UNIVERSITY
OF TWENTE.

The Extent to which Procedural Information can Predict Vulnerable Individuals’ Level

of Rapport and Shared Truthful Information within Investigative Interviews
by

Pia Lauber

1% supervisor: Dr Lynn Weiher

2™ supervisor: Dr Miriam S.D. Oostinga

Conflict, Risk, and Safety (CRS)
Faculty of Behavioural, Management, and Social Sciences

BSc. Psychology

July 3, 2022



Abstract
The police must solve a variety of cases daily and depend on effective work with victims,
witnesses, and suspects to gather information. Therefore, conducting investigative interviews
is crucial (Clarke & Milne, 2017). Vulnerable individuals experience a great disadvantage in
such social interactions, and issues like higher suggestibility, lack of understanding, and
vagueness in answers may occur (Gudjonsson, 2010; Gudjonsson, 2018; Herrington &
Roberts, 2012). Providing procedural information about the nature of the interview, a
definition of interrogations, understandable legal rights, and simplifying the language of
communicating legal rights in the interview can counteract issues vulnerable individuals
experience and therefore decrease situational stress (Eastwood et al., 2014; Green et al.,
2008; Newburn et al., 2012). This study examined the effects of providing procedural
information on rapport as well as on information provision. The relationship between rapport
and truthful information will be additionally tested for. A between-subject-design with two
conditions (receiving procedural information versus not receiving procedural information)
was used. 62 participants conducted re-enacted investigative interviews followed by a
questionnaire measuring rapport. The findings suggest that procedural information do not
impact the level of rapport and the shared truthful information. Also, scores of rapport are in
no correlation with information provision. Tendencies were found in neurotypicals having
higher scores of rapport when not receiving procedural information and neurodiverse scoring
higher on rapport when receiving procedural information. Also, neurodiverse individuals tend
to share more true information than neurotypical individuals when receiving procedural
information. This suggests that neurodiverse individuals might benefit more from receiving

procedural information than neurotypicals do.



Criminal offenses happen daily — from mild to major incidences. Which may not be
visible or obvious for ordinary individuals is daily business for police officers. Looking for
and interviewing victims, witnesses and suspects is therefore a necessary quest for
clarification of those cases. In this process, police officers are confronted with a diversity of
individuals, who can differ in their personality, mental state, or intellectuality. Especially for
vulnerable individuals these encounters oftentimes cause stress and anxiety as currently used
investigation methods can be hard to cope with. It should be in general interest to ensure the
same fairness and quality of policing for vulnerable as for non-vulnerable individuals. The
police can benefit from enhancing the interrogations for vulnerable victims, witnesses and
suspects as more reliable information could probably be collected and available to help
solving cases more effectively. Furthermore, making this process more inclusive will support
individuals with their vulnerabilities which lead towards an equal treatment.

The importance of investigative interviews

The intended goal of investigative interviews is to gather as many true and reliable
information as possible by proposing questions to the interviewed victim, witness, or suspect
(Clarke & Milne, 2017). Further investigations may be based on the given statements which
makes obtaining details and accuracy more crucial. For the sake of fairness and justice, the
quality of the interview and neutrality of police officers is important, which means not having
pre-judgements about possible suspects nor their guilt or innocence (Gudjonsson, 2010).
Multiple models and theories exist nowadays which all treat the nature of investigative
interviews. In the following, the focus lays on the PEACE model which was introduced by
Newburn et al. (2012).

The PEACE framework is the most frequently used interviewing method in England
and Wales. The model consists of five stages of managing the interview process: (1) Planning

and Preparation, (2) Engage and Explain, (3) Account and Clarification, (4) Closure, and (5)



Evaluation (Newburn et al., 2012). The aim of the framework is to receive truthful
information from interviewees by using a non-confrontational and humanitarian approach as
it was recognised that rather aggressive interview techniques did not have successful
outcomes in terms of not getting relevant information from interviewees to solve the case
(Snook et al., 2014). It was demonstrated that the model indeed complies this aim in
interaction with victims, witnesses, and suspects (Howes, 2019). Especially in the Explain
and Engage phase the model stresses the importance of rapport building since it leads to
receiving the most reliable testimonies of interviewees (Newburn et al., 2012). By sticking to
the rules of the Explain and Engage stage, it is additionally possible to provide interviewees
procedural information, so the same information but prior the intended interview. Providing
such information could help neurotypical individuals but especially a more diverse set of
vulnerable individuals since it gives more time to deal with information and prepare for the
interview.
Investigative interviews with vulnerable individuals

Throughout existing literature there seems to be a discrepancy about an official
definition of vulnerable individuals within the judicial system (e.g., Bull, 2010; Gudjonsson,
2006). While Bull (2010) argues that there is no dominant internationally used definition of
the term, Gudjonsson (2006) defines the concept vulnerability as a “psychological
characteristics or mental state which renders an [individual] prone, in certain circumstances,
to providing information which is inaccurate, unreliable, or misleading” (p.68). The latter
also includes mental health disorders such as mood disorders, psychosis, or personality
disorders (Farrugia & Gabbert, 2020).

Generally speaking, a vulnerable individual has significant disadvantages in social
interactions, which concludingly also applies to cooperating in investigative interviews

(Herrington & Roberts, 2012). Gudjonsson (2006) distinguishes four types of typical



psychological vulnerabilities which are important to evaluate victims, suspects, and witnesses
in criminal cases: First, ‘mental disorders’ such as mental illnesses, learning disabilities, or
personality disorders. The second type describes ‘abnormal mental states’ like anxieties,
mood disturbances, or phobias. Third, ‘intellectual functioning’ including borderline and
certain IQ scores. Fourth and last, the ‘personality’ type of vulnerability includes
suggestibility, compliance, or acquiescence and is described as the most controversial and
complex type out of all four cases (Gudjonsson, 2006).

Moreover, it is important to consider psychological vulnerabilities as potential risk
factors and not as immediate assumptions of unreliability (Gudjonsson, 2010). Rejecting
vulnerabilities as risk factors could possibly lead to place victims, witnesses, and suspects at a
disadvantage in the investigative interview, since it is important to recognise and consider the
vulnerability and assist it but not to doubt everything the interviewee recalls. Therefore, the
identification of vulnerable individuals in criminal cases is crucial, although this is only
poorly successful nowadays (Gudjonsson, 2010). This study will specifically focus on the
vulnerabilities of neurodiverse individuals, which spectrum includes for instance autism
spectrum disorder (ASD), ADHD or dyslexia.

Conducting investigative interviews with neurodiverse suspects may create several
difficulties for police officers to receive accurate testifies when sticking to current
interviewing practices. These practices include only informing interviewees about their legal
rights, being harsh and being strictly case-solving oriented (Gorby, 2013). Applying these
intimidating and coercion methods can most likely trigger suspects yielding false information
(Goodman-Delahunty & Martschuk, 2018).

Within each investigative interview, it is advantageous to establish rapport between
the interviewer and interviewee. Rapport is a concept similar to trust where a connecting and

trustworthy relationship is built, which is said to encourage especially neurodiverse



individuals to share a greater information yield (Aldridge, 2010). The information yield is
determined by the amount of true information an individual shares about the case under
discussion in an interview.

Each individual may need another form of assistance to be able to build rapport and to
conduct the interview successfully (Gudjonsson, 2018). For instance, neurodiverse suspects
may not respond well to current methods of interviewing caused by a lack of understanding
of the influence of their answers and the importance of reliability (Gudjonsson, 2018).
Gudjonsson (2010) draws the attention to suspects with mental health disorders and their
higher levels of suggestibility, compliance, and acquiescence. Also, suspects with mental or
intellectual disabilities have difficulties remembering specific information and to focus their
attention whilst being confronted with current policing methods (Bartels, 2011). For example,
individuals with autism spectrum disorder (ASD) may fail to hold eye-to-eye contact which
may lead the interviewer to believe that the individual is lying (Ochoa & Rome, 2009).
Individuals with ADHD may seem to be vague in their answers which could both seem
suspicious to a police officer who follows current policing methods and was taught that these
are common attributes of a liars (Bartels, 2011; Gudjonsson, 2010).

Throughout existing literature, it is recognisable that the nature of questions as well as
the environment of the interview are important factors for enhancing the quality of interviews
for neurodiverse individuals. Proposing open question is advantageous over closed questions
as it prompts interviewees to talk freely about everything what comes to their minds
(Bearman et al., 2021). Additional support to structure answers can also be given for instance
by asking sub-questions. This in turn increases the information neurodiverse individuals share
by maintaining accuracy (Bearman et al., 2021). Especially when conducting an investigative
interview with a neurodiverse suspect it is important to create a comfortable environment

given their low resilience to any stressors which can lead to fear and anxiety and therefore



unreliability. This can be bypassed by creating good rapport. Having a good relationship with
the interviewed suspect creates a more comfortable space to share accurate information
(Herrington & Roberts, 2012).

Therefore, having specific guidelines is an essential tool for assisting neurodiverse
individuals in the investigative interview to provide consistency and to not misjudge
behaviours or testimonies within the interview (Bearman et al., 2021). One guideline is the
‘Achieving Best Evidence in Criminal Proceedings’ (ABE) which is a practice guide used for
investigative interviews. This approach emphasises the uniqueness of each case and support
officers to tailor the specific needs and circumstances individuals need to give their best
evidence. It gives police officers an overview of how to assist vulnerable victims and
witnesses during the interview with several special measurements. For instance, the guideline
considers decisions concerning whether an interview should be conducted or whether an
interview should be video recorded (Ministry of Justice, 2022). These special measures, such
as using pre-trial audio recordings of evidence, can minimise the associated stress by
decreasing the number of interviews conducted and help vulnerable individuals giving
testifies as effective as possible (Gudjonsson, 2010; Bearman et al., 2021). Since the ABE
was first published in 2002, the approach has been revised and more precisely adapted
throughout the years towards the needs of vulnerable victims and suspects to ensure fair and
effective investigative processes (Ministry of Justice, 2022). With this study, I want to
investigate whether providing procedural information can increase rapport and therefore
information provision.

Procedural information

Confronting neurodiverse individuals with current interview practices does oftentimes

not meet their special communicative needs which would include mentioning legal rights in a

slower and more understandable manner (Eastwood et al. 2014; Ellison, 2001). Therefore,



providing procedural information to neurodiverse suspects could enhance the outcome and
the quality of investigative interviews. This is equivalent to the second step of the PEACE
model engage and explain. In this case, issues like how much time is needed to conduct the
interview, what is expected, and who will be there during the interview can be discussed
(Newburn et al., 2012). Also, interviewers should minimise concerns, and create an
unthreatening environment to decrease situational stress (Green et al., 2008). This stage of the
model is additionally known to be the most influential when it comes to rapport building with
the interviewee (Newburn et al., 2012). Moreover, general interview settings can be
explained, including for instance if the interview will be video, or audio recorded.

Next to the interrogative technique of providing a detailed guideline for vulnerable
individuals, legal rights should be communicated. In fact, Eastwood et al. (2014) criticise that
interrogation rights are delivered in a too complicated way to interviewees, as these rights are
presented in a fast and complex manner which can hardly be processed by vulnerable
individuals. To improve this process, language presenting legal rights should be simplified
and use pauses for interviewees to hear and process all parts. Also, asking interviewees to
recall legal rights in their own words to ensure understanding is crucial. Pre-information
should additionally be communicated in a standardised form by avoiding variations. These
recommendations may lead to a better comprehension of procedural rights to ensure and to
protect the rights of everyone. Sticking to these guidelines will increase preparedness
especially for neurodiverse individuals in interviews and may decrease stress and anxiety. In
turn, this would improve outcomes and reliability of investigative interviews (Eastwood et
al., 2014). Implementing these recommendations into a new interrogative technique could
enhance the perception of neurodiverse interviewees on investigative interviews. Therefore,
the effects of providing procedural information will be tested on rapport building and the

information yield. Next to incorporating the recommendations of Eastwood et al. (2014) in



the interview and pre-information, additional procedural information concerning the nature
and process of the interview will be handed to interviewees.
The present study

Within this study, I aim to test how the delivery of pre-interview information (legal
rights and procedural information) impacts on rapport and information yield. Out of this the
research question is formed, to what extent does providing procedural information influence
the rapport building and the amount of accurate information suspects share.

As it is described in the PEACE model, the phase of engaging and explaining serves
as the phase of rapport building. This stage is particularly in focus and an environment is
created in which suspects feel comfortable to talk (Eastwood et al. 2014; Newburn et al.,
2012). I will create this environment by providing participants pre-information about the
interview to give them time to prepare. During the interview, I will adapt the interview
introduction based on the Explain and Engage phase of the PEACE framework towards the
needs of neurodiverse individuals, by using understandable language, explaining what we are
going to do, and asking multiple times if everything is understood (Newburn et al., 2012).
Based on this I firstly assume that receiving procedural information will result in a better
rapport between interviewer and suspect than when suspects do not receive procedural
information. Next, since existing literature shows that having a good rapport leads to an
increase in the amount of information shared, it is expected that by increasing rapport the
amount of information will additionally be increased as well (Abbe & Brandon, 2013). A
study by Kim et al. (2020) shows that using a humanitarian approach, like the PEACE
approach, can increase the information yield during an interview. This leads to the second
hypothesis, that providing procedural information is expected to result in a higher amount of
accurate information shared by the suspect than under the condition when suspects do not

receive procedural information. Since an increase in rapport alone can increase the
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information yield (Abbe & Brandon, 2013), the third and last hypothesis is shapes, which
assumes that higher scores of rapport lead to an increase in truthful information. This study
will not be conducted with only neurodiverse individuals, but also with neurotypical
individuals. Nevertheless, it is assumed that if procedural information increase the amount of
correct information and rapport in neurotypical individuals, it will also be the case for
neurodiverse individuals.

To conclude, this particular study will aim to further research on the topic of
improving investigative interviews with the aim to create a more inclusive interview
technique. The focus of this study is to highlight the importance of procedural information
and its influence on several factors, namely amount of accurate information as well as
rapport. None of the existing research has focused on the combination of these specific
determinants and the influence of procedural information.

Methods
Design

The study was conducted using a between-subject-design with two conditions (no
procedural information vs. procedural information). In the no procedural information
condition, the interview was conducted similar to currently applied policing methods.
Contrary, in the procedural information condition participants received more information
concerning the implementation of the interview beforehand. The independent variable was
procedural information, and the dependent variables were rapport and truthful information.
This research paper is part of a larger study in which two other depended variables were
utilised which are not included in this paper. These two variables were measures using the
State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) scale measuring anxiety level after the interview (see
Appendix A) (Spielberger, 1983) and the Working Alliance Inventory (WAI) scale measuring

the level of working alliance of participants (see Appendix B) (Vanderhallen et al., 2011).
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Participants

This study was distributed using a convenience sampling method by advertising the
study among multiple social media platforms (e.g., WhatsApp, Facebook, Instagram) as well
as by publishing it over SONA system which is a participant tool accessible for University of
Twente students. The study was solely available in English. The inclusion criteria comprise
owning or having access to a digital device with an audio output, being at least 18 years old
and possessing good understanding of the English language which had to be estimated by the
participants themselves. This study was approved by the BMS ethics committee of the
University of Twente.

Participants of the study were a convenient sample of 64 adults. I excluded two
participants since one participant did not fill out the survey, and another participant did not
take part in the interview. This led to a final sample of 62 participants (24 male M4 = 23.71,
SD =5.20, 37 female Mg = 21.73, SD = 1.69 and one participant preferred not to answer).
From all participants, seven indicated to be (self-)diagnosed neurodiverse (two with dyslexia
and two with ADHD in the no procedural information condition; one with dyslexia and two
with ADHD in the procedural information condition).

Materials
Case vignette

A case vignette was handed to the participants in written form via email prior the
interview. The aim of giving out the case vignette was to give participants an experience to
talk about and to load them with guilt. The case vignette described a scenario in which one
works as a driver to supply the military base with food and equipment from the local airport.
They get approached by a friend with the request to smuggle equipment out of the base. Out

of many smuggle options (e.g., with donkeys or lorries) they choose to use the vehicles.
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(see Appendix C). Participants were instructed to get into the perspective of smuggling the
equipment. Then, participants needed to consider the amount of information they want to
share within the investigative interview to not recriminate themselves nor their friend by still
being cooperative. The case vignette was utilised as it was prior used in another similar
research by Weiher (20202).

Rapport scales for Investigative Interviews and Interrogations (RS3i)

For measuring the interviewees experience of rapport during the interview with the
police officer the multidimensional questionnaire for interrogations and investigative
interviews (RS31) was utilised (Duke et al. 2018). It encompasses five different domains of
measuring rapport including attentiveness, trust/respect, expertise, cultural similarity, and
connected flow as well as one scale dealing with commitment to communication. For
instance, the item “The interviewer really listened to what I had to say” is an indicator for
attentiveness (Magee, 2020). The questionnaire shows a good internal reliability as well as a
good construct validity. Moreover, the scale consists of a total of 21 items, which are
measured on a 5-point-Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree”; see
Appendix D). The mean scores of participants were used for further research whereas higher
scores indicate higher levels of rapport. In this study a Cronbach’s alpha of a2 = .92 was
detected. This can be labelled as indicating strong internal consistency (Taber, 2018).
Truthful information

In order to analyse the amount of truthful information participants were sharing
during the interview, the interviews were transcribed. After that, a word checklist was used
which contains keywords of all the true information which can be found in the case vignette
(for instance “Logistics/Logistical support” or “fix/fixing”’; see Appendix E for the full

checklist) (Weiher, 2020). By comparing the transcribed interviews with this checklist, I
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detected how many truthful information the participants shared. The sum scores of the true
information were used for the analysis.

In this study, 20% of the transcripts were coded by two coders (12 out of 62). The
total number of truthful information per transcript were compared. The coding between the
first coder (M = 11.33, SD = 2.39) and the second coder (M = 11.42, SD = 2.23) was reliable.
An excellent interclass correlation coefficient was found, ICC = .98, (95% CI [932, .994], F
(11,1)=0.19, p <.001.

Additional questions

Several additional questions were proposed to the participants to get more information
for data analysis. It was asked if they would return to a second voluntary interview and, if so,
require legal representation. This showed the willingness of participants to return and
therefore how cooperative they would be. Also, participants had to indicate their motivation
to participate in the interview on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = “not motivated at all” to 5 =
“very motivated”; see Appendix F: Weiher, 2020).

Procedure

The study consists of three parts: pre-interview phase, interview phase, and post-
interview phase. First participants received information before the interview, followed by the
interview and finished by answering the questionnaire. The participants were randomly
assigned to one of two conditions. To ensure random selection, the conditions alternated per
day and participants were not aware of that. By signing up to the study, participants thought
the research investigates the topic of lie detection within police interviews. All participants
were debriefed after having finished all three parts.

Pre-interview phase
All participants received an informed consent and the case vignette in written form

about 24 hours before the interview was conducted. It gave participants the necessary time to
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get familiar with the mock crime. The task of the investigative interview was to protect both
their friend and them from getting suspected while remaining cooperative with the police.

Participants in the second condition received the same information but additionally a
flyer containing procedural information prior the interview. The flyer included legal rights, a
definition of voluntary police interviews, and general information of the characteristics and
environmental factors of the interview (for the procedural information flyer see Appendix G).
For all the information which can vary between interviews (e.g., how long the interview will
take or who will be there) it was indicated that the information will be communicated in the
beginning of the interview as it is advised from the PEACE framework (Howes, 2018).
Interview phase

The interviews were conducted online via MS Teams using a computer, tablet, or any
other electronic device, with stable internet connection. Participation in this study was
anonymous.

In the first condition, the interviewer orally explained the legal rights and some
ground rules for the interview in the beginning. By use of these ground rules the participants
can speak freely without interruption by the interviewer and questions can be asked by
participants. Afterwards, the standardised investigative questions about the incident described
in the case vignette were asked, for instance “Please tell me what you normally do at the
base” or “What can you tell me about who is involved” (for the full interview transcript of
condition one see Appendix H).

At the beginning of the interviews in the procedural information condition, the
interviewer again vocally explained the legal rights and ground rules, but also highlighted the
procedural information shown on the flyer again (e.g., that the interview will take ten minutes
and that only the researcher will be present). After that, the standardised questions followed

(for the full interview transcript of condition two see Appendix I). Both and especially in the
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procedural information condition, the interview introduction was inspired by the Engage and
Explain phase from the PEACE framework. This phase highlights the importance of creating
a pleasant environment through mentioning information as it was done in our interview
introduction (Green et al., 2008).

The average duration of the interview in the no procedural information condition was
5 minutes and 45 seconds (Min = 3.31 Min, Max = 11 Min), and in the procedural
information condition 5 minutes and 59 seconds (Min = 4.28 Min, Max = 9.56 Min).
Post-interview phase

All participants were asked to complete an online questionnaire via Qualtrics after the
interview was conducted. First, participants had to accept the informed consent in order to
continue with the survey. The measures were presented in the order of 1) STAI (Spielberger,
1983), 2) RS3i (Duke et al. 2018), 3) WAI (Vanderhallen et al., 2011), 4) Willingness to
return, and 5) Question if a lawyer would be consulted. In the end, subjects received a debrief
about the study purpose. The average duration the participants needed to complete the survey
was 26 minutes and 30 seconds (SD = 91.27 Min = 3.3 Min, Max = 525.3 Min) in the first
condition and ten minutes and 40 seconds (SD = 5.74, Min = 4.2 Min, Max = 31.4 Min) for
the second condition.

Results

Descriptive statistics

In Table 1, the separate means and standard deviations of the no procedural
information condition and the procedural information condition are displayed by use of the
demographic data age and neurodiversity as well as the variables of the RS3i scale and the
truthful information. The displayed demographic data makes it obvious that my sample
consisted mostly of young neurotypical university students, as the average age was relatively

low and neurodiverse individuals were rarely present. For the RS3i scale, the mean score was
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lower in the procedural information condition, which is against expectation. The truthful
information were slightly higher in the procedural information condition which is so far in
line with our assumption that receiving procedural information lead towards higher density of
true information.

Table 1
Descriptive statistics of Age, Neurodiversity (coded as 0 = none, 1 = having at least one

neurodiversity), RS3i survey, and Truthful information from the interview

M (SD)
No procedural information ~ Procedural information
(N=32) (N =30)
Age 23.34 (4.54) 21.47 (1.87)
Neurodiversity 0.13 (0.34) 0.11 (0.32)
RS3i 3.99 (0.61) 3.86 (0.52)
Truthful information 11.59 (2.71) 12.23 (2.47)

N=62

H1: Procedural information led to higher scores of rapport

An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare scores of rapport for the no
procedural information condition and procedural information condition. For the RS3i
questionnaire, there was no significant difference between the no procedural information
condition (M =3.99, SD = 0.61) and the procedural information condition (M = 3.86, SD =
0.52), #(60) = 0.91, p = .365, d = 0.23. The results suggested that receiving procedural
information might not influence rapport, but rather that rapport scores seem slightly higher in
the no procedural information condition. The findings allow for rejection of the hypothesis,
that procedural information led to higher scores of rapport.
H2: Procedural information led to higher amount of truthful information

To analyse if participants in the procedural information condition gave more truthful
information than in the no procedural information condition, an independent-samples t-test

was utilised. It was detected that there is no significant difference between the no procedural
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information condition (M = 11.53, SD = 2.75) and the procedural information condition (M =
12.33, SD =2.47), (60) = -1.12, p = .267, d = -0.31. Nevertheless, there is a slightly higher
number of true information shared in the procedural information condition. Since non-
significant results were detected, the hypothesis of procedural information leading towards a
higher amount of truthful information can be rejected.

H3: Higher scores of rapport lead to higher amount of truthful information

First, a regression analysis was performed to estimate the relationship between
truthful information and the level of rapport. Results showed that scores of rapport cannot
significantly predict the amount of true information, R*> = .05, F(1, 60) = 1.45, p = .234. The
regression coefficient, B = -.04, 95% CI [-.10, .02] indicated that an increase of rapport scores
slightly triggered a decrease in true information.

Second, a bivariate correlation analysis was used to predict the correlation of the
survey measuring rapport (RS31) and the truthful information participants shared within the
interview. The results show non-significant outcomes for the rapport questionnaire and the
truthful information given by the participants, 7(60) = -.15, p = .23. This indicates that higher
scores of rapport are not correlated with higher amounts of accurate information, but rather
that an increase in rapport triggers a decrease in truthful information. Based on the result of
the regression analysis and the bivariate correlation analysis the hypothesis can be rejected.
Explorative analysis

All the following analyses were only conducted with the seven participants being
(self-)diagnosed neurodiverse. Although the sample size is too small to make any statistical
assessments, I wanted to check whether the results of the neurotypicals tend to be in line
when checking for the results of only the neurodiverse participants. This could give impulses
for future implications. An independent sampled t-test was utilised to analyse whether scores

of neurodiverse participants change depending on the assigned condition. It was detected that



18

there is no significant difference in the RS3i questionnaire scores of the no procedural
information condition (M = 3.64, SD = 0.88) and the procedural information condition (M =
3.81, 8D =0.99), #5) = 0.20, p = .83, d = -0.68. Although there are no significant results, a
tendency towards higher mean scores in the procedural information condition than in the no
procedural information condition can be detected. This would therefore mean that
neurodiverse participants tend to experience a slightly higher level of rapport when receiving
procedural information.

Another independent sampled t-test was used to check for the difference in the
amount of truthful information of neurodiverse participants between the two conditions. The
results show that there is no significant difference between the no procedural information
condition (M = 10.75, SD = 2.75) and the procedural information condition (M = 13.33, SD =
0.58). A tendency of sharing more true information was found in the procedural information
condition.

Discussion

Within this study, the purpose was to test new investigative interview techniques to
make the interrogation process more inclusive for all, but especially for those who identify as
neurodivergent. It was one of the first studies to test whether receiving procedural interview
information before the interview does lead to an increase in rapport as well as in truthful
information especially for neurodiverse individuals. Furthermore, it was tested whether high
rapport provokes an increase in truthful information.

My findings do not seem to suggest that receiving procedural information in addition
to legal rights lead to an increase in rapport for neurotypical individuals. Contrary to what we
predicted, slightly higher scores of rapport were detected in the no procedural information
condition. This seems to suggest that receiving procedural information is not beneficial for

neurotypical individuals, as there is even a tendency that rapport decreases when participants
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received procedural information. A possible reason for this tendency could be that
neurotypical individuals feel overloaded and stressed when being confronted with the amount
of pre-interview information (Ashford, 1988). Neurotypicals may not even need more
information to feel comfortable and more prepared for the interview. Contrary, when directly
comparing the scores of neurodiverse participants in both conditions, the findings suggest a
tendency towards higher scores of rapport in the procedural information condition. This trend
of results is consistent with Eastwood et al. (2014) findings that altering the interview process
through for instance simplifying the language and providing pre-information will increase
preparedness and decrease stress and anxiety for especially neurotypical individuals. So,
unlike neurotypical individuals, neurodiverse individuals may benefit from receiving
procedural information. This would in turn mean that neurodiverse individuals benefit from a
higher quantity of information when it comes to investigative interviews, while neurotypical
individuals do not. Prior we assumed that our sample, which is a mix of neurotypical and
neurodiverse individuals, will give us accurate results, as we thought that when neurotypicals
experience more rapport when receiving procedural information, it should be the same for
neurodiverse individuals. Based on my results this assumption might be wrong since
tendencies of scores from neurotypicals and neurodiverse go in opposite directions with
neurotypical individuals indicated lower rapport when receiving procedural information and
neurodiverse individuals scoring higher on rapport when receiving procedural information. It
also needs to be stated that the pre-interview information (flyer and interview introduction)
were based on needs of neurodiverse individuals (Newburn, 2012; Eastwood et al., 2014),
although the sample consisted mostly of neurotypical individuals. Therefore and based on my
findings, it can be assumed that the selected altering of current policing methods to cover
mainly the needs of neurodiverse individuals, only help neurodiverse and not neurotypical

individuals. It may be the case that neurotypicals experience more rapport towards police
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officers whilst being confronted with current policing methods, in contrary neurodiverse
experience more rapport when receiving additional pre-interview information.

According to the results of the study, receiving procedural information does not lead
to a higher amount of truthful information. A tendency was identified that participants in the
procedural information condition shared slightly more true information. Checking the
difference of shared true information of only the neurodiverse participants, more information
were also shared in the procedural information condition. Interestingly, the analysis with
neurotypical individuals showed that approximately one information was shared more in the
procedural information condition than in the no procedural information condition. In contrast,
in the analysis with only neurodiverse individuals this discrepancy expanded to about three
words. Potential interpretation of these findings is that procedural information may encourage
neurotypicals when it comes to sharing true information but neurodiverse individuals may be
even more reinforced to provide true information.

The nature of selected question also plays a role when it comes to the amount of
shared information. Bearman et al. (2021) stated the importance of proposing open questions
to give interviewees the chance to talk freely, which we did. This is in line with Phillips et al.
(2012) study where more investigative relevant information were elicited when proposing
open, encourages, and probing questions than closed, forced, and leading questions. In fact,
the same standardised open questions were utilised in both conditions, which may be the
reason why scores of truthful information did not differ much. To check whether providing
procedural information or the nature of interview questions accounts for the information
yield, it is recommended for future research to propose different type of question between
conditions while providing procedural information to all.

It can be rejected that higher scores of rapport lead to a higher density of truthful

information. It was assumed that a good relationship with the interviewer creates a
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comfortable space to share truthful information (Herrington & Roberts, 2012). The present
trend of results is not consistent with Collins and Cathy’s (2018) research which found out
that two rapport components, coordination and attention, are positively correlated with the
amount of true information shared by suspects. Also, the findings are not in accordance with
the outcome of Holmberg and Madsen’s (2014) study, which stated that using a humanitarian
rapport interview leads towards having a higher density of true information. I did use a
humanitarian approach by implementing the Explain and Engage phase from the PEACE
framework in the interview structure. It could not significantly increase rapport in the which
therefore may did not trigger sharing a greater amount of true information. It therefore seems
like rapport was not enhanced enough to generate for more shared true information. A
possible reason for this is that the time in which an interview was conducted was too short to
build rapport (mean of 5 min and 59 sec in the procedural information condition). An
interview oftentimes must be time consuming for interviewees to build rapport and to come
to the point where multiple true information are shared (Collins et al., 2002; Holmberg &
Madsen, 2014). Therefore, it is advised for future research to expand the time of interviews to
enhance rapport more.
Limitations and strengths

One limitation of the study is that only seven out of 62 participants indicated to be
(self-) diagnosed neurodiverse. Although we assumed that overall scores could be transferred
to a diverse population, having a higher sample of neurodiverse individuals would have
resulted in higher precision. Nevertheless and due to the sample of interviewees, it is valid to
make assumptions about neurotypical individuals, as they seem to not benefit from receiving
procedural information when looking at the rapport level and only slightly for the information
yield. Even though the number of neurodiverse participants was small, including

neurodiverse participants in the study is a strong benefit, as I directly tested suggestions for
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improvement in investigative interviews for vulnerable individuals on neurodiverse
participants. It is advised for future research to implement a mental health screening before
conducting the study, which may then result in a more sophisticated sample (Waite, 2007).
Nevertheless, it will take a lot of time and effort to carefully screen each participant for
vulnerabilities, and ethical concerns will occur as for instance undetected vulnerabilities
could appear within a study. To bypass this, a sample of throughout neurodiverse participants
could be aimed for. It was not done in this study, since we wanted to test whether receiving
procedural information works for everyone but having a sample of neurodiverse individuals
could be strived for in future research. Based on this, special treatments, as for instance
receiving procedural information, could be handed to inviduals who benefit from it.

Another point to consider when interpreting the results for rapport is that conducting
investigative interviews with neurodiverse individuals has the particular importance of
avoiding fear and anxiety by creating a comfortable environment, which may not be given in
this study (Herrington & Roberts, 2012). Participants were free to choose where to conduct
the study, and the circumstances of the environment were therefore in no control. Moreover,
nonverbal behaviours are essential parts of rapport building as it creates a more comfortable
and safer environment for interviewees (Meijer et al., 2021). Not being able to implement all
elements of nonverbal behaviour caused by an online environment, as we had, can lead to
hesitation and distrust in the professionalism (Meijer et al., 2021). Through the video
conference it was possible to transmit facial expressions and eye messages but not for
instance body movement or type of clothing which are all considered as important in rapport
building (Phutela, 2015). As research shows, using mimicry in a face-to-face interaction can
increase rapport, trust and the amount of information shared (Muniak, 2021). It can be argued
that mimicry is also communicable in an online setting, but still different scores would likely

have been detected if the study would have consisted of face-to-face interactions. Also,
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conducting the study in person would come closer to a real life setting of investigative
interviews. As rapport of neurodiverse was slightly higher in the procedural information
condition, it is likely that nonverbal behaviour in a face-to-face interaction would have
strengthen these results. Next to the limitation of the difficulty of implementing non-verbal
behaviour in the online environment, I assume that the core element of the study, the
procedural information in form of a flyer was not harmed by the online environment. The
procedural information flyer I used to prepare participants for the upcoming interview would
be an easy and cheap to implement method in real police settings. Such flyer could for
instance be placed in police stations or send by post when inviting individuals for interview
appointments. However, as | found out that neurotypicals could also be harmed in their
experienced level of rapport towards the interviewer such flyer should be improved in future
research to further cover the needs of neurodiverse individuals and not harm neurotypical
individuals in any sense.

Lastly, this study took a strong position by combining the methodologies of a
qualitative interview approach and a quantitative questionnaire approach. Using mixed
models hold the benefit of receiving more insightful information when compared to single
method approaches (Almalki, 2016).

Conclusion

This study did not show that procedural information have increasing effects on
rapport and truthful information shared by interviewees. Nevertheless, I found out that
neurotypical individuals tend to cope better with current policing methods while neurodiverse
individuals seem to cope better with my modified method. This was noticed as a trend of
higher rapport scores was found in the no procedural information condition in our sample,
which mostly consisted of neurotypical individuals, while neurodiverse participants revealed

a trend of higher rapport scores in the procedural information condition. Neurotypical and
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neurodiverse individuals seem to need different approaches when it comes to investigative
interviews and rapport building. For neurodiverse individuals it is more beneficial to receive
more information about the nature of the upcoming interview in contrary to neurotypical
individuals. The results emphasised the importance of tailoring the needs of individual cases,
as there may not be one approach which is beneficial to all. It is recommended to test this
discrepancy in future research to be able to provide an equally fair investigation at the end.
Furthermore, the extent of benefit by providing information prior the interview in comparison
to improving the interview itself should be analysed. It could reveal whether the tendencies in

this study are more unambiguous by using a sample of solely neurodiverse participants.
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Appendix A
Anxiety scale (STAI)

This is a scale that measures your feelings on a scale from 1 = "Not at all" to 4 = "Very
much so". Please indicate how you feel right now, that is, at this moment. There are no
right or wrong answers. Do not spend too much time on any one statement but give the
answer which seems to describe your present feeling best.

1 (Not at all) 2 (Somewhat) 3 (Moderately so) 4 (Very much so)
| feel calm
| feel secure
| feel tense
| feel strained
| feel at ease
| feel upset

| am presently worrying
over possible misfortunes

1 (Not at all) 2 (Somewnhat) 3 (Moderately so) 4 (Very much so)
| feel satisfied
| feel frightened
| feel comfortable
| feel self-confident
| feel nervous
| feel jittery

| feel indecisive

1 (Not at all) 2 (Somewhat) 3 (Moderately so) 4 (Very much so)
| am relaxed
| feel content
| am worried
| am confused
| feel steady

| feel pleasant



Appendix B
Working alliance inventory (WAI)

Below, you will find statements describing different ways a person might think or feel
about the relationship between yourself and the police officer on a scale from 1 =
"Strongly disagree" to 5 = "Strongly agree". Please tick the number that best describes

the way you feel.

1 (strongly
disagree) 2 (disagree)

| felt uncomfortable with
the police officer.

| was worried about the
outcome of the interview.

| found the things | did
during the interview
confusing.

| believe the police officer
liked me.

It was clear to me what my
responsibilities were during
the interview.

The goals of the interview
were important for me.

1 (strongly
disagree) 2 (disagree)

I believe the police officer
was genuinely concerned
about my welfare.

It was clear to me what the
police officer wanted me to
do during the interview.

The police officer and |
respected each other.

The police officer and |
worked toward mutually
agreed goals during the
interview.

The police officer and |
agreed on what was
important to discuss during
the interview.

The police officer and |
trusted each other.

3 (neither
agree nor
disagree)

3 (neither
agree nor
disagree)

4 (agree)

4 (agree)

5 (strongly
agree)

5 (strongly
agree)
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1 (strongly
disagree) 2 (disagree)

My relationship with the
police officer during the
interview was important for
me.

| had feelings that the
police officer would get
angry if | said or did
something wrong.

The police officer and |
worked together to set the
goals for the interview.

The things that the police
officer asked me to do
during the interview did not
make sense.

| did not know what
outcome to expect of the
interview.

| felt that the police officer
respected me, even when |
said things that he/she
does not approve of.

1 (strongly
disagree) 2 (disagree)

1 did not understand what
the police officer and | tried
to accomplish during the
interview.

The police officer and |
found that the interview
proceeded fairly.

The police officer and |
agreed on what we had to
do during the interview.

The police officer and | did
not agree on what the
interview should deliver.

The police officer and |
shared the same goals.

3 (neither
agree nor
disagree)

3 (neither
agree nor
disagree)

4 (agree)

4 (agree)
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5 (strongly
agree)

5 (strongly
agree)
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Appendix C

Case vignette

Your case
Please imagine yourself in the following situation:

You work on a military base as a local contractor. You are not part of the army but
help out with logistical support delivering food and equipment from the local airport.

The base has recently been experiencing a lot of theft of equipment, such as engine parts for
vehicles.

A couple of days ago, a close friend of yours told you that he is part of the smuggling
ring, and that they are short on drivers at the moment. He asked you to smuggle equipment
out of the base. As you could really use that extra money, you agreed to help smuggle
equipment.

As a driver you know of various ways you could smuggle parts. The easiest way
would be to hide the parts in with the rest of the stock on a lorry. Other ways are to break the
parts down so they can be hidden in much smaller and less conspicuous vehicles like the
small rickshaws many of the locals use to drive on and off base, or even hidden in donkey
packs.

Your friend told you that the smugglers are breaking down the parts and hiding them
in the rickshaw engines. You do not know who is else is part of the smuggling ring, only that
you have heard the other drivers talking about how people are smuggling parts out of the
base:

The lorries are too risky because of the number of times they will be checked, and the
donkeys usually bring food supplies so metal parts would gather too much attention. Using
the army’s own vehicles would be the safest way to bypass the checkpoints but the army
usually uses its own engineers to fix them when they break so opportunities to get the parts
on board would be limited and very risky. On the other hand, few of the soldiers at the
checkpoints have the mechanical knowledge to be able to spot the extra parts fitted to the
rickshaw engines.

However, you decide for the following strategy to smuggle the parts: You break down
the parts, put them in the military vehicle. Then you avoid the checks at the base checkpoint,
and then take the parts out at the other end. It is the riskiest thing to do, but also the least
likely to be discovered.
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You are worried about what might happen to you or your family if anyone found out
you helped with the investigation. Be wary: you need to give the interviewer enough
information that you remain a source and therefore under the protection of the police.
On the other hand, try to avoid giving them any information that might incriminate you

or your friends.
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Below, you will find statements describing different ways a person might think or feel
about the relationship between yourself and the police officer on a scale from 1 =
"Strongly disagree” to 5 = "Strongly agree". Please pick the answer that best describes

the way you feel.

| think the police officer
was generally honest with
me.

The police officer was
skillful during the
interaction.

The police officer seemed
to respect each other’s
knowledge.

The police officer seemed
to have their culture in
common.

The police officer
performed expertly during
the interaction.

1 think that the police
officer can generally be

trusted to keep their word.

Communication went
smoothly between the
police officer and me.

The interaction partners
were interested in each
other’s point of view.

The police officer and me
seemed to feel committed

to accomplishing the goals

of the interaction.

3 (neither
1 (strongly agree nor
disagree) 2 (disagree) disagree)

3 (neither
1 (strongly agree nor
disagree) 2 (disagree) disagree)

4 (agree)

4 (agree)

5 (strongly
agree)

5 (strongly
agree)



1 (strongly
disagree) 2 (disagree)

The police officer paid
careful attention to my
opinion.

The police officer and me
got along well during the
interaction.

The police officer and me
worked well together as a
team.

The police officer and me
probably share the same
culture.

The police officer wanted
to do a good job during the
interaction.

The police officer and me
were attentive towards
each other.

1 (strongly
disagree) 2 (disagree)

The police officer shares
the same ethnicity.

The police officer really
listened to each other.

The police officer was
motivated to perform well
during the interaction.

| feel the police officer can
be trusted to keep their
word to each other.

The police officer made an
effort to do a good job.

The police officer acted like
a professionals.

3 (neither
agree nor
disagree)

3 (neither
agree nor
disagree)

4 (agree)

4 (agree)
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5 (strongly
agree)

5 (strongly
agree)
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Appendix E

Truthful information checklist

The following truthful details were coded as 1 = mentioned, 0 = missing. Additional
information is given in parentheses or information in quotation marks have to be named
together. Synonyms or related words that are coded as well are separated with a back slash

“/”. The details are based on the case vignette (Appendix A).

Truthful information:

Work, Military, Base, Contractor, Logistics/ Logistical support, Delivering/ deliver/
transport, Food, Equipment, Airport, “Engine parts”, Vehicle/ Vehicles, Friend, Smuggling
ring/ smuggler ring, Smuggle, Money, Driver, Hide/ Can be hidden, Parts/ Pieces, Stock,
Lorry/ Truck, Break down, Smaller, Rickshaw/ Rickshaws, Donkey, Packs, “Rickshaw
engine”/ “Rickshaw engines”, “Metal parts”, “Army vehicle”/ Army’s own vehicle”, Checks/
Checkpoint/ Checkpoints, Engineer/ Engineers, Fix/ Fixing, “Military vehicle”/ “Military

vehicles”
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Appendix F

Additional questions

Below you find two statements concerning a follow-up interview. Please tick the answer
that best describes the way you feel.

Yes No

Would you be willing to
return to a more in depth
interview?

Would you want legal
representation during any
such interview?

How motivated were you to take part in this interview?

1 (not
motivated at 5 (very
all) 2 3 4 motivated)

Motivation:



Appendix G

Flyer with procedural information

Voluntary

Police Interview
What You Need to Know

You have been asked to attend a voluntary interview with the police
or another law enforcement agency: This flyer will provide you with
information about the voluntary police interview including what
you can expect, and what your rights are.

What is a
voluntary police
interview?

A voluntary police
interview or interview
under caution is a
formal conversation with
police.

The interview aims to
gather as many
information about a
specific incldent as
possible,

You do not have to
attend, and you can
leave at any time once
the interview has begun.

While a voluntary
interview might be
conducted in a |ess
formal way than an
interview under arrest,
the conversation will still
be recorded and
anything you say can
potentially be used
against you in any
subsequent criminal
proceedings.

The Interview

Before the interview, you are formally cautioned. Your legal
rights are:
Right to hire your own lawyer

If you do not have a lawyer, you can apply for a free
lawyer, we will provide you with a phone number
Right to remain silent (you do not have to answer
questions if you do not want to)

Everything you say can be used against you in front of
a court of law

At the start of the interview, your interviewer will tell you;
The names of all people in attendance

The purpose of the interview = including the incident
under investigation

That you can choose to end the interview at any time
That you do not have to say anything

That anything you do say can be used against you in a
court of law

During the interview, the police officer will ask you
guestions which can cover issues such as:

Your whereabouts at certain times
Whether you know certain people
Your knowledge of specific events

You have the right to breaks (normally 15 minutes every
two hours) if the interview goes on for this long.

39
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Appendix H

Condition 1: Interview guideline

Hello, I will talk with you today about the equipment theft at the military base.
I need to establish whether you know anything about the incidents. But, before we start, I just
want to go over some ground rules for today, alright?
You have the right to hire and talk to your own lawyer right away. You have the right to free
legal advice from a government lawyer right away. If you want this free legal advice, I will
give you a telephone number to call. If you are charged with a crime, you can apply for a free
lawyer to help you with your case.
For your protection and for mine I will record this, so we get a full account of what was said
today, OK? Also, when you’re talking, I’'m not going to interrupt you and I hope you can do
the same for me. If you have any questions, please ask me. I might ask you to repeat some
things because I want to make sure I understand everything. The main purpose here is to get
as much information as possible. So, it is important that you tell me everything in as much
detail as possible without leaving things out. This is important because I wasn’t there, so |
don’t know what happened.
OK, so we’ll begin the interview now.

e Please tell me what you normally do at the base.

e Please tell me in as much detail as possible everything that you know about the
smuggling.
Please tell me more about the smuggling.
How would you smuggle equipment out the military base?
Which part would you find most challenging of smuggling equipment?
What can you tell me about who is involved?
What else can you tell me about the smuggling?
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Appendix I
Condition 2: Interview guideline

Hello, my name is Pia Lauber and I am the responsible police officer for this case. I will talk
with you today about the equipment theft at the military base. This voluntary first interview is
for us to collect as many information as possible to get the full picture of this case.

I need to establish whether you know anything about the incidents. But, before we start, I just
want to go over some ground rules for today, alright?

You have the right to hire and talk to your own lawyer right away. You have the right to free
legal advice from a government lawyer right away. If you want this free legal advice, I will
help and give you a telephone number to call. Meaning, If you are charged with a crime, you
can apply for a free lawyer to help you with your case. Furthermore, you have the right to
remain silence and I also want to make sure that you understand that everything you say can
be used against you in front of court. Also, you are allowed to choose to end this interview at
any time.

Do you have any questions about your legal rights?

For your protection and for mine I will record this, so we get a full account of what was said
today, OK?

The interview will take up to 10 minutes. Only the both of us will be present and when you’re
talking, I’'m not going to interrupt you and I hope you can do the same for me.

If you have any questions, please ask me. I might ask you to repeat some things because |
want to make sure I understand everything. The main purpose here is to get as much
information as possible. So, it is important that you tell me everything in as much detail as
possible without leaving things out. This is important because I wasn’t there, so I don’t know
what happened.

OK, so we’ll begin the interview now.

e Please tell me what you normally do at the base.

e Please tell me in as much detail as possible everything that you know about the
smuggling.

e Please tell me more about the smuggling.

e How would you smuggle equipment out the military base?

e  Which part would you find most challenging of smuggling equipment?

e What can you tell me about who is involved?

e What else can you tell me about the smuggling?



