to provide 

information, F(2,89) = .24, p = .78. That means that with these findings, the hypotheses H4a, 

and H4b cannot be supported because no significant differences between the error conditions 

were found at the .05 significance level.  

Table 5 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Effect of Errors on Effectiveness Measures in 

Interviews 

 Communication Error 

 Control  One-Error  Five-Error 

 (n = 28)  (n = 33)  (n = 31) 

Effectiveness measures M SD  M SD  M SD 

1. Rapport 3.74 0.72  3.59b 0.69  2.80a,b 0.73 
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2. Trust  3.27 0.58  3.32b 0.51  2.59a,b 0.63 

3. Perceived communication competence 3.22 0.63  3.07b 0.57  2.59a,b 0.60 

4. Willingness to provide information  2.50 0.91  2.39 0.95  2.32 1.07 

a Differs significantly from control, p < .05 

b Differs significantly from the other communication error, p < .05 

Rapport 

A Tukey HSD test revealed that the mean value of rapport was significantly different 

between the control condition and the five-error condition, p < .001, 95% CI = [.49, 1.38], as 

well as between the one-error and five-error condition, p < .001, 95% CI = [.37, 1.22]. 

However, there were no significant differences between the control and one-error condition, p 

= .73, 95% CI = [-.29, .58]. That could mean, that in interviews where no errors were made, 

the participants reported significantly more rapport compared to those where five errors were 

made. However, compared to only one error, there were no significant differences found. 

Therefore, H1a can only partly be accepted. Also, in interviews where five errors were made, 

participants experience significantly less rapport compared to one error, which is why H1b 

can be accepted. 

Trust 

For trust, the Tukey test showed significant differences between the control and five-

error condition, p < .001, 95% CI = [-.32, 1.03], as well as for the one-error and five-error 

condition, p < .001, 95% CI = [.32, 1.03]. The differences between the control and one-error 

condition were not significant at the .05 significance level, p = .95, 95% CI [-.39, .31]. That 

could mean, that when there were no errors in an interview, participants generally indicated to 

have more trust in the interviewer compared to when five errors were made. However, when 

only one error was made, there were no significant differences in the amount of trust found. 

Therefore, H2a can only partly be accepted. Moreover, participants reported significantly less 

trust in the interviewer that made five errors compared to where only one error was made. 

Therefore, H2b can be accepted. 

Perceived Communication Competence  

For perceived communication competence, the Tukey test revealed significant 

differences between the control and five-error condition, p < .001, 95% CI = [.25, .99], and 

between the one and five-error condition, p = .006, 95% CI [.12, .83]. There were no 

significant differences between the control and one-error condition, p = .61, 95% CI [-.22, 

.51]. That could mean, that interviewers that made no errors during an interview were 

perceived to have significantly higher communication competence compared to interviewers 
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that made five errors. Nevertheless, participants perceived the interviewer as similarly 

communicative competent when no and one error was made. Therefore, H3a can only partly 

be accepted. Also, in interviews where five errors were made, the participants perceived less 

communication competence of the interviewer compared to interviews where one error was 

made. Therefore, H3b can be accepted. 

Additional Explorative Analysis 

To explore further effects between errors and the dependent variables, a second 

ANOVA was performed with rapport, trust, perceived communication competence, and 

willingness to provide information as dependent variables and the number of errors that the 

participants noticed as independent variables. Therefore, the control condition consisted of 

people that noticed zero errors, the second condition consisted of people who noticed one 

error, and the third condition consisted of every participant that noticed two errors or more. 

The results showed the same patters between the errors and independent variables for the 

original condition groups and the groups of how many errors were noticed by the participant: 

There were significant effects on rapport, F(2,89) = 18.06, p < .001, on trust F(2,89) = 16.49, 

p < .001, and on perceived communication competence, F(2,89) = 22.28, p < .001, while there 

were no effects on willingness to provide information, F(2,89) = 1.09, p = .341 (for means 

and standard deviations see Table D1). 

Discussion 

This study explored the effects of (multiple) errors in investigative suspect interviews 

on the interview’s effectiveness. Interview effectiveness was here measured by the amount of 

rapport that was perceived by the suspect, the trust that the suspect has in the interviewer, the 

perceived communication competence that the suspect has in the interviewer, and the 

suspect’s willingness to provide information. The effects were tested by exposing study 

participants to interviews containing a different number of errors and assessing their rapport, 

trust, perceived communication competence, and willingness to provide information based on 

experience in the interview. The findings suggest that five errors negatively influence the 

interview’s effectiveness, while one error seems to not affect effectiveness significantly. 

However, a participant’s willingness to provide information seems to not have been affected 

by the number of errors that were made. 

Communication errors 

Contrary to our expectations, a single error did not significantly decrease rapport, 

trust, and perceived communication competence. We expected there to be differences because 

previous research found that an error can undermine the relationship between a suspect and 
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suspect interviewer, and decrease rapport and trust (Oostinga et al., 2018b; Thoroughgood et 

al., 2013). Oostinga et al. (2018b) have also found that judgment errors are more detrimental 

than factual errors, which is why our non-significant findings are even more surprising. 

Nevertheless, the judgment error in our scenario (‘You also were not prepared for the last 

exams.’) might have been too subtle for the participant to clearly identify it as an error. When 

we look back at Table 4, we can see that participants in condition 1 (control) and condition 2 

(one error) noticed approximately the same number of errors with only a slightly higher error 

observation in condition 2, leading us to conclude that the error was too subtle. In 

comparison, Oostinga et al. (2018b) did a similar study, investigating the effects of single 

errors on trust, rapport, and the quality of information provided by the suspect. In their 

experiment, participants were presented with an exam fraud scenario and were afterwards 

interviewed by an examination board member. Instead of watching a pre-recorded video 

interview, the participants in Oostinga et al.’s (2018b) study were interviewed in an online 

environment. The judgement error that Oostinga et al., (2018b) included was worded more 

directly and personal and might have been more easily noticed as a communication error by 

the participants (‘Ok. So you are a rather unmotivated student.’), which might be why they 

have found significant effects of single judgement errors on trust and rapport while we did 

not. Furthermore, perceived communication competence was expected to decrease after a 

judgment error was made because errors disrupt a good communication flow and might 

increase the confusion of the suspect (Clarke et al., 2011). We also did not find any effects on 

perceived communication competence, which might also be explained by the error being too 

subtle. 

On the other hand, as hypothesized, we did find significant results for five errors on 

rapport, trust, as well as perceived communication competence compared to when no errors 

were made. In the five-error condition, there were three judgment errors and two factual 

errors included because it would have been unrealistic to make five judgment errors during 

one short interview. Most participants remembered three to four errors, leading us to suggest 

that some errors might have been too subtle for the participant to clearly identify the error as 

such. To give an example, the first judgment error in the five-error condition (‘We took a look 

at your records, and since this exam was way better, we think you cheated.’) might have also 

been perceived as an observation instead of an error, because there was no obvious judgment 

in there, but it was rather a logical conclusion based on previous observations. Additionally, 

factual errors seem to not have the same effects as judgment errors (Oostinga et al., 2018b). 

However, as there were five errors included, participants might have felt that overall, the 
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interviewer was not on the same page as them, even when not every error was perceived as 

such, which might be why we did find significant results. As expected, five errors decreased 

the levels of rapport between the participant and the interviewer. That is consistent with 

previous research on which we based our hypothesis. For example, Vignovic and Thompson 

(2010) indicated that errors undermine empathy, which again is an important factor 

influencing rapport (Vanderhallen et al., 2011) and, therefore, an explanation for why rapport 

decreases the more errors are made. Furthermore, existing literature led us to hypothesize that 

multiple errors lowered the levels of trust between the suspect and the suspect interviewer. 

Mayer et al. (1995) introduced that emotions have an impact on trust, while emotions are 

negatively influenced by communication errors. These expectations were ultimately 

confirmed by this study when multiple errors reduced trust compared to zero and one error. 

Additionally, our findings suggest that multiple errors negatively affect perceived 

communication competence. It was found that by making errors, the error maker is perceived 

as less skilled and less professional in what they are doing (Vignovic & Thompson, 2010). 

That can be confirmed by this study because multiple errors did decrease the perceived 

communication competence of the suspect interviewer. 

Lastly, we were not able to confirm any effects of communication errors on the 

participant’s willingness to provide information. Since Oostinga et al. (2018b) were not able 

to find significant effects of communication errors on the suspect’s willingness to provide 

information either, it might be that there is no relation between communication errors and the 

willingness to provide information. Alternatively, the results of this study might have been 

skewed because we noticed a possible bias for the willingness to provide information. As 

mentioned before, in the scenario, participants were informed that they were suspected of 

exam fraud and that they did not want to admit their guilt to the interviewer. Since the 

questionnaire for willingness to provide information included two items that asked the extent 

to which the participant would be truthful as well as the extent to which they would tell the 

interviewer everything, the answers might be biased to neither tell the interviewer the truth, 

nor everything. While the scale consisted of only three items in total, this bias potentially 

skewed the results to a great extent. Therefore, for further research, it is recommended to 

either not tell participants to hide the truth, or to use a different questionnaire measuring 

willingness to provide information.  

Limitations and Recommendations 

Further, there are some limitations to this study. To begin with, the instruments used 

for the data collection of our study might not have been the best choice and should be used 
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differently in further research. For the scope of this study, we decided to use pre-recorded 

video interviews and to ask the participants to imagine being in that situation because that was 

the most feasible option to go with considering the time frame, the number of participants, 

and the current COVID-19 pandemic. Furthermore, this option was successfully used in 

previous research as well and seemed to be a good alternative to face-to-face interviews 

(Koudenburg et al., 2011; Oostinga et al., 2018b). Nevertheless, there were disadvantages 

because participants did not actively engage in the interview and might have missed the 

personal connection to the scenario and the interviewer (McGinn & Croson, 2004), and 

therefore, would not have perceived the errors as serious as they might have in a face-to-face 

interview. Moreover, there are doubts to which degree it is possible to establish a connection 

with someone you have never seen before (McGinn & Croson, 2004), which is why the 

findings of this research need to be handled with caution since we do not know the extent to 

which they are generalizable to real-life situations. There is always the risk that experiments 

seem artificial and that participants behave not exactly as they would in real life where the 

stakes are higher (Gudjonsson & Pearse, 2011). However, to minimize that risk it is 

recommended that face-to-face interviews are conducted for future research to ensure that 

participants actively engage in the interview. As mentioned before, online settings have been 

successfully applied before, therefore, I argue that the patterns might not completely change 

but would perhaps be strengthened in face-to-face interviews.  

Furthermore, the manipulation check was not entirely successful. Although most of 

the participants successfully indicated whether they were in the error or no-error condition, 

most were not able to tell how many errors were made. That is a problem because all 

participants who indicated to have noticed errors reported to have noticed a similar number of 

errors despite being in different error conditions. The results showed that especially in the 

control and one-error conditions, approximately the same number of errors were reported (see 

Table 3). Interestingly, even when participants in the five-error condition did not observe all 

errors and reported a similar number of errors as some participants in the other conditions, 

they seemed to still perceive there to be significantly less rapport, trust, and perceived 

communication competence. Therefore, despite the number of errors the participants 

consciously remembered, the results showed that participants still felt differently about the 

interviewer. That could be the case, because as Koudenburg et al. (2011) have found that even 

minor pauses during conversations can evoke negative feelings. Importantly, they have found 

that such pauses elicit negative emotions even when the disruption was not consciously 

noticed by the participant. Subsequently, that leads us to suggest that while in our study not 
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all errors were noticed, they could still have the same effects compared to when all errors 

were noticed. 

Additionally, the sample might restrict us from generalizing the findings to a broader 

population. For this study, we used convenience sampling for finding participants, wherefore 

the sample was not randomly chosen but consisted mainly of German and Dutch university 

students. According to Lucas et al. (2018), culture might also affect the way individuals 

perceive errors and since German and Dutch culture is very similar, these findings are not 

necessarily transferrable to different cultures. That is because between cultures there are 

usually differences in rules and norms (Vignovic & Thompson, 2010). An example is that 

errors had different impacts on Japanese and American participants depending on whether 

social dialogue was implemented or not (Lucas et al., 2018). The results showed that for 

Japanese participants, errors were perceived as less harsh when social dialogue was used. For 

American participants, however, errors were more detrimental because, after initial good 

communication, errors were perceived as a huge contrast and had more serious consequences 

for rapport (Lucas et al., 2018). That might be because Asians usually live in a collectivistic 

culture and tend to be more focused on situational cues while Americans usually live in an 

individualistic culture and tend to be more focused on the content of a message (Schouten & 

Meeuwesen, 2006). Based on that, it can be assumed that if the sample predominantly 

consisted of Asian participants, the errors might have been less detrimental, depending on the 

social context. Therefore, future researchers should focus on random sampling within a 

population and perhaps also comparing different populations (e.g., from different cultures) 

with one another to see whether there will be differences in how suspect interviewing in 

different cultures should be improved. 

Lastly, the participants we sampled were not criminals which is also why we did not 

conduct an actual suspect interview but chose an exam fraud scenario which is likely easier 

accessible for students so that they can better emphasize the role they are given. The problem 

with artificially created situations is that generally the stakes are not as high as in real life and, 

therefore, participants might not react the same as they would in real life (Gudjonsson & 

Pearse, 2011). However, using criminals – or people who have been in suspect interviews 

before – as participants would have the advantage of implementing a scenario closer to a real-

life suspect interview than an exam fraud scenario. The participants would probably more 

easily emphasize the role they are given when they have been in such a situation before. 

While I would not expect the results to entirely change using criminals instead of students, I 

expect there might be some differences in the participant’s willingness to provide information. 
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That can be reasoned by considering that a suspect’s willingness to provide information 

depends on the crime they have committed (Kassin & Gudjonsson, 2004), and exam fraud is 

usually less tremendous than a crime investigated by police officers. Considering this, the 

results would, therefore, be more accurate to real-life using criminals as participants.  

Conclusion 

This study investigated a, so far, barely researched topic in investigative suspect 

interviewing. The aim was to examine the effects of communication errors on rapport, trust, 

perceived communication competence, and the suspect’s willingness to provide information. 

Compared to the control condition, five errors significantly decrease rapport, trust, and 

perceived communication competence. Not expected was that there were neither significant 

differences between the control and one-error condition for rapport, trust, and perceived 

communication competence nor differences between either of the conditions for willingness 

to provide information.  

Although this study exhibits some limitations, it adds some knowledge to this rather 

unexplored field of suspect interviewing and replicates some previous findings; thereby 

increasing its reliability. However, since we did not find significant differences between the 

control and one-error condition, we suspect the judgment error we used was too subtle. 

Therefore, we suggest using an error that is clearly identifiable as such in future studies. For 

the five-error condition, it seemed to be no problem when there were some subtle errors in 

there because overall the participants seemed to have noticed something wrong with the 

communication. Previous research has found significant results for making one error; 

therefore, it might be still relevant to know how much of a difference there is between making 

one error or multiple errors and should be further investigated. The distinction between one or 

multiple errors might be relevant for law enforcement officers to know because making errors 

seem to be almost inevitable. Therefore, when a single error has a less negative impact than 

multiple errors, the suspect interviewer might be better able to estimate the consequences of 

the number of errors they made and can act accordingly.  
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Appendix A 

Exam Fraud Scenario 

Imagine you are a second-year psychology student named Luca. A week ago, you took 

part in an exam about physical safety but due to personal circumstances, you were not able to 

study properly. Two weeks before the exam, your grandmother passed away and it affected 

you a lot so that you were not able to concentrate on the test. Shortly before the exam, a friend 

of yours told you that he was able to take a picture of the answers to the test questions. Since 

your previous grades were not too good and you needed to pass this exam, you were relieved 

to have this opportunity and asked your friend to send you the answers. When you took the 

test, you knew most of the answers and had a very good feeling about passing. 

A few days after the exam, you received an email from the Examination Board that 

said you were suspected of exam fraud. The Board members heard that someone took a 

picture of the correct answers to the test, and they approached all students that seemed to have 

an unusually high grade. The Examination Board invited you to a meeting to talk about the 

exam to find out whether you were one of those students who cheated. When you received 

that email, you felt guilty but at the same time, you knew that you really need the high grade 

and thought it was unfair that you would not pass because of your circumstances. Therefore, 

you did not want to admit that you cheated on the test. 

You are now about to meet one of the Examination Board members, imagine you are 

the student that sits in front of the Board member. 
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Appendix B 

Interview Scripts for each Error Condition 

Script n condition  

Member examination board (M): Hello Luca, how are you doing? 

Student (S): Yeah, I am fine, just a bit nervous. I am not really sure what to expect from this 

interview.  

M: Don’t worry, we just want to start by clarifying what happened. What do you think: why 

are you here today? 

S: I am here because of the email I got from the Examination Board where I was accused of 

exam fraud. The email said that I had the questions and answers to the exam even before I 

took the test. 

M: Did you have the questions beforehand? 

S: No, I did not cheat. 

M: Can you describe the situation from your perspective?  

S: Yes, I went to Uni a bit earlier that day to discuss some last things about the exam with my 

friends and we had lunch together on campus. Then we went to the room where the exam took 

place and met a few other people before the test started. After the exam, I went to the 

bathroom and then immediately went home. 

M: Did you feel prepared for the exam? 

S: No because I have some personal stuff going on that restricted me from studying. My 

grandmother passed away two weeks ago and therefore I also had a lot of other things on my 

mind. Due to the situation, I was not able to prepare as much as I would have otherwise. 

Nevertheless, I tried my best to prepare as much as I could and luckily, I found out during the 

test that the questions were not too difficult. 

M: Oh, I am sorry to hear. My condolences. Nevertheless, we saw that you did much better on 

this exam than usual. 

S: Like I said before, the exam was just not as difficult as the last ones. 

M: Still, we will discuss in the next few days how to proceed from here and will inform you 

about the outcomes via email. Usually, we propose an oral examination to give you the 

chance to prove that you were able to answer the questions yourself. Are you okay with that 

or do you have any other remarks or questions? 

S: No, that's alright with me. When would this examination take place?  

M: We would like to discuss this with your examiner and let you know as soon as we find a 

date. 
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S: Alright, thank you. 

M: That would be it for now, thank you for taking your time, Luca. Have a nice day.  

Script one-error condition  

Member examination board (M): Hello Luca, how are you doing? 

Student (S): Yeah, I am fine, just a bit nervous. I am not really sure what to expect from this 

interview.  

M: Don’t worry, we just want to start by clarifying what happened. What do you think: why 

are you here today? 

S: I am here because of the email I got from the Examination Board where I was accused of 

exam fraud. The email said that I had the questions and answers to the exam even before I 

took the test. 

M: Did you have the questions beforehand? 

S: No, I did not cheat. 

M: Can you describe the situation from your perspective?  

S: Yes, I went to Uni a bit earlier that day to discuss some last things about the exam with my 

friends and we had lunch together on campus. Then we went to the room where the exam took 

place and met a few other people before the test started. After the exam, I went to the 

bathroom and then immediately went home. 

M: Did you feel prepared for the exam? 

S: No because I have some personal stuff going on that restricted me from studying. My 

grandmother passed away two weeks ago and therefore I also had a lot of other things on my 

mind. Due to the situation, I was not able to prepare as much as I would have otherwise. 

Nevertheless, I tried my best to prepare as much as I could and luckily, I found out during the 

test that the questions were not too difficult. 

M: Well, you also were not prepared for the last exams. We saw you barely passed your last 

exams and on this one you scored rather good. 

S: No, you’re mistaken. I studied a lot but the last times, the exams were just more difficult. 

Like I said before, this time was just easier as the last ones. 

M: Still, we will discuss in the next few days how to proceed from here and will inform you 

about the outcomes via email. Usually, we propose an oral examination to give you the 

chance to prove that you were able to answer the questions yourself. Are you okay with that 

or do you have any other remarks or questions? 

S: No, that's alright with me. When would this examination take place?  
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M: We would like to discuss this with your examiner and let you know as soon as we find a 

date. 

S: Alright, thank you. 

M: That would be it for now, thank you for taking your time, Luca. Have a nice day.  

Script five-error condition  

Member examination board (M): Hello Luca, how are you doing? 

Student (S): Yeah, I am fine, just a bit nervous. I am not really sure what to expect from this 

interview.  

M: Don’t worry, we just want to start by clarifying what happened. What do you think: why 

are you here today? 

S: I am here because of the email I got from the Examination Board where I was accused of 

exam fraud. The email said that I had the questions and answers to the exam even before I 

took the test. 

M: Did you have the questions beforehand? 

S: No, I did not cheat. 

M: So far, you did not look like a very motivated communication science student. We took a 

look at your records and since this exam was way better than your previous grades, therefore, 

we think you cheated. 

S (five error and three error condition): Huh? I’m a Psychology student, not communication 

science student. Also, I’m a very motivated student, study a lot and no, I did not cheat. 

M: Can you describe the situation from your perspective?  

S: Yes, I went to uni a bit earlier that day to discuss some last things about the exam with my 

friends and we had lunch together on campus. Then we went to the room where the exam took 

place and met a few other people before the test started. After the exam, I went to the 

bathroom and then immediately went home. 

M: Did you feel prepared for the exam? 

S: No because I have some personal stuff going on that restricted me from studying. My 

grandmother passed away two weeks ago and therefore I also had a lot of other things on my 

mind. Due to the situation, I was not able to prepare as much as I would have otherwise. 

Nevertheless, I tried my best to prepare as much as I could and, in the end, the questions were 

not too difficult. 

M: Well, you also were not prepared for the last exams. We saw you barely passed your last 

exams and on this one you scored rather good. 
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S: No, you’re mistaken. I studied a lot but the last times, the exams were just more difficult. 

Like I said before, this time was just easier as the last ones. 

M: Oh, how fortunate that particularly this exam was so easy. Seems a little too coincidental.  

S: What do you expect me to answer to that? 

M: I just wanted to point that out. Still, we will discuss in the next few days how to proceed 

from here and will inform you about the outcomes via email. Usually, we propose an oral 

examination to give you the chance to prove that you were able to answer the questions 

yourself. Are you okay with that or do you have any other remarks or questions? 

S: No, that's alright with me. When would this examination take place?  

M: We would like to discuss this with your examiner and let you know as soon as we find a 

date. 

S: Alright, thank you. 

M: That would be it for now, thank you for taking your time, Tony. Have a nice day.  

S: My name is Luca. But thanks, have a nice day as well.  

M: Oh yes, Luca.  

  



THE EFFECTS OF ERRORS ON INTERVIEW EFFECTIVENESS  32 
 

Appendix C 

Questionnaires 

Scale One (Rapport) (Imagine you are the student you just saw in the video, and you are 

asked to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements in 

the context of this interview; you can respond on a scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly 

agree (5)) 

1. I think the interviewer is generally honest with me. 

2. The interviewer did their job with skill during this interview. 

3. The interviewer respects my knowledge. 

4. The interviewer performed expertly during the interview. 

5. I think that the interviewer can generally be trusted with their word. 

6. The interviewer really listened to what I had to say. 

7. I was motivated to perform well during the interview. 

8. I feel I can trust the interviewer to keep their word to me. 

9. The interviewer made an effort to do a good job. 

10. The interviewer acted like a professional. 

11. The interviewer paid careful attention to my opinion. 

12. The interviewer and I got along well during the interview. 

13. The interviewer and I worked together well as a team. 

14. I wanted to do a good job during the interview. 

15. The interviewer was attentive to me. 

16. Communication went smoothly between the interviewer and me.  

17. The interviewer was interested in my point of view. 

18. I felt committed to accomplishing the goals of the interview in the video. 

Scale Two (Trust) (The next few questions are about the examination board member, please 

indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements on a scale 

from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5)) 

1. The Examination Board member is very capable of performing its job.  

2. The Examination Board member is known to be successful at the things they try to do. 

3. The Examination Board member has much knowledge about the work that needs 

done.  

4. I feel very confident about the skills of the Examination Board member.  

5. The Examination Board member has specialised capabilities that will help the case to 

be solved. 
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6. The Examination Board member is well qualified.  

7. The Examination Board member is very concerned about my welfare.  

8. My needs and desires are very important to the Examination Board member.  

9. The Examination Board member really looks out for what is important to me.  

10. The Examination Board member will go out of its way to help me. 

11. The Examination Board member has a strong sense of justice. 

12. I never have to wonder whether the Examination Board member will stick to their 

word. 

13. The Examination Board member tries hard to be fair in dealings with others. 

14. The actions and behaviours of the Examination Board member are not very consistent. 

* 

15. I like the values of The Examination Board member.  

16. Sound principles seem to guide the behaviour of the Examination Board member. 

Scale Three (Perceived Humaneness) Imagine you are the student you just saw in the video, 

and you are asked to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following 

statements in the context of this interview; you can respond on a scale from “not at all” (1) to 

“very much so” (7)) 

1. I think the Examination Board member had interpersonal warmth. 

2. I think the Examination Board member was open-minded, she could think clearly. 

3. I think the Examination Board member was emotional like she was responsive and 

warm. 

4. I perceived the Examination Board member as superficial as if she had no depth. 

5. The Examination Board member acted like an object, not a human. 

6. I perceived the Examination Board member as mechanical and cold like a robot. 

Scale Four (Perceived Communication Competence) (Imagine you are the student you just 

saw in the video, and you are asked to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with 

the following statements in the context of this interview; you can respond on a scale from 

strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5)) 

1. The interviewer can adapt to changing situations. 

2. The interviewer treated me as an individual. 

3. The interviewer interrupted me too much. * 

4. The interviewer is “rewarding” to talk to. 

5. The interviewer can deal with others effectively. 
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6. The interviewer is a good listener. 

7. The interviewer is easy to talk to. 

8. The interviewer wouldn’t argue with someone just to prove she is right. 

9. The interviewer’s conversation behaviour is not “smooth”. * 

10. The interviewer ignored my feelings. * 

11. The interviewer let me know he/she understands me. 

12. The interviewer is relaxed and comfortable when speaking. 

13. The interviewer listens to what I say to her. 

14. The interviewer generally knows what type of behaviour is appropriate in any given 

situation. 

15. The interviewer was an effective conversationalist. 

16. The interviewer was supportive of me. 

17. The interviewer can easily put herself in another person’s shoes. 

18. The interviewer paid attention to the conversation. 

19. the interviewer was interested in what I had to say. 

20. The interviewer did not follow the conversation very well. * 

21. The interviewer is a likeable person. 

22. The interviewer is flexible. 

23. The interviewer is not afraid to speak with people in authority. 

24. The interviewer generally says the right thing at the right time. 

25. The interviewer likes to use his/her voice and body expressively. 

26. The interviewer was sensitive to my needs at the moment. 

Scale five (Willingness to Provide Information) (Imagine you are the student you just saw 

in the video, and you are asked to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the 

following statements in the context of this interview; you can respond on a scale from 

strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5)) 

1. I would tell the interviewer everything 

2. I would provide a lot of information to the interviewer. 

3. I would give truthful information to the interviewer’ 
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Appendix D 

Table D1 

Means and Standard Deviations for the Effect of Errors on Effectiveness Measures in 

Interviews 

 Communication Error 

 Control  One-Error  Multiple-Error 

 (n = 35)  (n = 10)  (n = 47) 

Effectiveness measures M SD  M SD  M SD 

1. Rapport 3.85 0.68  3.69 0.61  2.95a 0.73 

2. Trust  3.42 0.54  3.36 0.42  2.73a 0.61 

3. Perceived communication competence 3.37 0.58  3.19b 0.45  2.59a,b 0.55 

4. Willingness to provide information  2.59 0.99  2.37 0.82  2.27 0.99 

a Differs significantly from control, p < .05 

b Differs significantly from the other communication error, p < .05 

 

 


