
Interviewing and
Interrogation

00 rabon i&i 2e cx1  7/7/09  1:03 PM  Page i



00 rabon i&i 2e cx1  7/7/09  1:03 PM  Page ii



Interviewing and
Interrogation

Second Edition

Don Rabon
Tanya Chapman

Carolina Academic Press
Durham, North Carolina

00 rabon i&i 2e cx1  7/7/09  1:03 PM  Page iii



Copyright © 2007
Don Rabon and Tanya Chapman

All Rights Reserved

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data
Rabon, Don.

Interviewing and interrogation / Don Rabon, Tanya Chapman. -- 2nd ed.
p. cm.

Includes bibliographical references and index.
ISBN 978-1-59460-195-8 (alk. paper)

1. Interviewing in law enforcement--United States. 2. Police questioning--
United States. I. Chapman, Tanya. II. Title.

HV8073.3.R328 2009
363.25'4--dc22

2009024434

Carolina Academic Presss
700 Kent St.

Durham, NC 27701
Telephone (919) 489-7486

Fax (919) 493-5668
www.cap-press.com

Printed in the United States of America

00 rabon i&i 2e cx1  7/7/09  1:03 PM  Page iv



To the people without whom this would not have been possible:
Don and Rachel; Bill and Nancy.

v

00 rabon i&i 2e cx1  7/7/09  1:03 PM  Page v



00 rabon i&i 2e cx1  7/7/09  1:03 PM  Page vi



Contents

Preface xi

Introduction xiii

Chapter 1 • A Template, a Set of Requisite Skills, and a Process 3
The Interviewing Template 3
Calibrate 4
Control 5

Paycheck Control 5
Participant Alliance Control 6
Capability Control 6
Effecting Control 7

Change 7
A Set of Requisite Skills 9
A Process 9
Summary 10

Chapter 2 • The Honest Truth about Detecting Deception 11
Deception Defined 13
Look for Changes in Behavior 14
Concealment (Secrecy): The Easiest Form of Deception 14
Falsification-Simulation: The More Difficult Form of Deception 16
Indicators of Concealment and Falsification 17
Interviewee’s Physical Symptoms as Stress Relief 19
Belief in the Interviewee 20
Interviewee’s Verbal Responses as Deception Indicators 21
Summary 42

Chapter 3 • Questioning for Quality Information 43
Aspects of Questioning 43

Control 43
Plan 46

vii

00 rabon i&i 2e cx1  7/7/09  1:03 PM  Page vii



Questioning: The Instruments of Inquiry 47
Closed-Ended Questions 49
Open-Ended Questions 50
Connecting Questions 53
Positive-Reaction Questions 56
Clarifying Questions 58
Forced-Choice Questions 59
Control Questions 60
Secondary Questions 65
Attitude Statements 70
Additional Secondary Question 71
The Interviewing Sequence 72
Summary 73

Chapter 4 • The Persuasion Process 75
Summary 104

Chapter 5 • Pressure/Motive: Understanding Why People Do 
What They Do 107

Summary 122

Chapter 6 • The Process of Totality (Putting It All Together) 123
Examination of the Interview 135
Summary 136

Appendix A • Rapport: The Relation to Questioning and Influencing 
the Outcome of the Interview 137

The Operation of the Human Brain 138
Channels 138
Information Intake Channels 139

Changing Sensory Operations: Why and How 142
Observing the Three Different Sensory Channels 146

Visual Eye Movements 147
Channel Eye Movements 148
Auditory Eye Movements 151
Feeling Eye Movements 154

Feeling 155
Purposefully Establishing Rapport 156

Determining the Existence of Rapport 158
Persuading by the Use of a Story  160

Summary 164

viii CONTENTS

00 rabon i&i 2e cx1  7/7/09  1:03 PM  Page viii



Appendix B • The Statement of Dr. Jeffrey MacDonald 167

Appendix C • The Statement of O.J. Simpson 171

Bibliography 189

CONTENTS ix

00 rabon i&i 2e cx1  7/7/09  1:03 PM  Page ix



00 rabon i&i 2e cx1  7/7/09  1:03 PM  Page x



Preface

Like everything else, the scope of the interview process has changed dras-
tically since the initial publication of Interviewing and Interrogation. At that
time, when giving consideration as to who conducted interviews, foremost in
the mind were investigators from local, state, federal, and public sector agen-
cies. That is no longer the case. For example, now there are more private sec-
tor investigators than governmental. Additionally, with the passage of the Sar-
banes-Oxley Act in 2002, auditors, who to that point occupied themselves
primarily with the examination of the books and business practices, find
themselves having to interview those who possibly may be “cooking the books”
or involved in off-the-books fraudulent activities, and having to determine as
to the veracity of the information the interviewee provides during the conduct
of an audit.

Public sector interviewers who from time to time have a bad day in the in-
terview arena generally do not suffer adversely with regard to continued em-
ployment. That is not the case in the private sector. A daily review of the head-
lines reveals circumstances wherein auditing firms are being sued for failing
to detect fraud during the conduct of their auditing procedures. As a result,
in some cases, firms fail and auditors suffer the loss of employment.

So now there are a multitude of professionals finding themselves tasked with
having to conduct interviews in situations such that if the interview is con-
ducted poorly, the downstream consequences are profound. Human resources
professionals have to interview with regard to employment and during ad-
ministrative investigations. Managers must interview subordinates with regard
to personnel complaints and subsequent actions. School principals must in-
terview students as well as teachers in situations ranging from skipping class to
allegations of sexual impropriety between a teacher and a student.

As a result, the revision of this text is structured to apply to a vast array
of interviewers regardless of what their job task responsibilities may be. After
all, interviewing is interviewing, deception is deception, and persuasion is
persuasion.
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Suggestions on How to Best Use This Text

The text is presented in a manner designed to underscore the point that
no element of the interview process—detecting deception, questioning, or
persuasion — is an isolated event. All components are interrelated. Ques-
tioning is directly related to detecting deception and persuasion, and vice
versa. Toward that end, even though there are specifically titled chapters, in-
formation regarding detecting deception is found in the chapter on ques-
tioning, information related to questioning will be found within the chapter
on detecting deception, and so on down the line, including the appendixes.
In this mode, action, effect, and rationale are, when necessary, presented to-
gether as a whole to enhance the learning association link and subsequently
the effective application.

The information presentation provides application questions encouraging
the reader to stop and consider the operation of the topic under examination
to the interview process. These questions endeavor to link what the reader has
learned from life’s lessons outside the structured formal interview itself. The
goal is to assist in applying what is already known from a lifetime of experi-
encing interpersonal communication dynamics and transferring that knowl-
edge directly the conduct of the interview.

Additionally, there are points within the text wherein a comment is pro-
vided regarding the topic being presented. These are designed to place special
emphasis on the importance of the subject matter at hand and to expand on
its application. Ideally at these points, the reader should write his or her own
set of application questions regarding the topic and its application, particu-
larly to his or her own interviewing responsibilities or interviewing skill level
aspirations.

Last, there are a number of exercises provided throughout the text. These
three text design concepts—presenting information in an interrelated con-
stellation format, application questions, and comments — are designed to
allow those new to the interview process to establish a solid interviewing foun-
dation, as well as to allow for more experienced interviewers to increase the
borders of their interviewing options and effectiveness. For both, the reading
and application of the material requires effort. Similarly, for both, the learn-
ing is in the effort.

We always enjoy hearing from those involved in the interview process and
endeavoring to improve their capabilities. If you have a question, comment,
or observation, our email addresses are dwrabon@msn.com and te.chap-
man@hotmail.com, respectively.

xii PREFACE
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Introduction

Interview and Interrogation: What’s the Difference?

The examination of the processes of inquiry and persuasion has to begin,
for the interviewer, with the contrast between the interview and the interro-
gation. The term interrogation can have a very negative connotation for some.
To those individuals, interrogation means bright lights, threats, force, and the
“third degree.” Whether writing an after-action report, summarizing an in-
quiry, or testifying in court, the guiding advice is to avoid the use of the term
interrogation. In the corporate world, human resource personnel, legal coun-
sel, and others all recoil at even the thought of the word. Even prosecutors
would prefer the term be avoided in the articulation of a description of the
communication event. With the negative connotation of this usage aside, it is
important for the interviewer to understand what he or she is accomplishing
within the conduct of the interview. Whatever is substituted for interroga-
tion—be it persuade, convince, gain compliance, cajole, and so on—our ex-
amination will show the outcome is the same because it is not the use of the
term that is the issue. You can have an excellent career as an interviewer and
avoid the use of the term interrogation exclusively. The issue is the criteria of
the interview process, which must be successfully accomplished on a regular
basis and in an appropriate manner.

It is always interesting in a seminar involving experienced interviewers to
identify the various criteria by which we separate these two modes.

Application Question 1: How do we differentiate between
an interview and an interrogation?

Answers from interviewers include:
Interview Interrogation
Auditor’s interview Investigators interrogate
Involves a witness Involves a suspect
Involves a victim Involves custody
No Miranda rights Requires Miranda rights

xiii
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General information Specific facts
Less demanding More demanding
Casual Highly structured
Interview in the field Interrogate at the office
Information not known Confirm known information
Scattershot approach Pin-down approach

All of these are applicable considerations. Perhaps, however, the difference
between the two can be articulated by framing the concept in terms of the will-
ingness of the interviewee (i.e., the individual from whom you are to gain in-
formation or whose behavior you wish to influence). Imagine, regardless of
where the interchange with the interviewee takes place—in the more com-
monly thought of interview room, in the interviewee’s office, or in circum-
stances where the interviewee does not recognize the fact that you are formally
interviewing them—the interviewee could, psychologically speaking, choose
to sit in one of two chairs: the “willing” chair or the “unwilling” chair.

In the “willing” chair, the interviewee—whether target of an investigation,
neutral third party, or an individual part of a routine audit—is ready to tell
you whatever you need to know:

• what he or she did;
• what he or she saw or heard;
• what he or she knows

Consequently, all that is required here is the questioning technique appro-
priate to recovering the information from the interviewee. Simply stated, the
interviewee is willing to cooperate.

On the other hand, the interviewee could choose to sit in the “unwilling”
chair. Here, the interviewee is reluctant to provide the needed information or
cooperate. Though we do not normally think of a victim as unwilling, a vic-
tim of fraud who is embarrassed to think about what has happened to him or
her (much less talk to you concerning the ordeal) would fit this description.
An adult male who has been taken advantage of financially due to his own
greed or willingness to operate outside the law would be another example.
Many witnesses or persons on the periphery of an inquiry are reluctant (un-
willing) to become involved or participate in the interview process. Regard-
less of their individual roles, they share one area of commonality—they are
unwilling.

The interviewer faced with a subject in the “willing” chair has only one
task—to interview him or her—whereas the interviewer faced with a subject
sitting in the “unwilling” chair has a two-step task: first and foremost, to move
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the interviewee from the “unwilling” chair to the ‘’willing” chair, and second,
interview him or her. Therefore, we can think of interrogation as the move-
ment of the interviewee from the “unwilling” chair to the “willing” chair. It is
as simple as that and as complicated as that—which is why we call it work.
This task provides the challenge to the interviewing profession. Simply stated,
as interviewers, we are responsible for changing behavior. Our objective, with
regard to the individual in the “unwilling” chair, is to change someone’s mind.
That in itself is remarkable—to change someone’s mind. Think about it for
a moment.

If the interviewee is a target of an inquiry, then changing his mind could
be detrimental to his own well-being, perhaps even drastically so. The infor-
mation, evidence, or whatever we have in a particular circumstance may be
weak or even nonexistent. Our only hope is to persuade the interviewee to
change his mind — literally to get him to talk himself out of his own well-
being. Theoretically speaking, if he remains in the “unwilling” chair, he still
maintains the possibility to prevail or minimize the consequences. If he moves
to the “willing” chair, he must face the consequences of his own actions.
Thankfully, in a democratic society, we do not have the options of beating,
threatening, depriving, or unduly influencing the subject. Our only option is
to persuade, not compel.

In the interaction, the interviewer’s approach should always be, “I am going
to treat this person the way I would want to be treated if I were sitting in that
chair.” Our foundational prime directive is: we never—ever—want to do any-
thing that would make an innocent person make an admission to something
he has not done. We never want to take away the volitional component of the
movement from the “unwilling” to the “willing” chair.

For the most part, as interviewers, all we have to work with are words,
phrases, and sentences with which to change someone’s mind. Certainly, the
presentation of documentation, data, and information contrary to that which
the interviewee asserts is important, but at the end of the day, how the inter-
viewer treats the interviewee is the most critical factor.

What happens when we change a mind? Imagine, from a physiological per-
spective, the unwilling mind has a certain chemical composition and electri-
cal configuration. What we attempt to do through the use of words can be
compared to altering this composition or configuration. Put another way, the
interviewee had a predetermined course of action in mind that now has
changed to the very course of action we had in mind. Remarkable!

It is no wonder that in ancient times that words were thought of as pos-
sessing magical qualities. In a very real sense, they do. Words can be used to
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mend a relationship or comfort a distraught mind, and words can persuade.
Words can create pain, anxiety, and all sorts of adverse circumstances. Inter-
estingly enough, we all have access to the same words. For interviewers, the
question becomes: What are we going to do with our words?

Application Question 2: Based on your experience and
knowledge, how do you move the
interviewee from the “unwilling”
chair to the “willing” chair? How
do you get people to cooperate?

Answers from interviewers include:
Ask general questions. Make them feel this is what’s best

for them.
Win them over. Gain their confidence.
Take away the foundation. Relate to them.
Explain the facts. Give them a way out.
Deescalate the crisis. Give them a chance to explain.
Explain the advantages 
of cooperation. Lie to them.
Downplay the disadvantages 
of cooperation. Understand them.
Use deception. Hang it on them.
Play on their sympathy. Put it on them.
Play on their conscience. Threaten them.
Determine their frame of mind. Get them to trust.
Talk to them. Mimic their manner.
Know how far to push. Empathize.
Get on their level. Imply things.
Speak their language. Show them what they’re looking at.
Show them. Show them acceptance.
Tell them. Develop rapport.

As we can see from these answers, various strategies are used by inter-
viewers to influence the actions of the subject. Although there is a wide range
of options, those listed here tend to share one characteristic — they are all
generally stated. How do we “take away the foundation,” “mimic their man-
ner,” “speak their language,” “get on their level,” or “make them feel this is
what’s best for them”? It has been the authors’ experience that interviewers
who say these things can, in fact, do these things. The difficulty experienced
by interviewers is how to articulate or define how, when, and why to use these
techniques. What we ultimately work for here are the specifics of defining the
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how, when, and why of moving someone from the “unwilling” to the “will-
ing” chair.

Think of the relationship between interviewer and an unwilling intervie-
wee in the following terms:

I → S = B
where I represents the interviewer, who acts as the stimulus; S represents the
subject (interviewee), who is the object of the stimulus; and B represents the
behavior of the interviewee. The formula indicates the interviewer, acting on
the subject, produces a behavior from the interviewee.

Recognizing that nothing happens in a vacuum (meaning the interviewer’s
verbal, vocal and nonverbal stimulus always elicits some behavior from the in-
terviewee), the question for the interviewer becomes: Is my way of commu-
nicating with this individual going to produce the desired behavior? The in-
terviewee will always present behavior—there is no way he or she can prevent
him- or herself from doing so. But is the behavior demonstrated by the in-
terviewee the behavior that we desire? If not, does the interviewer have the ca-
pability to modify his or her approach to one that will produce a more desir-
able behavior on the part of the interviewee? To state this simply: What can I
do to move this individual from the “unwilling” to the “willing” chair?

How can it be some behavior is always produced from the interviewee? The
individual cannot help but be affected by the interviewer. Perhaps you have
noticed in the past, as you observed an individual during the conduct of an
audit-related interview or a more formal inquiry, that he had assumed a cer-
tain posture. Then you noticed, as you proceeded with the conduct of the in-
terview, he shifted his posture in the chair and made various other subtle yet
observable positional changes in hands, arms, feet, and so on. Your transition
of the interview from topic to topic had an effect on him. He changed. From
the moment you enter the interviewee’s environment, you begin to have an
influence on him or her. What will be the end result of that influence?

There is a tendency on our part to give ourselves credit if the interviewee’s
behavior is what is wanted. However, if the interviewee’s behavior is not what
is wanted, we tend to blame the interviewee. For example, we could go into
a group of interviewers and ask one of them a question such as the following:
“That audit you were conducting that involved the chief financial officer tak-
ing kickbacks from vendors—how did that interview work out?” You could
get an answer such as, “Oh, I interviewed that guy, all right. After a while, I
had him eating out of my hand. I had him start crying and that was it. I got
him to tell me everything.”

INTRODUCTION xvii
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Here we notice a rather lengthy answer, with all the pronouns and action
verbs referring to or crediting the interviewer: “I interviewed,” “I had him,” “I
got him.” Continuing, we might ask, “What about that case of the bank clerk
you knew was involved in fraudulent overrides—how did that interview go?”
The answer might be, “I don’t know what the guy’s problem was; he had an
attitude that wouldn’t quit.” Now we have a very brief response, with the blame
for an obviously unproductive interview going to the interviewee.

These responses demonstrate human nature in action. If it went well, I did
it; if not, then it was not my fault. The oldest example of this shifting of re-
sponsibility, you might recall, comes from the Old Testament. When God ob-
serves Adam in the Garden of Eden and sees that Adam, now recognizing his
own nakedness, must have eaten the fruit of the Tree of Knowledge of Good
and Evil, God asks, “Who was it that caused you to eat of the tree?” Adam
replies, “It was the woman, the one you gave me, that caused me to eat”—an
interesting and all-too-human reply. Supposedly, there were only two people
living there—Adam and Eve. Yet when Adam replied, he qualified his answer.
He did not simply say, “It was the woman,” but added, “the one you gave me,”
implying it was both God’s fault and Eve’s fault. (Eve, of course, blamed the
snake.) In all probability, however, they would each have taken a bite sooner
or later. It was just a matter of whom the persuader got to first.

Although shifting the blame can be an excellent compliance-gaining tech-
nique, it is very irresponsible for the interviewer to shift blame for the out-
come of the interview onto the interviewee. If we are going to take credit when
the interviewee’s behavior is what we want, then we have to take responsibil-
ity when the interviewee’s behavior is not what we want.

We can’t have it both ways—all credit and no responsibility. To say it is not
one’s fault when things do not go well means that when they do go well, it was
just dumb luck. In both cases, we are the interviewer, the one responsible for
making things happen. No matter how the interviewee behaved, for the most
part, we did something to cause him or her to behave that way. If what we do
does not producing the desired behavior, do we have the capability to transi-
tion to an approach that will produce a more desirable behavior?

Having laid the foundation of interviewing precepts, let us begin.

xviii INTRODUCTION
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