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General Abstract
During an investigation, police investigators collect physical and witness evidence,
which can affect both investigators’ and suspects’ decision-making. This thesis
examined the effects of evidence on the two parties. In Chapter 2 (Study Ⅰ), South
Korean investigators (N = 202) read four crime reports concerning one suspect. The
piece of critical evidence was manipulated and each report included one out of four
evidence types (DNA, CCTV, fingerprint, and eyewitness). They then rated their
perceptions of the suspect’s likelihood of commission and reliability of the critical
evidence. The results showed that eyewitness testimony (vs. DNA, CCTV,
fingerprint) significantly decreased investigators’ ratings. Chapter 3 (Study Ⅱ) was
designed to examine the effects of evidence on interrogators’ selection of tactics when
interrogating a suspect. Interrogators (N = 106) were randomly allocated to one of
five homicide scenarios where only one type of critical evidence (DNA, CCTV,
fingerprint, eyewitness, or no evidence) identified a suspect. Then, they were asked to
choose tactics to interrogate the suspect. A list of 27 tactic names and descriptions
was given for their selection, which was classified into five types of tactics: (a)
Evidential/Reliable, (b) Evidential/Unreliable, (c) Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant, (d)
Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant, (e) Context-Manipulation. Evidence type did not
significantly affect the type of the chosen tactics. Chapter 4 (Study Ⅲa) was
conducted with prisoners and suspects (N = 59) to examine how evidence perception
would vary. Participants rated their evidence perception for the five tactic types.
Participants tended to infer that the interrogator held more evidence when the
Evidential/Reliable tactics were employed. Study Ⅲb surveyed laypersons (N = 117).
The same design, procedure, and materials as in Study Ⅲa were adopted. Similarly,
laypersons’ ratings were significantly higher for the Evidential/Reliable tactics than
the other four types. However, prisoners’ and suspects’ ratings fluctuated much more
across the 27 individual tactics than laypersons’. In summary, evidence appears to be
influential on some of the investigators’ judgements. Also, some tactics may be
influential on suspects’ perception of evidence.
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Chapter 1:
Introduction to the Thesis
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Chapter 1

1.1

General Introduction

In the quest for a successful prosecution and conviction, criminal investigators
aim to collect evidence that can prove facts of a crime and substantiate the suspect’s
guilt. In the collection process, investigators can encounter evidence of many different
types at the early stages of an investigation. The types of evidence available to
investigators vary from witness (e.g., eyewitness testimony) to physical (e.g., DNA,
CCTV, fingerprints). Both types of criminal evidence are known to play an essential
role in every phase of the criminal justice system (Skolnick & Shaw, 2001) and during
interrogation (Granhag & Hartwig, 2015; Moston & Engelberg, 2011; St-Yves &
Meissner, 2014). How investigators perceive each type of evidence can critically
influence their subsequent judgements. Considering the influential role of
investigators in the legal system, understanding how they perceive each evidence type
can be of vital importance at both investigative and societal levels. The evidence type
that the investigators hold can cause bias to cascade from the initial on-scene
judgements to the final court decisions by the trier of fact (Dror, 2018).
Scholars have consistently found that jury eligible persons generally consider
physical evidence to be more probative or reliable when making legal judgements,
such as guilt verdict and evidence reliability (Hans et al., 2011; Martire et al., 2019;
Pearson et al., 2018; Pozzulo et al., 2009; Ribeiro et al., 2019). However, not much
research has been carried out regarding how the type of evidence can affect police
investigators’ decisions. To what extent do police investigators perceive the reliability
of each evidence type and do those perceptions affect their investigative decisions?
The primary aim of this thesis is to provide empirical knowledge that may help to
answer these questions.
Police forces play diverse roles in the criminal justice system, from
maintaining public safety to providing testimony in court. Above all, securing
criminal evidence will be regarded by citizens and legal personnel as the most critical
and fundamental role that they play because it can critically influence a criminal case
2
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(Carter & Carter, 2016). In this sense, prosecutors’ concerns about convictability can
be one of the most influential factors to consider. Investigators are obliged to consult a
prosecutor and receive comprehensive supervision on the evidence when deciding to
detain or charge a suspect before prosecution. For example, the prosecution should
advise investigators on already collected evidence to check whether it is legally valid
for prosecuting a suspect. Prosecutors are highly concerned about convictability (i.e.,
the likelihood of a guilty verdict at trial; Frohmann, 1997), and they can favour
particular types of evidence to increase their conviction rates. Therefore, I argue that
police investigators’ legal decisions can be influenced by how prosecutors view each
type of criminal evidence.
Prosecutors generally consider physical evidence to be more probative than
witness evidence in proving guilt (Alderden & Ullman, 2012; O’Neal et al., 2015).
For this reason, when police investigators hold only eyewitness testimony, the
absence of physical evidence may affect their initial judgements even before filing for
a prosecution. For example, an eyewitness statement without additional evidence can
make investigators believe that they need stronger or more reliable evidence in order
to proceed to prosecution. In case the police already found a suspect, a lack of
physical evidence may then motivate them to garner new information or a confession
directly from the suspect during interrogation because finding new evidence from
other sources (i.e., conducting an additional forensic investigation, looking for other
eyewitnesses) is often difficult in real-life investigations (Baldwin & May, 2000). If
they elicit a confession from the suspect, the prosecutor will be more likely to file a
charge. Given that prosecutors generally prefer physical to witness evidence for
prosecutorial charging decisions, it could be argued that prosecutors’ concerns about
convictability—and thus, evidence type—can be a significant influence on police
investigators’ legal decision-making from the stage of evidence collection to the
interrogation phase.
In addition, the effect of evidence types can also influence suspects, affecting
their decision-making in choosing their counter-interrogation strategies during
interrogation (Brimbal & Luke, 2019). For example, evidence type can increase or
3
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decrease the suspect’s perception of evidence (i.e., how much evidence the
interrogator holds against the suspect), and that perception then affects the suspect’s
counter-interrogation strategies (i.e., confession, denial; Granhag & Hartwig, 2015).
Therefore, guilty suspects are eager to draw inferences about how much evidence the
police hold to avoid looking dishonest, attempting to form a hypothesis about the
amount of existing evidence that demonstrates their guilt (Hartwig et al., 2007).
Research has provided support that how suspects perceive evidence is the most
significant factor for their forthcoming strategies (Brimbal & Luke, 2019; Hartwig et
al., 2014; Luke et al., 2014; Sellers & Kebbell, 2011) and the outcome of an
interrogation (Deslauriers‐Varin, Lussier, & St‐Yves, 2011). For instance, if the
police have strong evidence (e.g., DNA evidence), suspects are more likely to be
forthcoming (confess) or to deny the crime by adjusting their behaviour to their
perceptions of interviewer’s evidence (Luke et al., 2014).
Various types of tactics can be employed by an investigator while
interrogating a suspect (e.g., Kelly et al., 2013). Some types of tactics can be effective
in making suspects believe that the interrogator holds more incriminating evidence
against them than they actually do (Granhag & Hartwig, 2015). In that regard, tactic
types can be a significant factor for suspects. I argue that tactics that are related to
using any available evidence or information can increase the suspect’s perception of
the interviewer’s knowledge (e.g., disclosing evidence gradually, presenting
investigation materials to a suspect). I refer to this type of tactic as evidential tactics.
In contrast, suspects may perceive that the police do not hold much evidence when
nonevidential tactics are employed, which focuses on something that has no relation
to using evidence (nonevidential tactics). For example, an interrogator can ask about
habits, schools, or hometown to appear to be friendlier to a suspect (i.e., finding
common ground with suspect; see Kelly et al., 2013). Simply put, when an
interrogator focuses on employing more evidential (vs. nonevidential) tactics, the
suspect will be more likely to perceive that the interrogator holds more incriminating
evidence or knowledge about the crime.

4
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In sum, a substantial body of research on evidence and interrogation tactics
has revealed that evidence is a critical factor during a police investigation
(Deslauriers‐Varin, Lussier, & St‐Yves, 2011; Granhag & Hartwig, 2015; Moston et
al., 1992). Nonetheless, relatively little is known as to how available evidence can
affect interrogators’ and suspects’ decision-making during interrogation. So, my
research questions begin from this gap in the literature.
1.2

The Thesis

The aim of the thesis is to examine the potential effects of evidence type on
diverse legal decision-making before and during interrogation. Specifically, I will
investigate the extent to which the type of evidence (i.e., physical vs. witness) affects
police investigators’ judgements towards (a) suspects’ likelihood of commission and
(b) reliability of specific incriminating evidence at a pre-interrogation phase (Study
Ⅰ). Next, I examine the effect of evidence types on interrogators’ decisions to select
certain tactic types while questioning a suspect (Study Ⅱ). Then I conduct two
additional experiments to examine how two different groups of people (prisoners and
suspects vs. laypersons) would respond to the employed tactic types (evidential and
nonevidential) by the police. I survey prisoners and police detainees to assess the
degree to which their perceptions of evidence differ by the two types of tactics (Study
Ⅲa). Lastly, I conduct a similar study with a layperson sample. Also, I test the same
hypothesis as tested in Study Ⅲa (Study Ⅲb) and compare results between the two
groups.
I organise the thesis as follows. First, I define the key terms used frequently
throughout this thesis. Second, I present an overview of the literature with respect to
possible effects of evidence type on police investigators, especially their investigative
judgements and usage of police interrogation tactics. Then, I introduce practical
factors that can influence the selection of interrogation tactics depending on the type
of available evidence. Next, I turn my attention to the perspectives of suspects. I
review previous research findings on how perceptions of evidence may differ by the
type of police interrogation tactics. Then, I introduce potential psychological
mechanisms that could underlie suspects’ evidence perception. Finally, I summarise
5
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the empirical studies and discuss theoretical and empirical implications based on the
findings in conclusion.
1.3

Key Terms and Definitions

In this paper, I divide evidence types into two broad categories: physical (e.g.,
forensic) or witness evidence (e.g., testimonial or eyewitness statement) types.
Physical evidence is defined according to the National Research Council (2009),
“physical evidence has distinctive physical characteristics that can be measurable and
acquired by various scientific disciplines and can be accepted by the court (see pp.
35–39).” I defined witness evidence, based on the definition provided by Gehl and
Plecas (2016), that witness testimony is evidence originated from any person (e.g.,
victim, on-scene eyewitness, off-scene acquaintance) who can provide the court with
information that assists in the adjudication of the charges being tried.
Another frequently used term in the thesis is interrogation tactic. This term
refers to tactics employed during interrogation by police interrogators to elicit a
confession or reliable information from a suspect by placing evidential, social,
psychological, or environmental influences on the suspect (e.g., Kelly et al., 2013).
The literature uses other terms, such as technique, style, approach, or strategy to refer
to what I call interrogation tactics. To avoid confusion, I use interrogation tactic to
provide a consistent label when describing the police interrogators’ attempts to
influence a suspect.
Further, the term perception of evidence refers to a person’s perception of how
much incriminating evidence, information, or knowledge a police interrogator may
hold about the suspect and/or the crime (Granhag & Hartwig, 2015). Alternatively, I
use inference of interviewer’s knowledge, perception of interviewer’s knowledge, or
suspects’ perceptions of the evidence interchangeably. This perception of evidence is
measured in Chapter 4, which differs from the perceived reliability of evidence
measured in Chapter 2. The definition of the perceived reliability is “how certain you
are of any conclusions or judgements drawn from a certain piece of evidence.”

6
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Lastly, the term evidential refers to using evidence. Here, ‘evidence’
encompasses any information, knowledge, or evidence used by the police to gather
information or draw a confession from the suspect. In particular, I use this notion in
Study Ⅱ, Ⅲa, and Ⅲb to refer especially to the two types (i.e., evidential vs.
nonevidential) that I introduce to categorise police interrogation tactics by their
evidential characteristics. So, evidential tactics are related to diverse aspects of using
or presenting any available evidence to the suspect. Nonevidential tactics are not
associated with any usage of the evidence but are focused on the nonevidential
elements of police interrogation. For instance, interrogators may attempt to listen
more to the suspect’s personal stories than to question about the crime (i.e., employing
active listening skills). Also, they may provide the suspect with tangible incentives
such as cigarettes, coffee, or water or give intangible incentives such as compliments
or encouragement (i.e., offering incentives).
1.4

Evidence in Police Investigation
Criminal evidence plays a decisive role in police investigations and for the

administration of criminal justice (Dror, 2018). With little or unreliable criminal
evidence, investigators and other decision-makers (e.g., defendants, prosecutors,
jurors, and even judges) in the legal system can be even more susceptible to making
wrongful legal decisions because humans are susceptible to diverse cognitive error
factors (e.g., confirmation bias, guilt-presumptive bias, tunnel vision; Ask & Granhag,
2007; Ask et al., 2008; Kassin et al., 2003). Gehl and Plecas (2016) provided a good
illustration of the role of evidence in investigations: “Evidence forms the building
blocks of the investigative process and for the final product to be built properly,
evidence must be recognised, collected, documented, protected, validated, analysed,
disclosed, and presented in a manner which is acceptable to the court” (p.33). As
described, criminal evidence is indispensable in every phase of a police investigation
and can exert significant influence on police investigators’ various decision-making
processes such as guilt-presumption (Kassin et al., 2003) and interviewing styles
(Häkkänen et al., 2009; Leo, 1996; Sellers & Kebbell, 2011). When police
investigators make wrongful decisions with respect to the available evidence that they
7
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hold, they can be the source of error by causing bias snowball to forensic experts or
even prosecutors, eventually leading to injustice (a psychological phenomenon that
bias can grow in strength and momentum as different elements of an investigation
affect one another; Dror et al., 2017; see also Dror, 2018). For example, an
investigator can influence an eyewitness by showing evidence implicating the suspect.
Later, the eyewitness evidence can affect prosecutors’ and judges’ interpretation of
other evidence. Therefore, it is reasonable to suppose that examining how
investigators interact with various types of criminal evidence is of importance for
practitioners, scholars, and the public.
1.1.1

Impacts of evidence on decision-making
Much research has suggested that both physical and witness evidence types

are influential on the outcome of criminal cases and a variety of legal
decision-making (Martire et al., 2019; Wells & Olson, 2003). Especially, physical
evidence such as DNA is accepted as the most decisive and critical evidence by the
court because recent developments in forensic science have made a large contribution
to the newly advanced technologies of identifying perpetrators and proving their guilt
(Dror, 2015). Hence, individuals do not give the same probative weight to each type
of evidence, such that physical evidence has a more powerful influence on people’s
legal decisions than witness evidence (Appleby & Kassin, 2016; Peterson et al., 2013;
Pearson et al., 2018). To be more specific, DNA is significantly more influential as
either incriminating or exonerating evidence than eyewitness statements on legal
decision-making (Maeder et al., 2017). Moreover, DNA evidence is perceived as
more reliable and important by jury-eligible people in verdict decisions (Golding et
al., 2000; Liebermann et al., 2008). This phenomenon is also prevalent when
prosecutors make their prosecutorial decisions (Alderden & Ullman, 2012; Alderden
et al., 2018; O’Neal et al., 2015).
Prior to the millennium, many researchers showed substantial interest in
witness evidence, especially eyewitness testimony. Psychologists have voiced
concerns about the accuracy of eyewitness evidence resulting from various
psychological factors: for example, perceptual and memory errors, weapon focus
8
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effect, confirming feedback, prior information, and unconscious transference
(Bradfield et al., 2002; Sarwar et al., 2014; Wells & Olson, 2003). Also, Saks and
Koehler (2005) suggested that erroneous eyewitness statements (71% of 86 cases)
were the most common contributing factor to wrongful convictions, which was
followed by forensic science testing errors (63%). However, it is undeniable that
eyewitness testimony is known to be influential on various legal decisions, which
affects conviction rates by mock jurors (Loftus, 1974; Skolnick & Shaw, 2001) and
predicts high conviction rates (Feeney et al., 1983). Also, eyewitness testimony is, at
times, the only evidence available for identifying the perpetrator and can be more
critical for police investigators to solve crimes than we expect (Wells & Olson, 2003).
The Korean National Police Agency (KNPA; 2019) reported that eyewitness
statements were one of the most available investigative leads for all crime types in
2018, and physical evidence was not as available as witness evidence. Although
typically regarded as unreliable, witness evidence (i.e., eyewitness testimony) can be
as impactful as DNA and CCTV on investigators’ decision-making because it is
easily accessible by the police in real-life situations.
1.1.2

Evidence and human errors
Many scientists argue that we should be more cautious when making legal

judgements based on physical evidence (Dror, 2020). Physical evidence is known to
have diverse flaws that can stem not only from its inherent scientific foundation but
also from human operators who handle it (National Research Council, 2009). Saks
and Koehler (2005) reported that forensic science testing errors (63%) were one of the
most contributing factors to wrongful convictions. Forensic experts are exposed to
excessive contextual information provided by the police and prosecution when
interpreting physical evidence, leading to human errors (Dror, 2018). Moreover,
laboratories have their independent interpretation guidelines, and these organizational
guidelines affect interpretations of complex DNA mixtures (Alexander, 2014; Dror &
Hampikian, 2011). Thus procedural and operational misconduct can occur in all
phases during collection, assessment, and interpretation of physical evidence (e.g.,
Kaplan et al., 2020; Rebeiro et al., 2019). In addition, human errors can bias people’s
9
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judgements with regard to even CCTV evidence (e.g., overestimation, discrimination,
and lack of awareness for its actual accuracy; Granot et al., 2018). However, people
tend to overestimate the reliabilities of some forensic technologies and underestimate
their error rates (Martire et al., 2019).
Therefore, I raise concerns that we know relatively little about how physical or
witness evidence can influence police investigators’ investigative decisions. For
example, prejudiced judgements of evidence can lead the police to a wrongful
direction of an investigation. Suppose a piece of DNA evidence was found by a crime
scene investigator (CSI). This evidence can demotivate the CSI team for a follow-up
collection process (e.g., paying less attention to the rest of the scene). One possible
reason is that the investigators may believe that the DNA evidence is already strong
for prosecuting the case (Leo, 1996; Sellers & Kebbell, 2011). Also, criminal
detectives who hear information about the DNA found by their colleagues can be
affected, such that they are more inclined to perceive the suspect as culpable, become
less prepared for reading the case details, and employ more direct and
guilt-presumptive tactics (Häkkänen et al., 2009; Leo, 1996; Soukara et al., 2002). In
addition, investigators are more asymmetrically sceptical towards disconfirming (vs.
confirming) evidence to their investigative judgements, and especially holding
witness evidence makes them more prone to this bias (Ask & Granhag, 2007, Ask et
al., 2008, 2011; Marksteiner et al., 2011). For instance, when investigators hold
eyewitness evidence consistent with their initial belief about the case or the suspect,
they may believe the eyewitness evidence is more reliable than it, in fact, is. So,
innocent suspects may encounter a disadvantageous situation when the investigator
holds eyewitness statements as incriminating evidence. Consequently, the police’s
misjudgement

of

evidence—as

consistently

witnessed

in

wrongful

convictions—eventually has a ripple effect on prosecutors, judges, and even jurors
(The National Registry of Exonerations, 2020).
Given the points above, I argue that examining how police investigators
perceive each type of criminal evidence at the stage of it is of importance because we
know little about how they assess evidence in different forms. In addition, the
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perception of specific evidence may affect their decision-making to choose
interrogation tactics. To our best knowledge, previous research on the evidence
perception has focused mostly on laypersons. However, few studies in the existing
literature have systematically examined the potential effects of evidence types on the
side of police interrogators. Therefore, in Chapter 2 (Study Ⅰ), I seek to provide new
insights on the unknown effects of available evidence on their investigative
judgements towards suspects and evidence types. In the section that follows, I will
present practical factors that may affect police investigators’ decision-making.
1.2

Concerns About Convictability and Case Rejection
Alderden et al. (2018) conducted semi-structured interviews with assistant

attorneys in an urban district attorney’s office in the United States and asked the
attorneys about the perceptions of criminal evidence. In the interviews, the majority of
the attorneys highlighted the importance of DNA evidence for their prosecutorial
decision-making because jurors expect them to present some DNA even when the
evidence was not relevant to their legal decision (Alderden et al., 2018). As
prosecutors need to be concerned about whether a prosecution will successfully result
in a conviction, they pay considerable attention to whether the police are holding
strong evidence. Thus, they will not accept a case unless they are confident that the
police hold strong evidence for a guilty verdict. To be more specific, the prosecution
seeks to maintain a high prosecution rate of criminal cases, and therefore prosecutors
only accept cases that they perceive to be convictable (Frohmann, 1991).
Therefore, I argue that concerns about convictability can be a significant factor
that affects investigators’ decision-making throughout the entire process of a police
investigation. In this thesis, my main interests lie in the phases before and during
interrogation. O’Neal et al. (2015) reported that prosecutors tended to reject cases
where police investigators had failed to collect any physical evidence or when the
available evidence in question was not sufficient to prove the guilt. The strength of
evidence plays a pivotal role in prosecuting a case (Alderden & Ullman, 2012). In
turn, police investigators can be highly goal-oriented to keep their cases from being
rejected. The goal may motivate them to obtain a certain amount of incriminating
11
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evidence before and during interrogation. For instance, when investigators find DNA
evidence before interrogation at a crime scene, the belief that the DNA evidence is
sufficient for prosecution may demotivate them to draw new critical information
during interrogation because prosecutors believe that jurors tend to render a guilty
verdict when the police secure physical evidence, which they perceive to be highly
probative (Alderden et al., 2018). In which case investigators may focus on proving
the suspect’s guilt rather than substantiating more evidence. On the other hand, when
there is no evidence found before interrogation, police investigators may attempt to
avoid the chance of case rejection by eliciting new information or a confession from
suspects.
It is probable that prosecutors’ concerns about convictability can affect police
investigators’ investigative decisions before and during interrogation. At the
pre-interrogation stage, investigators will aim to collect as much physical evidence as
possible. When they hold DNA evidence before interrogation, investigators’ decisions
can be influenced by different factors. They may believe that the suspect committed
the crime, or the evidence they hold is highly reliable for the prosecution. These
perceptions may affect the investigators’ decision to use specific types of
interrogation tactics. Alison et al. (2008) found that police interrogators with higher
discomfort of ambiguity were likely to employ significantly more tactics of all the
types of tactics they knew, including even coercive and emotional tactics than those
with lower discomfort of ambiguity. Häkkänen et al. (2009) also suggested that
Finnish police investigators with high discomfort of ambiguity (when holding witness
evidence) were less hesitant to employ both humane and dominant types of tactics1 to
a suspect in comparison with those with low discomfort of ambiguity (when holding
physical evidence). To alleviate uncertainty, interrogators prefer to use more specific
(vs. open-ended) questions to witnesses who provide ambiguous statements (Wright

1

According to Holmberg and Christianson (2002), dominant tactics are associated with a
superficial case-oriented approach, characterised by impatience, aggression and a brusque and
obstinate condemning approach (e.g., aiming at eliciting a confession). In contrast, humane
tactics relate to treating suspects as human beings, focusing on suspects’ behaviour and needs,
and taking a problem oriented approach comparable to ethical and cognitive interviewing
techniques.
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& Powell, 2006). Therefore, the type of available evidence can influence
investigators’ concerns about case rejection, and this can affect interrogators’
motivation to use certain types of tactics. More will be elaborated on this in the
following sections.
Given the legal relationship between the police and the prosecution and the
role of criminal evidence in investigations, it is possible that the type of available
evidence significantly affects police interrogators’ decision-making in investigative
phases. In the next section, I will review previous studies on police interrogation
tactics and evidence usage in interrogations. Then, I will discuss the potential effects
of evidence on interrogative decision-making.
1.3

Interrogation Tactics
Police and law enforcement offices use a variety of interrogation tactics to

exert social or psychological influence on suspects. Occasionally, interrogation tactics
can be the only method interrogators can rely on to solve a case. Although
interrogation tactics are crucial in police investigations, it is also true that a number of
miscarriages of justice can occur when interrogators use unethical or problematic
tactics. DNA has subsequently exonerated thousands of wrongfully convicted people
in the USA, resulting mainly from coercive interrogation tactics, and between 12%
and 28% of the victims confessed to a crime that they had never committed
(Innocence Project, 2020; The National Registry of Exonerations, 2020). Nonetheless,
interrogators still strive to draw a confession from suspects because confession
evidence is so compelling in the courtroom that most people regard it as the ultimate
form of evidence (Kassin & Neumann, 1997; Leo & Davis, 2010).
I argue that previous researchers have not paid much attention to the possible
effects of evidence on interrogators’ use of tactics. As highlighted earlier,
interrogators need to present evidence to suspects, and how suspects perceive that
evidence is one of the most influential factors for the outcome of an interrogation.
Further, the type of tactics employed can also affect suspects’ perception of the
evidence held against them and their counter-interrogation strategies. Although a
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substantial body of the research on investigative interviewing and deception detection
has focused on examining the effectiveness of various interrogation tactics (Luke et
al., 2018), no research has examined the potential effects of available evidence types
on police investigators’ diverse decision-making before interrogation (e.g., suspect’s
guilt judgement, evidence reliability) or during interrogation (e.g., selection of
interrogation tactic types).
1.3.1

Interrogation Practice in the South Korean Police
South Korean police interrogation practice is based on the Korean Criminal

Procedural Act (KCPA). The KCPA has been largely influenced by the German
inquisitorial system (Shin, 2014). The biggest influence of the German inquisitorial
system on interrogation may lie with the dossier-based investigation procedure (viz.
written police records). The criminal justice system requires every official to generate
written records and these records are used to assess the defendant’s guilt (de Keijser et
al., 2012). Similar to the Dutch system (van Charldorp, 2014; Komter, 2006), South
Korean police interrogators must write down every statement made by a suspect
during the interrogation in the investigative dossier. That is, employing tactics,
questioning, and typing the statement should occur at the same time
Unlike, for example, the Dutch system that does not have many legal
requirements for format, style, or contents of the police record (e.g., Komter, 2003),
the KCPA provides interrogators with what must be asked and written in the dossier
in detail (e.g., Article 244 of the KCPA, Article 70 of the Rule of Criminal
Investigation). The questions they should ask mostly consist of crime relevant
information (i.e., why, what, who, when, how, where) and suspect demographic
information.
Also,

the

practice

of

written

police

records

is

based

on

a

question-answer-typing (QAT) format (Komter, 2003, 2006). The format may prevent
investigators to employ broader types of tactics. For instance, open (vs. closed)
questions are known to elicit more information, and can, thus, lead interrogators to
remember a larger amount of information spoken by the suspect. Due to the limited
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memory capacity, interrogators need to give questions to the suspect one by one
because they need breaks to type the statements (van Charldorp, 2011; Komter, 2006).
This may further mean that the types of tactics that interrogators can employ could be
limited because the interrogator’s questions should be oriented to eliciting the
recordable information focused on the crime and suspect (Komter, 2003, 2006).
Another notable feature of the South Korean police practices is that confession
evidence obtained during the police investigation stage can be denied easily before
and even during the trial process (Article 312 of KCPA). The confession evidence and
the suspect’s statements written in the dossier can only be accepted when the suspect
or defendant does not deny its admissibility anytime before the trial. Therefore, police
interrogators can be less adamant in eliciting a confession or can be hesitant to use
confession-oriented or inhumane tactics against a suspect. In addition, the South
Korean police have provided limited interrogation training. Once every year, only 30
South Korean investigators have access to training to advance their interrogation
skills (https://www.kpia.go.kr/).
1.4

Evidence Usage During Interrogation
A host of factors can have a bearing on suspects’ decisions to choose their

counter-interrogation strategies (i.e., denial, confession), and the strongest predictor of
a confession is their perception of the evidence held by the police (Deslauriers-Varin,
Lussier, & St-Yves, 2011; Granhag & Hartwig, 2015; Moston et al., 1992). Also,
police interrogators’ strategic disclosure of evidence can impact suspects’ perceptions
of evidence held against them and their behaviour (Bull, 2014; Dando & Bull, 2011;
Dando et al., 2015; Hartwig et al., 2014). However, the previous interrogation
research on the use of evidence has focused mostly on the suspects’ perceptions. Not
much has been studied with regard to how evidence influences police investigators
before interrogation and how their perceptions of evidence can affect their
decision-making during interrogation.
Interrogators can encounter a myriad of different types of criminal evidence
before interviewing a suspect. In most cases, they collect some evidence or
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information prior to an interrogation (Häkkänen et al., 2009; Leo, 1996; Moston et al.,
1992). Considering the fact that police investigators are concerned about case
rejection, the type of available evidence can affect interrogators’ selection of tactics
(Häkkänen et al., 2009; Soukara et al., 2002). To be more specific, when they hold
DNA evidence, investigators can become more confident and less worried that their
case will be rejected, but this may lead them to think that eliciting more information is
unnecessary (Leo, 1996; Sellers & Kebbell, 2011). Therefore, less time and energy
may be invested in employing more tactics during interrogation, and this may not
motivate investigators to prepare sufficiently for their interrogation. For example, they
may study less about details of the case (Soukara et al., 2002) or present all the
available evidence to the suspect at the beginning (Leo, 1996), thereby adopting fewer
interrogation tactics and tactic types, especially the confession-oriented tactics (Leo,
1996; Moston et al., 1992; Sellers & Kebbell, 2011). Moreover, holding more reliable
evidence could lead investigators to have a presumption of guilt even before
interrogation and ask direct questions to the suspect, such as guilt-presumptive or
leading questions (Baldwin, 1993; Soukara et al., 2002; Walsh et al., 2016).
The opposite can also occur. When interrogators believe that the evidence is
not reliable enough to secure a prosecution, they may be more concerned about case
rejection. To decrease the likelihood of this occurring, they will become motivated to
obtain more information or a confession from the suspect. They can rely on any
available interrogation tactics even though the employed tactics were conflicting to
one another. For instance, interrogators can use both humane and dominant types
indiscriminately in the absence of strong evidence (e.g., Alison et al., 2008; Häkkänen
et al., 2009; Leo, 1996). Further, the number of tactics used more than doubled when
investigators had weak evidence (Leo, 1996). Interrogators in some countries
(excluding the U.K.) can employ deceptive tactics by pretending to have
incriminating evidence (bluffing), asking about hypothetical evidence that does not
exist (baiting), showing case materials from similar cases, or connecting the crime
with a prior criminal history. Also, police interrogators use unreliable evidence to
draw a confession (Kassin et al., 2007; Leo, 1996; see also Miller et al., 2018). For
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instance, investigators in some countries tend to rely on polygraph tests when they do
not have any decisive evidence (Gudjonsson, 2003; Johnson & Drucker, 2009).
Moreover, interrogators can rely on completely different tactics that are not
associated with presenting unreliable evidence to a suspect. Rather than adopting
questionable tactics, interrogators can use some tactics that are completely irrelevant
to crime details or their available evidence. International surveys with practitioners
reported that investigators often use nonevidential and crime-irrelevant tactics when
questioning a suspect (Miller et al., 2018; Redlich et al., 2014; Sivasubramaniam &
Goodman-Delahunty, 2019). For instance, interrogators can ask suspects about what
they need, find something in common (e.g., asking about hometown, schools,
hobbies), or listen actively to what the suspect says (Miller et al., 2018; see also
Wachi et al., 2014). They can avoid stressing suspects while talking about
crime-relevant topics and can also shift easily to any topic (Moston & Engelberg,
1993). It was reported that interrogators without any proof of guilt would use open
questions to gather information rather than make overt accusations to the suspect
(Moston et al., 1992). For example, when the evidence is weak or absent,
interrogators can attempt to build rapport with suspects by talking about their personal
histories, building a bond with them, or offering incentives to elicit information (Bull,
2013, 2019; Bull & Baker, 2020; Redlich et al., 2014; Wachi et al., 2014).
In light of the findings above, it is possible that the type of evidence available
before interrogation can affect interrogators’ selection of tactics. Study Ⅱ will
examine the effect of evidence in the interrogation stage. In the following section, I
will introduce one of the crucial notions in this thesis; suspects’ perception of the
evidence held against them. Also, I will look into the potential mechanisms proposed
in the literature that may underlie the suspects’ evidence perception.
1.4.1

Impacts of evidence on suspects
Irrespective of whether suspects are guilty or innocent, they need to go

through elaborate decision-making processes both before and during interrogation
(e.g., decisions to confess or remain silent; St-Yves & Deslauriers-Varin, 2009). For
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instance, suspects can change their initial decision not to confess during interrogation
(Deslauriers-Varin, Beauregard, & Wong, 2011). Whether they decide to confess is
complex because a variety of factors can influence it (Granhag & Hartwig, 2015;
Houston et al., 2014; Meissner et al., 2012; St-Yves & Deslauriers-Varin, 2009).
Nonetheless, much research has shown that suspects’ perceptions of the evidence
have a significant impact on their inclination to confess (Cassell & Hayman, 1996;
Gudjonsson, 2007; Moston & Engelberg, 2011; Sellers & Kebbell, 2009), their initial
decision to confess (Deslauriers-Varin, Lussier, & St-Yves, 2011), and their selection
of counter-interrogation strategies (Brimbal & Luke, 2019; Hartwig et al., 2014; Luke
et al., 2014; Srivatsav et al., 2020). Moston et al. (1992) reported that when suspects
perceived the incriminating evidence as strong, they would admit their crime (66.7%),
and a few suspects made an admission (9.9%) when the evidence seemed weak.
Recently, Brimbal and Luke (2019) also provided empirical support: When the
interviewer presented more reliable evidence (CCTV), suspects were more likely to
adopt counter-interrogation strategies that were more consistent with the evidence
(e.g., disclosing information) in comparison with when less reliable (eyewitness
testimony) or no evidence was presented. The empirical findings have consistently
suggested that understanding the relationship between interrogators’ usage of
available evidence and suspects’ perception of evidence is of utmost importance.
1.4.2

Differences between guilty and innocent suspects
Guilty and innocent suspects have at least one thing in common: a desire to

avoid being perceived as guilty and convince the interrogator that they are honest.
However, they differ in one essential way: crime-relevant knowledge (for a review,
see Granhag & Hartwig, 2008). Guilty suspects have exclusive information about the
crime (e.g., how to have met the victim, where to have buried the weapon).
Crime-related information can be an aversive stimulus to guilty suspects, which can
incriminate them (Granhag & Hartwig, 2015), so they attempt to avoid the aversive
situation by inferring how much incriminating evidence or knowledge the police hold
about them and the crime. Making an accurate estimation can ease the uncertainty of
whether the interrogator possesses critical information, and suspects can be successful
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in choosing their strategic decision-making (e.g., avoid or escape strategy; for a
review, see Granhag & Hartwig, 2015).
When guilty suspects overestimate or underestimate the amount of the
interrogator’s knowledge, they may fail to look credible to the interrogator (Granhag
& Hartwig, 2008, 2015). Guilty suspects need to maintain a balance between
concealing and disclosing the truth in order to look honest. An overestimation of the
interrogator’s evidence can make them provide self-incriminating information.
However, suspects who underestimate the evidence can make themselves look
dishonest by denying information that the interrogator already knows (e.g., being
vague about or denying their presence at the crime scene). That failure then leads to a
potential conviction. That is, when a guilty suspect can minimise the discrepancy
between the exact amount of evidence held by the interrogator and the suspect’s
perceived evidence, they can make more flexible adaptations to control their next
behaviours (e.g., counter-strategies; Granhag & Hartwig, 2008). As such, their next
strategies (e.g., confessing, denial) can be significantly contingent on an accurate
perception of the actual evidence held by the police.
1.5

Potential Mechanism: Pragmatic Inference
Pragmatic inference or implication may explain the suspect’s evidence

perception as an underlying mechanism (for a review, see Harris & Monaco, 1978;
see also Luke & Alceste, 2020). Oral communication is the most important method of
exchanging our thoughts by giving linguistic signals (utterances) to one another
(Sperber & Wilson, 1987). People make pragmatic inferences when the speaker’s
utterances suggest another piece of information, which is not directly asserted or
logically implied (Harris & Monaco, 1978). Frederiksen (1975) explained pragmatic
inferences as “a listener or reader attempts to infer the knowledge structure of a
speaker or writer by using the available linguistic message, contextual information,
and his own knowledge store as ‘data structures’ from which the inference is to be
made” (p. 371). Pragmatic inferences occur in everyday life when people
communicate with each other. For example, person A states, “the karate champion hit
the cement block,” and this sentence then pragmatically can imply to person B that
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the karate champion broke the cement block (Harris & Monaco, 1978, p. 3). Although
person A did not say that the block was broken, the one who heard that the karate man
hit the block inferred that this was the case.
Research has demonstrated that pragmatic inferences occur in an interrogation
context (Horgan et al., 2012; Kassin & McNall, 1991; Luke & Alceste, 2020).
Recently, Luke and Alceste (2020) demonstrated that some tactics (e.g., saying that
the suspect was not an immoral person) lead people to draw a specific inference (i.e.,
that the suspect will receive a more lenient sentence). Srivatsav et al. (2020) provided
support that questioning a suspect about a specific topic can lead the suspect to
perceive that the interviewer holds more evidence.
Drawing from this understanding of pragmatic inferences, I argue that some
types of interrogation tactics can imply more evidence than the other types of tactics.
For example, research has shown that disclosing evidence late (Hartwig et al., 2014),
disclosing evidence incrementally (Granhag et al., 2013), the type of evidence
(Brimbal & Luke, 2019), and the content of investigative questions (Srivatsav et al.,
2020) affect suspects’ perceptions of the evidence. During interrogation, interrogators
are known to employ a wide range of tactics to obtain new and relevant evidence from
suspects (Kelly et al., 2013), who can interpret the employed tactics to infer the
available evidence.
Luke et al. (2014) suggested that mock guilty suspects who had been provided
with information about the possibility of incriminating evidence against them were
more likely to employ a forthcoming strategy and to remain consistent with the
evidence than innocent suspects. The awareness of the existence of possible evidence
can induce guilty suspects to adapt to their perception of evidence because guilty
suspects are sensitive to the threat of existing evidence. So I hypothesise that when an
interrogator employs more tactics that have a relation to using evidence (evidential
type of tactics) than those tactics not related to having evidence (nonevidential type of
tactics), the awareness of possible existing evidence may make the guilty suspects
believe that the interrogator holds incriminating evidence.
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Previous studies have tested the effects on the evidence perception with a
limited number of interrogation tactics, especially those involving how and when to
use the evidence (Granhag et al., 2013; Hartwig et al., 2014; Sorochinski et al., 2013).
However, we do not know much about the dynamics between interrogators’ tactics
and suspects’ perception of evidence. Study IIIa is designed to examine the extent to
which suspects’ perceptions of the evidence can vary depending on the type of
interrogation tactics used on them. In Study IIIb, I will further explore the variations
by tactic types by comparing the suspects with laypersons who have had no
experience with respect to police interrogation.
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1.6

Aims and Overview of This Thesis
A substantial body of research examining the effects of evidence types has

focused on laypersons’ legal decision-making (e.g., guilt verdict, confidence,
evidence reliability) in the courtroom. Laypersons can act as jury members in a trial,
and their decisions can have a significant impact on the outcome of criminal cases.
However, few studies have paid attention to how police investigators perceive each
type of criminal evidence, and how their perceptions may affect their decision-making
in initial phases of a police investigation. Police investigators collect evidence and
interrogate suspects. The success of police investigations can depend on how
investigators judge evidence or information. Their investigative judgements can affect
people’s decisions throughout the entire legal proceedings by causing a snowball
effect (Dror, 2018). Research suggested that both laypeople and practitioners believe
that physical evidence is more reliable than witness evidence (Martire et al., 2019).
However, less is known about the extent to which the available evidence can impact
police

investigators’

perceptions

and

decision-making

before

and

during

interrogation. Moreover, it is unknown how investigators’ use of evidence can affect
suspects’ perception of evidence and counter-interrogation strategies (Brimbal &
Luke, 2019; Luke et al., 2014).
In this thesis, I am interested in the effects of evidence types on both
interrogators and suspects during interrogation. The basic assumption is that evidence
significantly affects the two parties’ decision-making. The primary aim of the thesis is
to examine the degree to which different types of evidence affect both police
investigators and suspects in a criminal investigation.
Specifically, in Study Ⅰ, I aim to examine the effect of evidence type on
investigators’ perceptions of (a) a suspect’s likelihood of commission and (b) the
reliabilities of four different evidence types (i.e., DNA, CCTV, fingerprint,
eyewitness). I predict that evidence types would influence the investigators’
perceptions. I use the investigation scenarios based on the investigation reports
adopted by the KNPA. The scenarios include a piece of critical evidence leading to
the identity of a suspect. I manipulate the critical evidence with the four types of
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incriminating evidence. The scenarios provide investigator participants with precisely
the same information except for the critical evidence. In the online-experiment set-up,
investigators are instructed to read four different evidence scenarios and rate their
perceptions of the suspect’s likelihood of commission and the reliability of evidence.
In Study Ⅱ, I examine effects of five types of available evidence on investigators’
selection of interrogation tactics using the same scenarios. I hypothesise that the type
of evidence available before interrogation would affect investigators’ decision-making
during interrogation. Namely, holding a particular type of evidence would affect
investigators’ decision to choose certain types of tactics when interrogating a suspect.
Studies Ⅲa and Ⅲb are conducted to turn the focus to the perspectives of suspects
during interrogation. In Study Ⅲa, the aim is to examine the extent to which prison
inmates and real suspects in police custody perceive the available evidence when
interrogators employ two types of tactics during a simulated interrogation situation:
evidence or not evidence related. The prediction is that evidence-related tactics would
significantly increase participants’ ratings for the perceived evidence. Also, I conduct
a similar experiment in Study Ⅲb with a layperson sample who experienced no prior
criminal investigation. I compare the ratings for the perceived evidence between the
two groups by tactic type. Table 1 provides an overview of the four empirical studies
that constitute this thesis.
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Table 1
Overview of the Empirical Studies Constituting the Thesis
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2.1 Abstract
In a repeated-measures experiment, I examined how evidence type influences police
investigators’ beliefs about (a) a suspect’s likelihood of commission and (b) the
reliability of incriminating evidence. South Korean detectives (N = 202) read four
crime reports including general information about a crime and a suspect. In the
general case information, one piece of critical and several pieces of noncritical
evidence collected during the investigation were presented. Investigators read four
simulated reports of crimes, and in each report, they were given one piece of evidence
linking the suspect to the crime. I manipulated the critical evidence identifying the
suspect with four evidence types: CCTV, DNA, fingerprint, and eyewitness testimony.
I found that evidence type influenced detectives’ judgements about the suspect’s
likelihood of commission and evidence reliability, such that when eyewitness (vs.
CCTV, DNA, fingerprint) evidence was given as critical evidence, investigators were
more likely to think that the suspect was less likely to be culpable and that the
evidence was less reliable. Theoretical and legal implications of these results are
discussed.
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2.2 Introduction2
A growing body of empirical research suggests that individuals do not give
equal weight to physical (e.g., DNA, CCTV footage) and witness (e.g., eyewitness
testimony) types of criminal evidence, and, therefore, evidence types affect
layperson’s legal decision-making (i.e., reliability, suspect’s guilt judgement,
confidence in legal judgements; Ask et al., 2008; Maeder et al., 2017; Pearson et al.,
2018). Generally, laypersons believe that physical evidence is more probative than
witness evidence, especially DNA evidence (Hans et al., 2011; Martire et al., 2019;
Ribeiro et al., 2019). Previous research on evidence perception has not focused on
police investigators but mostly on laypersons. Here, I am interested in how different
types of evidence affect police investigators’ judgements. To be more specific, I
examine (a) whether evidence types (DNA, CCTV, fingerprint, and eyewitness
testimony) influence police investigators’ judgements of suspects’ likelihood of
commission and evidence reliability and, if so, (b) to what extent evidence affects
their decisions.
The present study has two main motivations. First, the police are the main
legal agency to collect criminal evidence from various sources, such as objects,
places, and citizens. Second, criminal evidence—irrespective of whether it is physical
or witness—plays a fundamental role in the legal system, to establish proof of the
causal relationship between the perpetrator and the crime. Police investigators'
perceptions of criminal evidence can have consequences for the administration of
justice (Marksteiner et al., 2011). For instance, they can decide not to collect a piece
of evidence left at a crime scene. Later, the evidence cannot be re-examined because
of biological contamination or physical damage, and it is problematic when the
evidence might be the only linkage between suspect, victim, and crime scene, leading
to case resolution (Ask & Fahsing, 2018; Dror, 2018).

2

Chapter 2 is based on the following article that was published in 2020:
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police investigators’ perceptions of suspect culpability and evidence reliability. Zeitschrift für
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In addition to the effects of physical evidence, I suggest that investigators’
concerns about convictability can potentially impact their decision-making.
Convictability here refers to “the likelihood of a guilty verdict at trial” (Frohmann,
1997). To the best of our knowledge, researchers have not addressed this factor in the
existing literature. I argue that concerns about convictability can sway police
investigators’ perceptions of criminal evidence during investigations—because the
prosecutor’s office usually seeks to sustain a high prosecution rate of criminal cases
and encourages prosecutors to accept only convictable cases (Frohmann, 1991). In
turn, the prosecutors’ goal to indict only viable cases may force investigators to make
less subjective or more biased interpretations of evidence. Moreover, based on Article
195 and 196 of Korean Criminal Procedural Act of 2019, South Korean prosecutors
have the authority to control police investigators or to make more direct interventions
than the prosecutors in other nations by giving legal instructions and supervision
throughout the entire investigative procedure (Kim, 2007; Pyo, 2007). Thus, the
asymmetrical legal relationship makes South Korean investigators even more prone to
the pressure to be concerned about convictability than investigators in other countries,
and the prosecution in South Korea can exert considerable influence on the practice of
police investigations (Choe, 2013, 2018). Therefore, I reason that the hierarchical
relationship between the prosecutors and the police may demand investigators to
become more concerned about convictability when handling cases.
In the sections below, I will provide a summary of literature concerning (a)
how physical evidence affects people’s decision-making and (b) how prosecutors’
concerns about convictability can influence police investigators’ judgements for
evidence reliability.
Influence of Physical Evidence on Legal Judgements
Recent developments in the field of forensic science have led to a renewed
interest in physical evidence (National Research Council, 2009). DNA has emerged as
a piece of valuable evidence for law enforcement agencies (Golding et al., 2000;
Schroeder & White, 2009) and is becoming one of the most powerful pieces of
physical evidence in court (Kaplan et al., 2020; Pozzulo et al., 2009). In addition,
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current research has consistently shown that physical evidence (e.g., DNA) has more
influence on people’s legal decision-making and is considered to be more reliable than
witness evidence (Pearson et al., 2018; Pozzulo et al., 2009; see also Lawson, 2014).
Ask et al. (2008) found that DNA evidence is perceived as more reliable than
eyewitness testimony. Similarly, Hui and Lo (2017) found that laypeople tend to
believe that physical types of evidence are more reliable than witness types and
consider that the suspect is more likely culpable when physical evidence is presented
(vs. witness evidence).
Confirmation bias—a psychological tendency to pursue information that
confirms investigators’ expectations—deteriorates investigative judgements when
investigators are highly suspicious of a suspect (Dror et al., 2006; Lidén et al., 2018).
Hence, evidence collected early in an investigation might color an investigator’s
expectations, which may lead to guilt-presumptive investigative activities, resistance
to collecting exonerating evidence, or adopting aggressive interrogation tactics
(confirmation bias; see Kassin et al., 2003).
Martin (2002) claimed that “investigators focus on a suspect, select and filter
the evidence that will build a case for conviction, while ignoring or suppressing
evidence that points away from guilt” (p. 848). The phenomenon is contagious
through all stages of criminal proceedings (Findley & Scott, 2006 ). This sort of bias
can be triggered by anything that makes investigators form a guilt hypothesis about a
suspect (O’Brien, 2009). These findings connote that the type of collected evidence
can potentially affect police investigators’ legal judgements as well.
Impact of Prosecutors’ Concerns About Convictabililty on Police Investigators
Frohmann (1991) argued that prosecutors are concerned “with maintaining a
high conviction rate to promote an image of the community’s legal protector” (p.
215). To sustain a high conviction rate, the office encourages prosecutors to reject
police-reported cases that are less winnable or convictable for prosecution. In
addition, conviction rates are used as a measure of performance for prosecutors and
police investigators in South Korea, and prosecutors risk the consequences if they file
charges that are ultimately unconvictable (Frohmann, 1997). Thus, when a prosecutor
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thinks that the police do not have sufficient incriminating evidence, they will tend to
decline to file charges. Statistical evidence from the Korean Supreme Prosecutor’s
Office (KSPO, 2019) corroborates the argument that the prosecutors in South Korea
indicted suspects in only 23.3% of 432,930 felony criminal cases referred by the
police in 2018. These prosecution rates have consistently decreased from 50.5% in
1999.
Considering the unique prosecutorial environment in South Korea in which
the police investigation forces are under the prosecutors’ supervisory control, there
may have been environmental pressures for investigators to adapt to avoiding case
rejections—during interactions with prosecutors for their investigations. In turn, as
they accumulate more and more investigative experience, they become more
scrupulous and meticulous when arresting suspects and substantiating their guilt, to
ensure a high probability that their arrests will lead to convictions (e.g., Alderden et
al., 2018; Baskin & Sommers, 2010; KNPA, 2019; KSPO, 2018; Peterson et al.,
2013).
More experienced investigators may develop broader concerns about an entire
case, from arrest to adjudication, rather than primarily focusing on identifying who
did it. Concerns that evidence may not be sufficient to secure a conviction may grow
as an investigator gains experience to cope with the difficulties of prosecuting cases,
realizing that it is harder to convict suspects than they previously thought. For these
reasons, experienced investigators may be generally less confident in the usefulness of
any given piece of evidence for securing a conviction. I, therefore, predicted that
investigative experience would be negatively correlated with investigators’
perceptions of the reliability of evidence.
The Present Study
The primary aim of this study was to investigate whether the type of collected
evidence would affect police investigators’ judgements (a) on a suspect’s likelihood
of commission and (b) perception of reliability of critical evidence—that was used to
identify the suspect. Next, I examined whether investigators’ investigative experience
influences their ratings for the reliability of critical evidence and 11 types of evidence
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in general. The investigators were asked to read four police report scenarios and to
imagine that they were in actual investigations. After each police report, they
provided ratings of the suspect’s likelihood of commission and reliability of critical
and noncritical evidence. The noncritical evidence was designed to be inconclusive
regarding the suspect’s identification.
Hypotheses
H1: Participants’ ratings of the estimated likelihood of suspect’s commission
would be significantly lower with the eyewitness evidence (vs. DNA,
CCTV, and fingerprint evidence).
H2: Participants’ ratings of reliability would be significantly lower with the
eyewitness evidence (vs. DNA, CCTV, and fingerprint evidence).
H3: Participants’ ratings of the estimated likelihood of suspect’s commission
would increase when they perceived the critical evidence to be reliable.
H4: Participants’ ratings of reliability of critical and noncritical evidence
would decrease as their experience increased.
H5: Participants’ ratings of reliability of 11 evidence types in general would
decrease as their experience increased.

2.3 Method
Participants
I planned to recruit a sample of South Korean police investigators starting
April 10, 2018 and planned to halt recruitment when I reached N = 250 or by August
31, 2018. However, because I had collected only 15 responses by the deadline, I
continued the sampling until 17 October 2018. After filtering out 10 investigators who
failed to make a correct response to an instructional attention check, I obtained a final
sample of N = 202 investigators between the ages of 23 and 57 (M = 40.5, SD = 7.4,
Median = 40). We used the pwr package (Champley, 2018) for R (R Core Team,
2018) to conduct a sensitivity analysis for the final sample. Each investigator
provided four observations on the primary measures for a total of N = 808
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observations. This sample is sufficient to detect an effect of f2 = .01 (d = .2) with 80%
power with a conventional alpha level of .05.
I administered the survey with the online-survey software Qualtrics
(https://www.qualtrics.com) and circulated an anonymous link of Qualtrics via a
police administrative intranet system (POL-net), social network services, and
individual contacts. I used snowball sampling (i.e., participants who completed the
survey were encouraged to distribute the link to their colleagues). Thus, I could not
calculate the actual number of people who had received the link. The first page of the
survey link provided brief information about the study, purposes, and instructions.
The sample consisted of Assistant Inspectors (32.2%), Inspectors (29.2%),
Senior Police Investigators (22.8%), Senior Inspectors (7.9%), Police Investigators
(6.9%), and Superintendents (1.0%; see Supplementary Material 1 in Appendix A for
the rank hierarchy in South Korea). On average, participants had served 13.6 years
(SD = 7.6) in the police and 10.7 years (SD = 7.0) as criminal investigators, and they
had individually been involved in 783.9 criminal investigations (SD = 630.4).
Investigators reported having a two-year college degree (39.6%), Bachelor’s degree
(33.7%), high school diploma (14.9%), and Master’s degree (11.9%).
Design and Procedure
The study used a repeated measures design with evidence type as the
independent variable (DNA, CCTV, Fingerprint, Eyewitness). I preregistered the
study on the Open Science Framework (OSF) before data collection, which included
hypotheses, sample, exclusions, and analyses. Everyone has access to the materials
and data available on OSF (https://osf.io/2uxs9).
To motivate participants, I used the official format of investigation reports still
in use and created the report scenarios based on actual case reports. Participants read
four sets of a mock police report in four crime types (murder, robbery, burglary, and
fraud). Every report set consisted of two pages: The first page entailed information
about how the crime occurred and that the police had started an investigation. The
second page described how the police identified a suspect on the following day, with
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(a) a piece of critical evidence that did not decisively indicate the suspect’s guilt but
led to the identification of the suspect and (b) several pieces of noncritical evidence.
The noncritical evidence included information that would result from basic
investigative procedures, such as crime scene investigation, autopsy, and/or gathering
eyewitness statements. This information was included to increase the realism of the
reports and to disguise the importance of the manipulation (i.e., the critical evidence).
Unlike the critical evidence, the noncritical evidence only established that a crime had
occurred but did not provide information that could directly identify the perpetrator.
I manipulated the critical evidence by introducing the four different types of
evidence (DNA, CCTV, fingerprint, and eyewitness). At each time after reading a
report, investigators reported their estimation of the suspect’s likelihood of
commission and the reliability of the critical and noncritical evidence. All participants
responded to the instructional attention check after the second report and provided
their demographic information.
Materials and Dependent Measures
Mock police reports
Pilot Testing for Mock Reports.

I conducted two pilot tests for two

purposes: to make the police reports realistic (pilot test 1) and to ensure that there was
no restriction of range (i.e., floor or ceiling effects) in the suspect’s estimated
likelihood of commission ratings for each of the reports (pilot test 2). It was plausible
that investigator participants’ ratings for the estimated likelihood of the suspect’s
commission and other judgements might vary as a function of the types of crime
under investigation. For that reason, I created police reports using four different types
of crimes. I did not have any hypotheses regarding crime type. I created two sets of
police reports of the four crime types (i.e., murder, robbery, burglary, fraud), resulting
in a total of eight reports for piloting. Each report includes critical and noncritical
evidence about an identified suspect; I manipulated the critical evidence in the reports
only with the evidence of eyewitness statement identifying the suspect.
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For testing the realism of the police reports, I conducted the first pilot test with
superintendents (N = 5) who were leading either a section or a department under the
criminal investigation division in a provincial police agency in South Korea. After
reading the eight reports, they were asked to measure the realism of each report on a 1
to 10 point scale (10 indicates high realism). The primary reason that I selected the
leading investigators for the pilot test was that their main task was to supervise their
subordinate investigators with the same type of police reports that I used. The mean
realism ratings for all the eight reports were above the midpoint (5.5) of the scale (M
= 6.3, SD = 1.7, minimum = 5.8, maximum = 7.2). This provided evidence that the
case materials had a relatively high level of realism (see Supplementary Material 2 in
Appendix A).
Using these eight scenarios, I conducted one more pilot test to obtain a rough
estimate of the suspect’s likelihood of commission ratings in the eyewitness
condition. Because I predicted eyewitness evidence to result in the lowest perceptions
of the suspect’s guilt, I used eyewitnesses in this pilot to ensure that this version of the
report did not produce problematically high suspect’s likelihood of commission
ratings (i.e., ceiling effects). I asked criminal detectives (N = 33) to rate how guilty
they thought the suspect was on a 0 to 100 point scale. Based on the results, four
reports (one for each crime type) were finally chosen with mean ratings close to 50
(see Supplementary Material 2 in Appendix A).
Final Reports. The main independent variable had four levels (evidence type:
DNA, CCTV, fingerprint, eyewitness). I created four versions of each report for the
four evidence types, adding up to a total of 16 reports. Each participant read four of
the16 reports (available on https://osf.io/2uxs9). That is, each participant received one
report of each of the four crime types and one report containing each of the four
critical evidence types (see Supplementary Material 3 in Appendix A). To eliminate
any order effects and to balance the presentation of the evidence and crime type
combinations, I used a Graeco-Latin Square design (see Supplementary Material 4 in
Appendix A).
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Estimated Likelihood of Commission. Participants were asked to estimate
how likely they think it is that the suspect committed the crime. The estimation was
measured on a 100-point scale (0 = not at all likely and 100 = extremely likely).
Reliability of Critical and Noncritical Evidence. After responding to the
estimated likelihood of commission item, participants rated the reliability of the
critical and noncritical evidence pointing to the suspect. For my studies, I defined the
reliability as how certain you are of any conclusions or judgements drawn from a
certain piece of evidence. This definition was provided to participants on the pages of
the survey on which they answered the reliability questions. This reliability of the
evidence was measured on a 10-point scale (1 = not at all reliable and 10 = absolutely
reliable). The noncritical evidence was either physical or witness: victim’s statement,
suspect’s statement, GPS or cellphone logs, forensic examiner’s report, crime scene
investigation report. Each crime scenario contained different types of noncritical
evidence (e.g., the result of a forensic medical report was given only in murder
scenarios).
Reliability of Evidence in General. After reading and responding to the four
scenarios, participants were given a list of general descriptions for 11 different types
of physical (DNA, CCTV footage, digital trace evidence, fingerprints, footprints,
minerals, fibers, hair, and forensic medical reports) and witness evidence (suspect’s
confession and eyewitness statements). They were then asked to rate how reliable
each type of evidence is on a 10-point scale (1 = not at all reliable and 10 =
absolutely reliable). I provided the same definition of reliability to participants.
Details of how each evidence type was described are provided in Supplementary
Material 5 in Appendix A.
Demographic Information. Lastly, I asked participants to speculate about
how many felony criminal cases they had been involved in (i.e., homicide, robbery,
burglary, fraud, assault, rape, unidentified death case, missing person case). Next, they
provided their years of police experience and investigative experience, the total
number of crime cases they had worked on, age, rank, and education (see, for details
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of the case numbers, Supplementary Material 6 in Appendix A). I conducted a
correlation analysis to examine whether there was a significant relationship between
investigative experience and experienced cases. The results show that the two
measurements were highly correlated, r(200) = .62, p < .001. Therefore, instead of
using the numbers for participants’ experienced cases, I used only the years of
investigative experience for the main analyses.

2.4 Results
Hypothesis Tests
Hypothesis 1
I hypothesised that participants’ ratings of the estimated likelihood of
suspect’s commission would be significantly lower with eyewitness evidence than
with DNA, CCTV, and fingerprint evidence. To examine the effect, I fit a linear
mixed-effects model predicting participants’ estimates of the suspect’s commission
ratings. Mixed-effects models are more flexible than other analytic strategies (e.g.,
ANOVA) and are well-suited for accounting for various random factors, such as
variations in stimulus material (e.g., the different crime types in my simulated
reports). I used the lme4 package (Bates et al., 2015) for R. I also used the lmerTest
package (Kuznetsova et al., 2017) to calculate Satterthwaite approximated degrees of
freedom for the inferential tests for all the mixed-effects models for the hypotheses.
Each participant provided four measures of the estimated likelihood of commission
ratings for the suspects in four police reports (total N = 808 valid observations). The
model included a fixed effect for evidence type (DNA, CCTV, fingerprint, and
eyewitness) and random intercepts for participants and crime type. The results of this
analysis are presented in Table 2 and the descriptive statistics are presented in Table 3.
As can be seen in Tables 2 and 3, there was a significant effect of evidence type.
Participants tended to think that the suspect was less likely culpable when an
eyewitness statement was given as the critical evidence than DNA, CCTV, and
fingerprints (see Table 3 for descriptive statistics). The data supported Hypothesis 1.
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Table 2
Mixed-Effects Model for Evidence Type Effect on Estimated Likelihood of Suspect’s
Commission (Hypothesis 1)
F
ixed
effect
s

B

S
E

t

df

p

I
nterce
pt
(Eyew
itness)

6
0.96
D

NA
C
CTV

1
0.64
1
2.55

F
ingerp
rint

.06

.16
1
.16

R

1
.16

1
3.59

1

8.
81

ando
m
effect

4

60
0.00
60
0.00
60
0.00

5.00

<
.001

0.85

<
.001
<
.001

7.61

<
.001

9.20
1

S
D

S
ubject
s
nested
in
orders

1
3.59
C

rime
type

7.73
R

esidua
l

1
1.63

Note. t-tests use Satterthwaite approximated degrees of freedom. The reference group
for evidence type is eyewitness. Estimated likelihood of suspect’s commission was
measured on a 100-point scale (0 = not at all likely and 100 = extremely likely).
I conducted an additional statistical test to compare the estimated likelihood of
commission ratings and to see any significant differences in the regression
coefficients between the three physical evidence types (see Paternoster et al., 1998). I
found that there was a significant difference only between CCTV and fingerprint (z =
2.28, p = .02). I did not find any difference between DNA and CCTV (z = 1.16, p =
.25) or between DNA and Fingerprint (z = 1.12, p = .27).
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Table 3
Descriptive Statistics for Estimated Likelihood of Suspect’s Commission and Evidence
Reliability
Estimated Likelihood of
Commissiona
M (SD)

Median

Min.

Max.

CCTV

73.6 (19.8)

78

22

100

DNA

71.5 (19.8)

74

15

100

Fingerprint

69.8 (18.9)

71

10

100

Eyewitness

60.9 (17.9)

60

9

100

CCTV

8.4 (1.5)

9

5

10

DNA

8.1 (1.6)

8

1

10

Fingerprint

7.7 (1.6)

8

1

10

Eyewitness

6.2 (1.7)

6

2

10

Car black box footage (robbery)

5.5 (2.3)

5

1

10

Cell phone base station record (murder)

5.7 (2.1)

5

1

10

Forensic medical report (murder)

7.4 (1.6)

7

2

10

Glove marks on the safe (burglary)

5.5 (2.1)

5

1

10

Suspect’s statement (all)

3.5 (1.6)

4

1

10

Victim’s cellphone logs (murder)

5.3 (2.3)

5

1

10

Victim’s family statement (murder)

7.0 (1.9)

7

1

10

Victim’s statement (burglary, fraud, robbery)

7.9(1.8)

8

1

10

Evidence Type Condition

Reliability of Critical Evidenceb

Reliability of Noncritical Evidenceb

Note. N = 202.
a

Estimated likelihood of commission was measured on a 100-point scale (0 = not at
all likely and 100 = extremely likely).
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b

Reliability was measured on a 10-point scale (1 = not at all reliable and 10 =
absolutely reliable).

Hypothesis 2
I predicted that participants’ ratings of evidence reliability would be
significantly lower with the eyewitness evidence than with the DNA, CCTV, and
fingerprint evidence. Each participant provided four measures of reliability ratings for
the critical evidence in four police reports (total N = 808 valid observations). The
model included a fixed effect for evidence type and random intercepts for participants
and crime type. The results of this analysis are shown in Table 4. I found a main effect
of evidence type on the reliability of critical evidence, such that participants reported
that the eyewitness evidence was significantly less reliable than other physical
evidence (see, for descriptive statistics, Table 3). The results supported Hypothesis 2.
Table 4
Mixed-Effects Model for Evidence Type Effect on Reliability (Hypothesis 2)
Fixed effects

B

SE

Intercept (Eyewitness)

6.15

0.27

DNA

2.27

CCTV
Fingerprint
Random effects

df

t

p

4.97

28.39

< .001

0.11

600.00

18.15

< .001

1.96

0.11

600.00

20.97

< .001

1.52

0.11

600.00

7.75

< .001

SD

Subjects nested in orders

0.83

Crime type

0.37

Residual

1.09

Note. t-tests use Satterthwaite approximated degrees of freedom. The reference group
for evidence type is eyewitness. The total number of valid observations is N = 808.
Participants rated the evidence reliability on a 10-point scale (1 = not at all reliable
and 10 = absolutely reliable).
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Again, using the same formula (Paternoster et al, 1998), I compared reliability
ratings for the three physical evidence types; I found that all the regression
coefficients were significantly different between DNA and fingerprint (z = 4.82, p <
.001), CCTV and fingerprint (z = 2.83, p = .005), and DNA and CCTV (z = 1.99, p =
.046).

Hypothesis 3
It was hypothesised that participants’ ratings of the estimated likelihood of
suspect’s commission would increase when they perceived the critical evidence to be
reliable. For this analysis, I used the dataset including all the ratings for both critical
and noncritical evidence; each participant provided 17 measures in four police reports
(total N = 3,418 valid observations). The model consisted of one fixed effect for the
reliability of critical and noncritical evidence and random intercepts for participants,
evidence type, and crime type. The results are presented in Table 5 (see also Table 3
for descriptive statistics). Data indicate that there was a main effect of the reliability
of the evidence on the estimated likelihood of commission, such that participants’
estimated likelihood of commission ratings increased when their reliability ratings
went up. The analysis supported Hypothesis 3.
Table 5
Mixed-Effects Model for the Effect of Reliability on Estimated Likelihood of
Commission (Hypothesis 3)
Fixed effects

B

SE

Intercept
Reliability for critical
and noncritical evidence
Random effects

63.42

4.07

0.86

0.11

Subjects nested in orders

14.21

t

p

3.90

15.58

< .001

600.00

18.15

< .001

SD

Evidence type

2.51

Crime type

7.61

Residual

df

11.10
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Note. t-tests use Satterthwaite approximated degrees of freedom. The total number of
valid observations is N = 3,418. Estimated likelihood of commission was measured on
a 100-point scale (0 = not at all likely and 100 = extremely likely).
Hypothesis 4
I hypothesised that participants’ ratings of reliability of critical and noncritical
evidence would decrease as their experience increased. I used the dataset including all
the ratings for both critical and noncritical evidence; each participant provided 17
measures in four police reports (total N = 3,418 valid observations). The model
comprised one fixed effect for investigative experience and random intercepts for
participants, information type, and crime type. The results of the analyses are given in
Table 6. The results show that the main effect of the year of investigative experience
was present such that as participants’ experience increased, their reliability ratings for
critical and noncritical evidence significantly decreased.
Table 6
Mixed-Effects Model for the Effect of Amount of Experience in Years on Reliability of
Critical and Noncritical Evidence (Hypothesis 4)
Fixed effects

B

SE

df

t

p

Intercept

6.76

0.44

14.72

15.30

< .001

Years of experience

-0.03

0.01

198.80

-3.75

< .001

Random effects

SD

Subjects nested in orders

0.77

Evidence type

1.58

Crime type

0.14

Residual

1.62

Note. t-tests use Satterthwaite approximated degrees of freedom. The total number of
valid observations is N = 3,418. Participants rated reliability of critical and noncritical
evidence on a 10-point scale (1 = not at all reliable and 10 = absolutely reliable).
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As an additional exploratory follow-up, I also fit a model that included
random slopes for each type of evidence (see, for the results, Supplementary Material
7 in Appendix E). The results of the new model indicated the same significant overall
effect of investigative experience on reliability ratings as observed in the previous
model. Almost all of the slopes for the various types of evidence were negative. The
one exception to the trend was a small positive slope for statements given by the
suspect (i.e., confessions). These results suggest that as they accumulated experience,
participants’ perceptions of reliability decreased for most evidence types and either
increased slightly or remained approximately the same for exculpatory evidence. The
results of the analyses supported Hypothesis 4.
Hypothesis 5
I predicted that participants’ ratings of reliability of 11 evidence types in
general would decrease as their experience increased. For this analysis, I used the
dataset including all the reliability ratings for 11 evidence types; each participant
provided 11 measures (total N = 2,222 valid observations). This model consisted of
one fixed effect for investigative experience and random intercepts for participants
and evidence type. The results of the analyses are presented in Table 7, illustrating
that the main effect of the amount of investigative experience was present such that as
participants’ experience increased, their reliability ratings for 11 physical and witness
evidence types significantly decreased. The data supported Hypothesis 5.
Table 7
Mixed-Effects Model for the Effect of Amount of Experience in Years on Evidence
Reliability in General (Hypothesis 5)
Fixed effects

B

SE

df

t

p

Intercept

7.86

0.36

12.68

22.04

< .001

Years of experience

-0.04

0.01

200.00

-4.49

< .001

Random effects

SD

Subjects nested in orders

0.89

Evidence type

1.11

Residual

1.06
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Note. t-tests use Satterthwaite approximated degrees of freedom. The total number of
valid observations is N = 2,222. Participants rated evidence reliability in general on a
10-point scale (1 = not at all reliable and 10 = absolutely reliable).

Exploratory Analyses
Effect of Experience on Estimated Likelihood of Commission
I used the dataset including the ratings for the estimated likelihood of
commission; each participant provided four measures, one in each of the four police
reports (total N = 808 valid observations). The model comprised one fixed effect for
the amount of investigative experience and random intercepts for participants,
evidence type, and crime type. The results of the analyses indicate that the main effect
of the amount of investigative experience in years was observed, such that as
participants’ experience increased, their estimated likelihood of commission ratings
for the suspect significantly decreased (see Supplementary Material 8 in Appendix A).
Reliability of 11 Types of Evidence in General
Descriptive statistics show that investigator participants’ most reliable
evidence types were CCTV (M = 9.0, SD = 1.0) and DNA (M = 8.8, SD = 1.0).
Minerals (M = 6.3, SD = 1.4) and footprint (M = 6.1, SD = 1.5) were perceived as
least reliable evidence types (see Supplementary Material 9 in Appendix A).
Correlations Between Experience and General Reliability of Evidence
I conducted a correlation analysis to see whether there was any significant
relationship between investigative experience and each reliability rating for 11 types
of evidence in general. The results show that participants’ experience was negatively
correlated with the reliability judgements for all the evidence types. However, the
effect sizes were small (see Supplementary Material 10 in Appendix A).

2.5 Discussion
This study set out to gain a better understanding of how police investigators
perceive the types of criminal evidence and how their evidence perception can affect
perceptions of guilt and reliability judgements. Previous studies focused on
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laypersons’ perceptions of evidence, and thereby I sought to begin to address this
limitation of the previous research. First, I found that the participants’ estimated
likelihood of commission ratings for the suspect were significantly lower with the
eyewitness evidence than with the three physical types of evidence (Hypothesis 1).
This finding is consistent with previous research suggesting that physical evidence
such as DNA (vs. eyewitness) is more influential in laypersons’ guilt judgements
(Lieberman et al., 2008; Maeder et al., 2017; Pozzulo et al., 2009; Skolnick & Shaw,
2001) and confidence in guilt judgements (Pearson et al., 2018; Lieberman et al.,
2008). These effects occurred even though the evidence implied essentially the same
facts in the case regardless of whether it came from a witness, CCTV, fingerprints, or
DNA. As such, the effect appears to be attributable to the type of evidence, not the
pattern of facts implied by the evidence.
Second, I found that investigators tended to perceive the critical evidence to be
significantly less reliable when it was presented as eyewitness testimony compared to
physical types evidence (Hypothesis 2), which is also in line with past research (Ask
et al., 2008; Hui & Lo, 2017; Martire et al., 2019). Also, the finding suggests that
investigators’ evidence reliability judgements predict their judgements of the
suspect’s likelihood of commission (Hypothesis 3). Nevertheless, these relationships
between evidence type, perceived evidence reliability, and perceptions of the suspect’s
likelihood of commission may be more complicated than they appear. It is arguably
rational for investigators to adjust their estimates of the likelihood of a suspect’s guilt
as a function of the type and reliability of the evidence available in a case. However, a
substantial amount

of research

has demonstrated that

otherwise

rational

decision-making can also be influenced by extraneous factors, such as pre-existing
knowledge or the relevance of information (Hsee et al., 2019).
Relatively few studies have examined the potential effect of experience on
investigative decision-making (Ask & Alison, 2010; Fahsing, 2016; Wright, 2013).
Recent research has suggested the possibility of some positive influences of
investigative experience on investigative judgements. For example, more experienced
investigators performed significantly better on generating more alternative
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explanations and investigative actions, compared to novices (Fahsing & Ask, 2016).
Wright (2008) also found that experienced detectives (vs. the less experienced)
generated more diverse investigative inferences for real-life homicide cases. No
studies that I know of have examined the extent to which that investigative experience
may influence police investigators’ judgements about the quality of evidence. Thus,
one major contribution of this study is the finding that, in the sample of South Korean
police investigators, experience predicts scepticism about incriminating evidence.
The finding suggests that when investigators had more experience, they tended
to perceive most types of both collected evidence and evidence in general to be less
reliable (Hypothesis 4 and 5). Thus, the degree to which investigators are experienced
may influence their perceptions of evidence and, in turn, influence investigative
decision-making. The possible influence of investigative experience on perceptions of
evidence complicates the seemingly intuitive relationship between perceived evidence
reliability and perceptions of likelihood of commission.
Exploratory analyses support the notion that, regardless of the type of
evidence that incriminated the suspect, more experienced investigators view the
suspects in the reports as less likely to be guilty. The single exception to this pattern
was that as investigators accumulated experience, they tended to view suspects’
confession as slightly more reliable. This exception is consistent with my
interpretation that the correlations between investigative experience and perceptions
of evidence reliability reflected increased concerns for convictability. That is, rather
than becoming sceptical of all evidence as they gain experience, investigators seem to
become more sceptical of incriminating evidence. Perhaps investigators’ work
experience shapes their perceptions of the reliability of evidence, and these
perceptions can influence the extent to which they believe a given suspect is guilty of
a crime under investigation.
The present results may have important implications. The police are one of the
most crucial authorities in the legal proceedings because they are deeply involved in
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the collection of evidence. Their decisions early in an investigation can determine the
outcomes of an eventual prosecution.
Taken together, these results imply that the type of collected evidence can
affect investigators’ various legal judgements and decision-making. Additionally,
experience might lead investigators to become more generally sceptical of the
reliability of evidence in their possession. I do not know, however, how this decreased
confidence in evidence might interact, for example, with factors such as confirmation
bias.
Speculatively, it is possible that experience might help protect investigators
against tunnel vision and confirmation bias by making them less likely to hold strictly
to their initial views (Wright, 2013) or by informing them about the risk factors and
hindrances to the best decision-making during criminal investigations (Fahsing &
Ask, 2013). However, another possibility is that experience might exacerbate
confirmation bias by making investigators less likely to revise their views in light of
new evidence that they may view as less reliable (Ask et al., 2008).
If experience indeed leads investigators to be more sceptical of evidence, the
mechanism for this effect remains unclear. One possibility is that, over time,
investigators are likely to encounter situations in which evidence is flawed or was
limited in its usefulness for securing a conviction. Perhaps these situations are more
memorable than situations in which evidence was reliable and useful, thus leading to a
kind of availability bias (Kahneman et al., 1982) that makes experienced investigators
more likely to doubt the usefulness of evidence. However, I have no direct evidence
for this or any other mechanism, which can be more explored in future research.
Another possibility is that experience leads investigators to be subjected to
greater oversight and accountability, which could cause them to adopt a generally
more cautious approach. Given the fact that experienced investigators are more likely
to take senior management positions, they are expected to carry out their
investigations with a high level of objectivity or skepticism. The police environment
puts a great deal of pressure on senior investigators who should hold more
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accountability, justify their actions, and face consequences when they make erroneous
decisions (Eyre et al., 2008). For future research, it would be interesting to examine
how work experience interacts with the potential effects of the extraneous factors,
such as time pressure (Ask & Granhag, 2007), work overload, clearance rate, and
goals (see Ask et al., 2011).
The current study is the first to examine the extent to which the types of
physical and witness evidence affected police investigators’ estimations of the
likelihood of the suspect’ commission and judgements of evidence reliability. The
results showed that witness evidence—which is generally perceived to be less reliable
in comparison with CCTV, DNA, and fingerprint significanty—decresed the
investigators’ ratings of the judgements towards their suspect’s likelihood of
commission and the reliability of their evidence. The study contributes to new
knowledge about how the types of available evidence and investigative experience
can affect police investigators’ decision-making.
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3.1 Abstract
Before interrogating a suspect, a police investigator can hold various types of
evidence. Evidence, especially physical evidence such as DNA, is known to affect
investigative decision-making. In the present study, I examined the effect of evidence
type on interrogators’ decisions to choose tactics during interrogation. In a
between-subject design, I randomly allocated 106 South Korean police interrogators
to one of five evidence conditions (DNA, CCTV, fingerprint, eyewitness, and no
evidence;). They read an investigation report of a homicide case where I had
manipulated critical evidence with one of the five evidence types. Each scenario
entailed precisely the same information except the critical evidence, which led to the
identification of a suspect. I provided a list of 27 evidential and nonevidential
interrogation tactics in five tactic types and asked investigators to select the
interrogation tactics they would use on the suspect in the simulated crime scenario. I
measured the number of chosen tactics and calculated the proportion of the selected
tactics for each tactic type. I found that the type of available evidence did not
significantly affect investigators’ selection of interrogation tactics. Investigators
generally selected tactics that were nonevidential and crime-irrelevant—irrespective
of the type of critical evidence that they possessed.
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3.2 Introduction
Before interrogating a suspect, police investigators often collect various types
of incriminating evidence. The type of evidence can vary from physical (e.g., DNA)
to witness evidence (e.g., eyewitness testimony). Physical (vs. witness) evidence
significantly affects people’s legal decision-making, such as guilt presumption,
reliability judgement, and guilt verdict (Hans et al., 2011; Kaplan et al., 2020; Martire
et al., 2019; Pozzulo et al., 2009; Ribeiro et al., 2019). Physical evidence is also
known to influence police investigators’ investigative decision-making before
interrogation (Jang et al., 2020). This raises a question: Can the type of available
evidence influence investigators’ decisions to select specific types of tactics during
interrogation? Currently, the type of available evidence has been reported to affect
suspects’ decision-making (e.g., counter-interrogation strategies; see Brimbal & Luke,
2019), but no study has examined whether its effects contribute to how police
interrogators choose their tactics. In this paper, I seek to experimentally examine the
relationship between types of available evidence and interrogators’ decisions to use
tactics when questioning a suspect.
It is, however, crucial to understand the legal relationship between the police
and the prosecution’s office. Prosecutors’ preferences for physical rather than witness
evidence may interact with the type of available evidence and interrogators’ tactic
selections. I, therefore, first discuss how the type of evidence may affect
investigators’ decision-making during interrogation.
Concerns About Convictability and Case Rejection
The presence of physical evidence is a significant factor when prosecutors
make charging decisions, and whether the police hold physical evidence can affect the
outcome of prosecutors’ judgement to reject a case (Alderden & Ullman, 2012;
Alderden et al., 2018; O’Neal et al., 2015). Prosecutors act as gatekeepers who decide
which case should be accepted or rejected for adjudication by the courts, and therefore
they need to be concerned about convictability (i.e., the likelihood of a guilty verdict
at trial; Frohmann, 1997). Prosecutors would maintain high conviction rates by
rejecting cases where the police do not hold reliable evidence for a guilty verdict.
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According to the Supreme Court in South Korea (2019), the conviction rate for
criminal cases steadily rose from 91.2% in 2010 to 96.6% in 2018. At the same time,
the prosecution rate for police charged cases had continuously fallen from 38.2% in
2002 to 29.8% in 2018 (Korean Supreme Prosecutor’s Office, 2020). These statistics
may demonstrate that the prosecutors have sought to increase the conviction rate by
not charging less winnable police cases. These statistics may reflect how concerned
South Korean prosecutors are about convictability. Further, the prosecutor’s office
uses conviction rates as a measure of prosecutorial performance in South Korea (Lee,
2014; Ryu, 2019) as well as in the United States (Frohmann, 1991).
Prosecutors’ concern about convictability can be a significant factor that
police investigators need to take into account before filing for a prosecution. In South
Korea, police investigators need to consult a prosecutor and receive feedback about
the evidence they need for a successful prosecution. That is, when handling criminal
cases, investigators’ decisions should be heavily dependent on prosecutors’
supervision on evidence. Scholars have found that the police’s decision to charge or
release a suspect could also depend strongly on the strength of available evidence
(Moston & Engelberg, 1993). As with prosecutors, one crucial measure for
promotional performance for police investigators is the rate of prosecuted or
convicted cases (Brookman & Innes, 2013). Therefore, I posit that prosecutors’
convictability practice might lead police investigators to be concerned about case
rejection.
Given that prosecutors generally believe that physical evidence is more
probative than witness evidence for proving one’s guilt (Alderden & Ullman, 2012;
Alderden et al., 2018; O’Neal et al., 2015), police investigators may not be certain
about filing for a prosecution when possessing only eyewitness testimony and no
physical evidence. So investigators’ growing uncertainty that they can fail to secure
the prosecution may motivate them to elicit new evidence (i.e., a direct confession
from the suspect) during the interrogation, such as collecting new critical evidence at
the crime scene or finding a new reliable witness. It is often difficult for the police to
secure first-hand evidence in real investigations mainly because of personal (e.g.,
victims or patrol investigators at the crime scene) and environmental (e.g.,
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contamination by wind, temperature, or rain) factors (Baldwin & May, 2000).
Interrogators may attempt to use confession-oriented interrogation tactics involving
unreliable or false evidence (e.g., Kassin et al., 2018; Wright & Powell, 2006) because
confession evidence is powerful and influential for a conviction (Kassin, 2008).
Alison et al. (2008) found that police interrogators with higher discomfort of
ambiguity tended to employ significantly more tactics (including even coercive and
emotional tactics) than those with lower discomfort of ambiguity. Häkkänen et al.
(2009) also reported that police investigators with high (vs. low) discomfort of
ambiguity were less hesitant to employ both humane and dominant types of tactics
against a suspect (see, for more details of the two types, see Holmberg &
Christianson, 2002), but only when they hold witness evidence. To alleviate
uncertainty, interrogators prefer to use more specific (vs. open-ended) questions to the
witnesses who provide ambiguous statements (Wright & Powell, 2006).
In addition, police investigators are known to be affected by a host of
environmental factors such as external pressures, demands, and expectations (Ask &
Alison, 2010), and the police are also highly goal-oriented (see Ask et al., 2011). The
outcome of their investigation can be dependent on immediate decisions, which can
influence their cognitive processing (Ask & Granhag, 2007). The organizational
environment may then trigger goal contagion (observing someone’s behaviour makes
people aim for the same goal; Ask et al., 2011; see also Aarts et al., 2004; Hassin et
al., 2005); because prosecutors are concerned about convictability. Investigators, in
turn, can strive for the same goal by becoming concerned about their case rejection.
I argue that the type of available evidence possibly affects investigators’
selection of tactics because case rejection may alter their motivation to choose to
pursue different investigative objectives. To be more specific, investigators holding
less reliable evidence may be more concerned or uncertain about case rejection in
comparison with those holding more reliable evidence. The former group can attempt
to increase the likelihood of a prosecution by drawing new information or a
confession while interrogating the suspect, using any available interrogation tactics
even though the employed tactics were conflicting to one another (i.e., humane vs.
dominant types; Alison et al., 2008; Häkkänen et al., 2009; Leo, 1996). Leo (1996)
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also observed that the number of used tactics more than doubled when investigators
had weak evidence against the suspect.
Moreover, time pressure and overwork can prompt police investigators to
resort to manipulative or coercive tactics when they hold weak or no evidence (Ask &
Alison, 2010; Ask & Granhag, 2007). For instance, investigators need to pursue
efficiency and tend to believe that accusatory or deceptive tactics are effective at
eliciting true confessions, although confessions are not diagnostic of guilt (Kassin et
al., 2010). Therefore, the situational pressures may lead them to prioritise tactics that
increase their perceived likelihood of obtaining a confession. For instance,
maximization and minimization tactics are commonly used by the police in some
countries, such as the USA, Australia, and South Korea (Kassin & McNall, 1991;
Leo, 1996; Sivasubramaniam & Goodman-Delahunty, 2019), where they can also
pretend to have incriminating evidence (bluffing), ask about hypothetical evidence
(baiting), talk about the suspect’s criminal history, or persuade the suspect by showing
case materials from similar cases. In some cases, they could be motivated to use even
more problematic tactics involving unreliable evidence (Kassin et al., 2007; Leo,
1996; see also Miller et al., 2018). For example, although insufficient to be accepted
as evidence (National Research Council, 2003), investigators in some countries tend
to rely on polygraph tests when they do not have any decisive evidence (Gudjonsson,
2003; Johnson & Drucker, 2009).
Another line of interrogation research has shown that interrogators tend to
believe that the tactics based on nonevidential or crime-irrelevant factors (e.g.,
building rapport or relationship, collaborating with suspects) are useful for gathering
information (Bull, 2013, 2019; Bull & Baker, 2020; Redlich et al., 2014; Wachi et al.,
2014). Instead of adopting the risky tactics above, police interrogators can strategise
to employ tactics that are entirely irrelevant to crime details and evidence. To be more
specific, when police evidence is weak, interrogators can employ nonevidential and
crime irrelevant tactics because the interrogators who do not have any proof of guilt
need to gather information to confront the suspect (e.g., asking suspects about their
basic needs in police custody, finding something in common with them, or listening
actively to what they say; Moston et al., 1992). Rather than questioning them about
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crime-related or specific information, interrogators can avoid stressing suspects by not
mentioning any crime-relevant topics, and this helps the interrogators shift to other
topics (Moston & Engelberg, 1993).
International surveys suggest that interrogators most frequently use tactics that
concentrate on the nonevidential or crime-irrelevant properties, such as maintaining a
good relationship with the suspect (Miller et al., 2018; Sivasubramaniam &
Goodman-Delahunty, 2019). In addition, Hoogesteyn et al. (2020a) reported that
interrogators perceived using their interviewing environment to be important as a
tactic. For example, they believed that interviewing a suspect in a comfortable
environment was helpful to elicit information, and suspects may have the same view
(Goodman-Delahunty et al., 2014; Hoogesteyn et al., 2020b). With reference to all the
findings in the extant literature, I suppose that the lack of strong evidence will provide
extra momentum to make use of a wide array of tactics during interrogation.
In comparison, securing reliable evidence can make interrogators become
more confident (Soukara et al., 2002) and less uncertain about securing a prosecution.
So, even before questioning the suspect, they may become less motivated to invest
more time employing more tactics during the interrogation because they believe that
eliciting more information is not necessary (Leo, 1996). For example, investigators
would spend less time studying details of the case (Soukara et al., 2002) or present all
the available evidence to the suspect at the outset (Leo, 1996; Sellers & Kebbell,
2011), adopting fewer interrogation tactics and tactic types (Leo, 1996; Moston et al.,
1992). Also, holding evidence may make investigators have a presumption of guilt
before interrogation and use guilt-presumptive or leading questions (Baldwin, 1993;
Soukara et al., 2002; Walsh et al., 2016).
Based on the understanding of the police investigation context, I designed this
study to examine how evidence types could affect police interrogators’ choice of
tactics in a simulated scenario. I believe that this study can establish the first stepping
stone to explain the crucial but unrevealed dynamics between various evidence types
and interrogators’ selection of tactics.
The Present Study
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I

tested

what

types

Evidential/Unreliable,

of

[c]

tactics

([a]

Evidential/Reliable,

Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant,

[b]
[d]

Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant, [e] Context Manipulation) interrogators would
choose to employ against a suspect when the police held one of five types of available
evidence (DNA, CCTV, fingerprint, eyewitness testimony, and no evidence). As
explained, my first main research question was whether holding witness evidence or
no evidence before interrogation would motivate interrogators to elicit information
from the suspect by using more tactics of more diverse types.
Hypotheses
H1: Interrogators in the no evidence condition would select more tactics from
the Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant type than those in the other four
evidence conditions (DNA, CCTV, fingerprint, and eyewitness).
H2: Interrogators in the physical evidence conditions (DNA, CCTV, and
fingerprint) would choose more tactics in the Evidential/Reliable type than
those in the eyewitness and no evidence conditions.
H3: Interrogators in the eyewitness condition would select more tactics from
the Evidential/Unreliable type than those in the other three physical
evidence conditions.
H4: Interrogators in the eyewitness condition would select more tactics from
the Context-Manipulation type (H4) than those in the other three physical
evidence conditions.
H5: Interrogators in the eyewitness and no evidence conditions (vs. CCTV,
DNA, and fingerprint conditions) would choose significantly more tactics
from all the five tactic types.

3.3 Method
Before data collection, I preregistered the design, methods, sample size,
exclusions, analyses, and hypotheses on the Open Science Framework (OSF). Any
interested reader can access the materials, data, and supplementary materials on OSF
(https://osf.io/wfmvp). I conducted this research in accordance with instructions and
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regulations provided by the KNPA and the National Police Investigation Academy
(NPIA) concerning the ethics and legal rights for the police trainee participants.
Design
I employed a between-subject design with the independent variable, evidence
type. The dependent variable was tactic type. I administered a paper-based survey.
Participants
I planned to recruit a sample of South Korean police interrogators starting
September 1, 2018 and to halt recruitment when I reached N = 100 or by February 28,
2019. Before collecting data, I ran a power analysis using G*Power (Faul et al.,
2007), which indicated that this sample size would be sufficient to detect an effect of f
= 0.14 with 80% power with a conventional alpha level of .05.
I recruited a total of N = 106 who were trainees in regular interrogation expert
courses held in the NPIA. I recruited more participants than planned because more
investigators were registered on the training courses than the NPIA had notified us,
and everyone was willing to participate. Before the first session of courses began, an
instructing investigator from the NPIA fully explained the purpose of my study and
informed all the trainees that they could choose not to participate. Investigators were
between the ages of 24 and 58 (M = 38.7, SD = 7.8, Median = 37).
Investigators were mostly Inspectors (34.0%), Assistant Inspectors (28.3%),
Senior Police Investigators (23.6%), Police Investigators (8.5%), Senior Inspectors
(4.7%), and Superintendents (0.9%). On average, participants spent 12.8 years (SD =
8.2) in the police and 7.3 years (SD = 6.9) as a criminal investigator. Investigators
reported having a university degree (48.1%), high school diploma (26.4%),
two-year-college degree (18.9%), and Master’s degree (6.6%). I did not measure
participants’ prior training experience because the Korean National Police was
providing only the one interrogation training course in which the participants were
registered. For this reason, it might be reasonable to assume that they had no prior
training before the survey unless they had had a private interviewing course.
Procedure and Materials
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Crime Scenarios with Five Evidence Types
Four different crime scenarios such as homicide, robbery, burglary, and fraud
were used in Chapter 2. However, in Chapter 3, I employed the same homicide
scenarios with DNA, CCTV, fingerprint, and eyewitness and added one additional
scenario where the critical evidence was manipulated with no evidence. The critical
evidence did not decisively indicate the suspect’s guilt but led to the identification of
the suspect. The critical evidence was manipulated by introducing the five different
types of evidence (DNA, CCTV, fingerprint, eyewitness, and no evidence [control];
between-subject factor). Identical to Chapter 2, I provided investigators with the same
amount of case information except the critical evidence given in one of five critical
evidence types. To increase the realism of the reports and disguise the importance of
the manipulation, I included noncritical information derived from basic police
investigative procedures (e.g., the results of crime scene investigation, statements
from victim’s family, victim’s phone call logs, and/or GPS digital trace information).
The noncritical evidence only established that a crime had occurred but did not
provide information that could directly identify the perpetrator (see Supplementary
Material 1 in Appendix B).
Five Interrogation Tactic Types
For tactic selections, I felt it important to provide participants with the tactics
that were within the range of their daily usage. For this, I selected 50 interrogation
tactics from previous field studies (Häkkänen et al., 2009; Kassin et al., 2007; Kelly et
al., 2013; Leahy-Harland & Bull, 2017; Leo, 1996; Soukara et al., 2009). I sorted the
chosen tactics into the two evidential and nonevidential types depending on their
evidential property. For instance, if a tactic was related to using any available
evidence the interrogator holds, the tactic was classified as the evidential type;
however, a tactic was classified as the nonevidential type if the tactic was not related
to using evidence during interrogation. I sent this list of the chosen 50 tactics to 20
police interrogators in South Korea, asking them (a) to choose the most commonly
used interrogation tactics considering the South Korean police interrogation settings
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and (b) to check whether each tactic could be allocated to either evidential or
nonevidential tactic type.
After receiving the feedback from the Korean practitioners, I divided the
evidential and nonevidential dichotomy once again by two legal factors that are
crucial in the legal system (Fahsing, 2016; Simmelink, 2012): substantiation and
crime-relevance. Here I refer to substantiation as the reliability of evidence to
substantiate a suspect’ guilt. For example, an interrogator can present either reliable or
unreliable evidence to a suspect. The reliable evidence can be the suspect’s DNA,
CCTV, fingerprint, or an eyewitness’s statement proving his or her guilt. The
unreliable evidence can be unreliable information such as polygraph test results, prior
criminal history, media reports, or statistics from similar cases. Crime-relevance is
about whether the tactic involves the investigation context that the suspect might be
the perpetrator. This addition created the five sub-types of tactics, in which I
classified the 27 tactics chosen for the main study (see Table 8). The main purpose of
adding the two factors was to vary the degree of the effects of the sub-types of tactics
even further in order to have a deeper insight into potential variations of participants’
selections of tactics based on the type of available evidence. Moreover, both
substantiation of evidence and crime-relevance in the interrogation context play a
vital role in the legal system. Substantiation of evidence divided the evidential tactics
into the two sub-types: Evidential/Reliable (five tactics) and Evidential/Unreliable
(five tactics). Substantiation of evidence relates to whether an interrogator used
reliable evidence in a tactic (e.g., disclosing evidence gradually) or unreliable
evidence (e.g., polygraph). To the nonevidential type of tactics, I had applied
crime-relevance, which resulted in the two sub-types of 12 nonevidential tactics:
Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant (six tactics) and Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant (six
tactics). Crime-relevance was whether an interrogator used the context that a person is
suspected of a crime and under investigation (e.g., capitalizing on capture shock) or
any information relevant to the crime in question (e.g., maximizing the seriousness of
the offence). To be more specific, the Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant type included
the tactics utilizing nonevidential and crime-relevant elements (e.g., maximization,
minimization). The Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant type did not reflect any factors
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relevant to the crime in question but features crime-irrelevant elements (e.g.,
employing active listening skills). The nonevidential type also included an additional
sub-type, Context Manipulation (five tactics), which was based on manipulating
environmental elements of interrogation settings. The concept of Context
Manipulation type was derived directly from Kelly et al.’s (2013) taxonomy.
After reading one of the five report scenarios, participants were instructed to
read the list of 27 interrogation tactics. The list entailed names and brief descriptions
of the 27 tactics in the five types (see Supplementary Material 2 in Appendix B).
Next, they were asked to analyse all the evidence and investigative information that
the police held. I instructed them to imagine they were in a real investigation and had
to interrogate the suspect. I asked them to choose any tactics from the list of 27 tactics
to draw critical information or a confession from the suspect. Without any indication
to which type a tactic belongs, I provided the tactic descriptions to participants in
random order to prevent an order effect.

Table 8
Five Types of Evidential and Nonevidential Tactics
Type

Evidential/
Reliable
1. Disclose
evidence
early

2. Disclose
evidence late
Tactic

Evidential/
Unreliable
6. Bluff/bait
suspect about
supposed
evidence of
involvement
7. Share media
reports,
statistics, or
evidence from
similar cases

Nonevidential/
Crime-Relevant

Nonevidential/
Crime-Irreleva
nt

11. Capitalise on
capture shock

17. Make
suspect cry

12. Maximise the
seriousness of the
offence

18. Employ
active listening
skills

3. Disclose
evidence
gradually

8. Use
polygraph

13. Minimise the
seriousness of the
offence

4. Present
case materials
directly or

9. Leak
information
indirectly

14.
Disparage/dismis
s information
suspect provides

19. Identify
suspect’s basic
needs and
emotional
status
20. Offer
tangible or
intangible
incentives

Context
Manipulation
23.
Interrogate
suspect in an
uncomfortabl
e setting
24.
Interrogate
suspect in a
comfortable
setting
25.
Interrogate
suspect in an
isolated
setting
26.
Interrogate
suspect at a
late time

77

Chapter 3

indirectly to
suspect
5. Exaggerate
power of
evidence

10. Use
suspect’s prior
criminal history

15. Empathise
expertise or
authority over
suspect
16. Appeal to
self-interest,
religion, or
conscience

21. Present self
in a helpful
role other than
being an
investigator
22. Find
common
ground or
shared
experiences

27. Use
good-cop/bad
-cop

Note: The classification of the 27 tactics was used in Studies Ⅱ, Ⅲa, & Ⅲb.
Pilot Testing
I conducted a pilot test prior to the main study to check whether the 27
interrogation descriptions had been translated properly and understandably in Korean.
Five South Korean participants voluntarily took part in the pilot test. I recruited the
participants through a South Korean community in Sweden. The five participants
were given a list of 27 tactic descriptions and asked to rate how understandable each
tactic is on a 10-point scale with 1 meaning not at all understandable and 10 meaning
absolutely understandable. All 27 tactic descriptions in Korean were perceived as
highly understandable (M = 9.2, SD = 0.5). After the pilot test, they were asked to
give feedback to the researcher, and several changes were made to the questions (e.g.,
I renamed polygraph test to lie detection test as South Koreans are more familiar with
the latter term). These descriptions were used for the main study.
Dependent Measures
To calculate how many tactics investigators selected from each tactic type, I
calculated the proportion of tactics in the categories the participants had selected. For
example, a participant who selected five tactics in the Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant
type that consists of six different tactics gets 0.83 for the type (i.e., the number of
tactics in the type was divided by the number of selected tactics). I compared
individual tactic type scores across the five evidence conditions (Hypotheses 1, 2, 3,
and 4). For Hypothesis 5, I compared the sum of the five tactic type scores between
the physical and nonphysical conditions.
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For exploratory analyses, I measured how frequently the participants said they
use each of the 27 tactics for their daily work. They rated this on 10-point scales (1 = I
rarely use it and 10 = I frequently use it). Lastly, participants provided demographic
information about their gender, age, level of education, rank, and years of police and
investigation experience.

3.4 Results
Statistical Analyses
Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4
To test Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4, I fit a linear mixed-effects model predicting
participants’ choice of interrogation tactic types3. I used the lme4 package (Bates et
al., 2015) for R (R Core Team, 2018). I also used the lmerTest package (Kuznetsova
et al., 2017) to calculate Satterthwaite approximated degrees of freedom for the
inferential tests for all the mixed-effects models for my hypotheses. Each participant
provided five measures of whether they selected a particular type of tactic to the
suspect in the homicide investigation report (total N = 530 valid observations). The
model included (a) fixed effects for evidence type (DNA, CCTV, fingerprint,
eyewitness,

and

no

evidence)

and

tactic

type

(Evidential/Reliable,

Evidential/Unreliable, Nonevidential/Crime-relevant, Nonevidential/Crime-irrelevant,
and Context Manipulation), and their interaction terms and (b) random intercepts for
participants. I used the no evidence and Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant group as a
reference group because it could best explain all the hypotheses. I used treatment
contrasts; I could compare the ratings of the reference group with the other 24 groups
and examine significant differences in the regression coefficients across the groups. I
present the results of this analysis in Table 9 and the descriptive statistics of each
condition in Table 10.

3

In the preregistration, I reported using a mixed-design ANOVA for testing my hypotheses.
Instead, I use mixed-effects models because these are more flexible than other analytic
strategies (e.g., ANOVA) and are well-suited for accounting for random factors. To check if
there were any differences in the results between the two analyses, I also analysed the data
with ANOVA. I found that the results were the same for testing the hypotheses.
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I predicted that interrogators would adopt more tactics from the
Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant type when they do not have any evidence. The results
suggested that participants in the no evidence group did not use significantly more
Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant tactics than those who had incriminating evidence.
The data did not support Hypothesis 1.
I hypothesised that participants in the DNA, CCTV, and fingerprint conditions
would use more Evidential/Reliable tactics than those in the eyewitness and no
evidence conditions. I did not find any significant difference between the physical and
nonphysical evidence conditions. The results did not support Hypothesis 2.
To test Hypotheses 3 and 4, I conducted a z-test to compare the coefficients
between the eyewitness and three physical conditions (Paternoster et al., 1998). I
hypothesised that the participants in the eyewitness conditions (vs. DNA, CCTV, and
fingerprint) would be more likely to choose the tactics from the Evidential/Unreliable
type. There was no significant difference between eyewitness and DNA (z = 0.63, p =
.53), eyewitness and CCTV (z = -0.57, p = .57), and eyewitness and fingerprint (z =
-.32, p = .75). Participants in the eyewitness condition did not use significantly more
Evidential/Unreliable tactics than those in the physical evidence conditions. The data
did not support Hypothesis 3.
I hypothesised that the participants in eyewitness conditions (vs. those in
DNA, CCTV, and fingerprint conditions) would be more likely to choose the tactics
from the Context-manipulation type. The results of z-score tests indicated that there
was no significant difference between eyewitness and DNA (z = 0.41, p = .68),
eyewitness and CCTV (z = -0.69, p = .49), and eyewitness and fingerprint (z = -.81, p
= .42).The data did not support Hypothesis 4. Participants in the eyewitness condition
did not significantly choose more Context Manipulation tactics than the participants
in the three physical evidence conditions.
Table 9
Linear Mixed-Effects Model for the Effects of Evidence Type and Tactic Type on the
Number of Selected Interrogation Tactics (Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 4)
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Fixed effects
Intercept (No Evidence,
Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant)

B
0.61

DNAh1

0.10

CCTVh1

0.01

Fingerprinth1

0.03

Eyewitnessh1

0.06

Evidential/Reliable

0.26

Evidential/Unreliable

0.21

Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant

0.33

Context Manipulation

0.35

DNA: Evidential/Reliableh2

-0.10

CCTV: Evidential/Reliable h2

0.09

Fingerprint: Evidential/Reliable h2

0.01

Eyewitness: Evidential/Reliable h2

-0.07

DNA: Evidential/Unreliableh3

-0.11

CCTV: Evidential/Unreliable h3

0.03

SE
0.0
5
0.0
8
0.0
7
0.0
7
0.0
7
0.0
6
0.0
6
0.0
6
0.0
6
0.0
9
0.0
9
0.0
9
0.0
9
0.0
9
0.0
9

df

t

p

339.8

11.54

< .001

339.8

1.38

.17

339.8

0.17

.87

339.8

0.37

.71

339.8

0.84

.40

404.0

-3.49

< .001

404.0

-4.28

< .001

404.0

-5.38

< .001

404.0

-5.85

< .001

404.0

-1.21

.23

404.0

1.12

.27

404.0

-0.10

.92

404.0

-0.85

.39

404.0

-1.32

.19

404.0

0.39

.70
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Fingerprint: Evidential/Unreliable h3

0.01

Eyewitness: Evidential/Unreliable h3

-0.04

DNA: Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant

-0.04

CCTV: Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant

0.04

Fingerprint:
Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant
Eyewitness:
Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant

0.04

0.08

DNA: Context Manipulationh4

-0.14

CCTV: Context Manipulationh4

0.01

Fingerprint: Context Manipulationh4

0.01

Eyewitness: Context Manipulationh4

-0.09

Random effect

SD

Subjects nested in orders

0.14

Residual

0.20

0.0
9
0.0
9
0.0
9
0.0
9
0.0
9
0.0
9
0.0
9
0.0
9
0.0
9
0.0
9

404.0

0.03

.98

404.0

-0.42

.68

404.0

-0.47

.64

404.0

0.44

.66

404.0

0.44

.66

404.0

0.87

.39

404.0

-1.65

.10

404.0

-0.10

.92

404.0

0.08

.93

404.0

-1.05

.29

Note. t-tests use Satterthwaite approximated degrees of freedom. The reference group
is no evidence and Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant. Significant differences are
presented in boldface.
h1
Coefficients used for testing Hypothesis 1.
h2
Coefficients used for testing Hypothesis 2.
h3
Coefficients used for testing Hypothesis 3.
h4
Coefficients used for testing Hypothesis 4.

Table 10
Descriptive Statistics for the Tactics Selected Against the Suspect by Tactic Type
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Selected
Proportionb

Number of
Tactic
Media
M (SD)
Evidence Type

Min.

Max.

M (SD)

n

Evidential/
Reliable (5a)
DNA

2.00 (0.95)

2

1

5

0.40 (0.19)

CCTV

2.41 (1.10)

3

0

4

0.48 (0.22)

Fingerprint

1.82 (0.96)

2

1

4

0.36 (0.19)

Eyewitness

1.82 (0.96)

2

0

4

0.39 (0.20)

No Evidence

2.00 (1.05)

2

1

4

0.40 (0.21)

DNA

1.71 (1.49)

1

0

5

0.34 (0.30)

CCTV

1.86 (1.32)

2

0

4

0.37 (0.26)

Fingerprint

1.64 (1.56)

1

0

5

0.33 (0.31)

Eyewitness

1.90 (1.29)

2

0

4

0.38 (0.26)

No Evidence

1.76 (0.89)

2

0

3

0.35 (0.18)

DNA

2.10 (1.55)

2

0

5

0.35 (0.26)

CCTV

1.86 (1.52)

1

0

5

0.31 (0.25)

Fingerprint

1.77 (1.69)

1

0

5

0.30 (0.28)

Eyewitness

2.55 (1.28)

2

0

4

0.42 (0.21)

Evidential/
Unreliable (5)

Nonevidential/
Crime-Relevant (6)
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No Evidence

1.71 (1.35)

1

0

4

0.29 (0.22)

DNA

4.29 (1.62)

5

1

6

0.71 (0.27)

CCTV

3.59 (1.99)

4

0

6

0.60 (0.30)

Fingerprint

3.50 (1.63)

4

1

6

0.58 (0.27)

Eyewitness

4.05 (1.50)

4

1

6

0.68 (0.25)

No Evidence

3.67 (1.93)

3

1

6

0.61 (0.32)

DNA

1.10 (1.14)

1

0

4

0.22 (0.23)

CCTV

1.18 (0.80)

1

0

2

0.24 (0.16)

Fingerprint

1.18 (1.01)

1

0

3

0.24 (0.20)

Eyewitness

1.15 (0.88)

1

0

3

0.23 (0.18)

No Evidence

1.29 (0.90)

1

0

3

0.26 (0.18)

DNA

11.19 (5.30)

11.0

3

25

0.41 (0.20)

CCTV

10.91 (4.58)

10.0

1

21

0.40 (0.17)

Fingerprint

9.91 (4.56)

10.5

1

18

0.37 (0.17)

Eyewitness

11.60 (3.94)

11.0

4

19

0.43 (0.15)

No Evidence

10.43 (4.58)

11.0

4

18

0.39 (0.17)

Nonevidential/
Crime-Irrelevant (6)

Context Manipulation (6)

All Types of Tactics

Note. DNA (n = 21), CCTV (n = 22), Fingerprint (n = 22), Eyewitness (n = 20), No
Evidence (n = 21).
a
Numbers in bracket mean the number of tactics in types.
b
We calculated the proportions of the selected tactics for each type in the five
evidence conditions.

Hypothesis 5
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For Hypothesis 5, I also fit a linear mixed-effects model predicting
participants’ choice of tactic types. Each participant provided five measures of the
five types of interrogation tactics (total N = 530 valid observations). The model
included one fixed effect for evidence type (DNA, CCTV, fingerprint, eyewitness, and
no evidence) and random intercepts for participants. I used the no evidence condition
as a reference group. I used treatment contrasts and compared the ratings of the
reference group with those of the four evidence groups. I expected that participants
would become motivated to draw a confession when participants had no incriminating
evidence. I compared the ratings in the no evidence condition with those in the other
four conditions. I present the results of this analysis in Table 11.
I predicted that participants in the eyewitness and no evidence groups would
use more tactics from the five types than the three physical groups. As can be seen in
Table 11, the results indicated that participants selected a similar number of
interrogation tactics—irrespective of the type of evidence against the suspect. This did
not support Hypothesis 5. In sum, none of the hypotheses was supported.
Table 11
Linear Mixed-Effects Model for the Effect of Evidence Type on the Total Number of
Selected Interrogation Tactics (Hypothesis 5)
Fixed effects

B

SE

df

t

p

9.29

23.58

< .001

13.74

1.12

.24

13.64

0.78

.45

13.64

0.37

.41

0.0
Intercept (No Evidence)

0.39
2
0.0

DNA

0.03
2
0.0

CCTV

0.02
2
0.0

Fingerprint

-0.02
2
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0.0
Eyewitness

0.04

13.84

-0.84

.09

2
Random effect

SD

Subjects nested in orders

0.08

Residual

0.01

Note. t-tests use Satterthwaite approximated degrees of freedom. The reference group
is the no evidence condition.

Exploratory Analyses
Frequency of Tactic Usage
Similar to the results of the hypothesis testings, the South Korean investigators
preferred to employ the Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant tactics (M = 6.28, SD = 1.42;
see Table 12 for descriptive statistics) and the Evidential/Reliable tactics (M = 5.52,
SD = 1.13) in comparison with the Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant (M = 4.37, SD =
1.36), the Evidential/Unreliable (M = 5.52, SD = 1.13), or the Context Manipulation
tactics (M = 5.52, SD = 1.13). At the individual tactic level, the most frequently used
tactics are employ active listening skills (M = 9.19, SD = 0.52; Bull, 2019), disclose
evidence gradually (M = 7.25, SD = 2.07; Bull, 2014; Dando & Bull, 2011; Dando et
al., 2015; Sandham et al., 2020), interrogate suspect in a comfortable setting (M =
6.91, SD = 2.29), identify suspect’s basic needs and emotional status (M = 6.85, SD =
2.16), and present self in a helpful role other than being an investigator (M = 6.66, SD
= 2.14). In contrast, investigators were least likely to employ these tactics: interrogate
suspect at a late time (M = 2.14, SD = 1.58), in an uncomfortable setting (M = 2.64,
SD = 1.76), and in an isolated setting (M = 2.76, SD = 1.97), disparage/dismiss
information suspect provides (M = 2.67, SD = 1.88), and disclose evidence early (M =
2.94, SD = 1.81).
Table 12
Frequency of Usage of 27 Tactics
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Media
n

Min
.

Max
.

2.94 (1.81)
6.54 (2.37)

3
8

1
1

10
10

3. Disclose evidence gradually
4. Present case materials directly or indirectly to
suspect
5. Exaggerate power of evidence

7.25 (2.07)

9

1

10

6

1

10

5

1

10

Evidential/Unreliable

4.32 (1.29)

6. Bluff/bait suspect about supposed evidence of
involvement
7. Share media reports, statistics, or evidence from
similar cases
8. Use polygraph

4.33 (2.53)

4

1

9

3

1

8

5.01 (2.60)

5

1

1

9. Leak information indirectly

3.59 (2.09)

3

1

8

10. Use suspect’s prior criminal history

4.86 (2.29)

5

1

10

Types and Tactics (N = 106)
Evidential/Reliable
1. Disclose evidence early
2. Disclose evidence late

Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant

M (SD)
5.52 (1.13)

5.84 (2.62)
5.02 (2.34)

3.79 (2.06)

4.37 (1.36)

11. Capitalise on capture shock

4.46 (2.49)

5

1

10

12. Maximise the seriousness of the offence

3.99 (2.56)

3

1

10

13. Minimise the seriousness of the offence

5.42 (2.36)

5

1

10

14. Disparage/dismiss information suspect provides

2.67 (1.88)

2

1

9

15. Empathise expertise or authority over suspect

5.15 (2.57)

5

1

10

16. Appeal to self-interest, religion, or conscience

4.55 (2.41)

5

1

10

4.38 (2.51)

5

1

10

18. Employ active listening skills
19. Identify suspect’s basic needs and emotional
status
20. Offer tangible or intangible incentives
21. Present self in a helpful role other than being an
investigator
22. Find common ground or shared experiences

7.88 (1.60)

8

1

10

7

1

10

7

1

10

7

1

10

6

1

10

Context Manipulation

3.84 (1.12)

Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant
17. Make suspect cry

6.28 (1.42)

6.85 (2.16)
6.01 (2.51)
6.66 (2.14)
5.88 (2.40)

23. Interrogate suspect in an uncomfortable setting

2.64 (1.76)

2

1

8

24. Interrogate suspect in a comfortable setting

6.91 (2.29)

7

1

10

25. Interrogate suspect in an isolated setting

2.76 (1.97)

2

1

9

26. Interrogate suspect at a late time

2.14 (1.58)

2

1

8

27. Use good-cop/bad-cop

4.75 (2.67)

5

1

10
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Note. The scores range from 1 (I never use it) to 10 (I always use it).

3.5 Discussion
The primary aim of this study was to examine whether the type of available
evidence affected investigators’ choice of interrogation tactic. Specifically, I tested
how five types of available evidence (DNA, CCTV, fingerprint, eyewitness, and no
evidence) influenced police interrogators’ selection of five types of tactics when
questioning a suspect in the simulated scenario. I predicted that the evidence types
would affect the tactic types the interrogators would select. Contrary to my
predictions, South Korean interrogators’ selections of tactics in the five types did not
significantly vary as a function of the type of incriminating evidence.
The findings may suggest that South Korean interrogators prefer the
Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant type to the other four types of tactics for their
interrogations. Goodman-Delahunty and Howes (2016) reported that South Korean
investigators believe that task-irrelevant social interactions with interviewees (e.g.,
socialization, being informal, showing respect) are crucial in enhancing their work
performances. Consistently, all participants selected significantly more tactics from
the Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant than from the other four types. Also, the
descriptive statistics for participants’ frequency of usage of interrogation tactics
provide additional support that South Korean police interrogators generally use tactics
of the Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant and the Evidential/Reliable types for their
work. More specifically, respondents reported employing active listening skills,
identifying what suspects need, and presenting themselves not as an investigator most
frequently. These results are also in line with the findings from a study with a
Japanese police sample (Wachi et al., 2014). However, note that the Nonevidential
Crime-Irrelevant type consists of six tactics with diverse purposes and likely effects.
Indeed, these tactics would fall into three different domains in Kelly et al. (2013)’s
taxonomy

(i.e.,

rapport

and

relationship

building,

emotion

provocation,

collaboration). In other words, with our tactic classification construct, the
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Nonevidential Crime-Irrelevant type is not merely reflective of rapport building but
also other tactic types.
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Chapter 4:
How Police Tactics Affect Prisoners’ and
Laypersons’ Perception of Evidence
(Study IIIa & IIIb)

90

Chapter 4

4.1 Abstract
Interrogators employ a wide range of tactics to obtain new and relevant evidence from
suspects. Suspects may use the employed tactics to infer what evidence the police
hold. Some tactics can make suspects perceive the police are holding more
incriminating evidence, but other tactics can result in opposite perceptions. However,
few studies have examined the potential relationship between types of interrogation
tactics and suspects’ perception of police evidence. To examine the variation of
suspects’ perception of evidence, I classified 27 interrogation tactics into evidential
and nonevidential types based on whether or not a tactic relates to evidence usage. In
Study 1 (N = 59), I conducted a self-report survey to examine prisoners’ and real
suspects’ perceptions of 27 evidential and nonevidential interrogation tactics. I
predicted that the evidential (vs. nonevidential) tactics would make participants
perceive that the police hold more evidence. The results partially supported my
prediction. In Study 2 (N = 117), I examined laypersons’ perceptions of the 27 tactics.
I tested the same hypothesis in Study 1, which was also partially supported. I
compared the ratings of the evidence perception between the groups. The results
suggest that prisoners’ and suspects’ ratings for individual tactics varied
comparatively more than layperson’s.
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4.2 Introduction
Most suspects who undergo an interrogation have perceptions of what
evidence or knowledge the police might have about the crime (e.g., Moston &
Engelberg, 2011). These perceptions may guide their decision about which
counter-interrogation strategy to use during the interrogation (Granhag & Hartwig,
2015). This paper focuses on the extent to which suspects’ perceptions of the evidence
vary depending on the type of interrogation tactics used against them.
Interrogators are known to use many tactics to obtain new and relevant
evidence from suspects (Kelly et al., 2013). Based on the employed tactics, suspects
may infer how much evidence the police hold. Notably, some interrogation tactics can
make suspects believe that the police hold more or less incriminating evidence. For
example, disclosing evidence late (Hartwig et al., 2014), disclosing evidence
incrementally (Granhag et al., 2013), the type of evidence (Brimbal & Luke, 2019),
and the content of investigative questions (Srivatsav et al., 2020) have been shown to
affect suspects’ perception of the evidence. However, we do not know much about the
dynamics between interrogators’ tactics and suspects’ perceptions of evidence. Past
studies have tested the effects of a limited number of interrogation tactics on the
evidence perception, especially those involving how and when to use the evidence
(the Strategic Use of Evidence [SUE] technique; e.g., Granhag et al., 2013; Hartwig et
al., 2014; Sorochinski et al., 2013).
Research has shown that how suspects perceive criminal evidence is one of the
most influential factors in determining their counter-interrogation strategies (e.g.,
confession, denial) and the outcome of the interrogation (Deslauriers‐Varin et al.,
2011; Granhag & Hartwig, 2015; Kebell et al., 2010; Moston et al., 1992).
Furthermore, research on the SUE technique has suggested that tactical disclosures of
evidence (i.e., late and gradual disclosure of evidence) can affect the suspects’
perception of evidence (Hartwig et al., 2014; Sellers & Kebbell, 2009; Tekin et al.,
2017). Also, Luke et al. (2014) found that mock guilty suspects who had been given
some incriminating information implying the possibility of evidence were more likely
to employ a forthcoming strategy and remain more consistent with the evidence than
innocent suspects because guilty suspects need to maintain a balance between
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concealing and disclosing the truth in order to look honest. From these previous
findings, I propose that interrogation tactics based on utilizing any police evidence
(e.g., presenting available evidence or information) may affect the suspect’s
perceptions of the evidence situation. In other words, these evidence-related tactics
(evidential type of tactics) may imply available evidence, leading them to perceive
that the interrogator holds more incriminating evidence compared to tactics that are
not related to evidence usage (nonevidential type of tactics).
Suppose an interrogator puts case files and copies of crime scene photos on
the table, asking a suspect to look at the files (Leo & Davis, 2010). Showing the crime
scene photos can imbue the suspect with the belief or impression that the interrogator
holds incriminating evidence and knows much about the crime. So this tactic may
influence the suspect’s perception of the interrogator’s evidence, although the photos
do not directly suggest whether the interrogator holds the evidence that can prove the
suspect’s guilt. On the other hand, interrogators can tactically decide not to share
evidence. For instance, an interrogator may decide to focus more on discussing the
suspect’s personal life even when holding some incriminating evidence. Listening to
the suspect’s personal life story has no relation to either the evidence or the crime.
Alternatively, the interrogator can exploit the contextual influences of crime-relevance
that the suspect has a link to the crime without presenting any evidence. For example,
the interrogator maximises or minimises the seriousness of the crime or emphasises
her or his expertise and authority over the suspect. Although interrogators use these
nonevidential tactics frequently (Miller et al., 2018; Wachi et al., 2014), no study has
provided any empirical data for how suspects’ perceptions of police evidence can
interact with these nonevidential tactics in comparison with evidential tactics.
Taken altogether, I predict that the evidential (vs. nonevidential) interrogation
tactics will be more likely to increase suspects’ evidence perception. To our best
knowledge, this hypothesis has never been tested.

4.3 Study IIIa: A Survey Study with Prisoners and Suspects
In Study IIIa, I examined whether prisoners’ and suspects’ ratings for
perception of evidence varied depending on the evidential and nonevidential types of
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interrogation tactics. I adopted the classification of 27 interrogation tactics used in
Chapter 3, which were categorised into either evidential (10 tactics) or nonevidential
(17 tactics) types (see Supplementary Material 2 in Appendix B). Again, these
categories were divided into five sub-types because the inclusion of the five tactic
types is assumed to be informative for exploratory analyses by adding substantiation
and crime-relevance to the tactic classification. I asked prisoner and layperson
participants to imagine they were going through a police interrogation. Then, I
provided a list of the descriptions of the 27 tactics. The descriptions provided brief
information about the tactics that an investigator employs to elicit information or
evidence (see Supplementary Material 1 in Appendix C.) After reading each
description, participants reported how much evidence the police interrogator might
hold about them and the crime and responded to each item on a 10 point scale (in
Chapter 3, I measured how often investigators use the 27 tactics for their daily work
on the same scale).

4.4 Method
Before data collection, I preregistered the design, methods, sample size,
exclusions, analyses, and hypotheses on the Open Science Framework (OSF). Any
interested reader can access the materials, data, and supplementary materials available
on OSF (https://osf.io/t97yv/). I conducted this survey study in accordance with
applicable laws regulating research with suspects and prisoner participants’ human
rights, the KNPA’s guidelines, and with the Somang Correctional Institute’s approval.
Design
Study Ⅲa employed a repeated-measures design. The independent variable
was tactic type: evidential and nonevidential. The dependent variable was the
perception of police evidence (participants’ perception of how much incriminating
evidence the interrogator might hold about them and the crime).
Participants
Prior to the data collection (September 10, 2018), I determined the sample size
(N = 50) and exclusion criteria, and I stopped the sampling before February 28, 2019.
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Twenty-one suspects detained in local police stations and 38 inmates in prison took
part in my survey study. I excluded participants who had chosen to withdraw during
the survey; however, I included partially completed data in the analyses. As I planned
to sample from the two different groups, I recruited participants in two different ways:
For the suspect group, I carefully screened the information written in daily
case reports. The report was a document that was circulated every day in the Criminal
Investigation Divisions in South Korean Provincial Police Agencies; the daily case
report contains information about detained suspects. Regardless of the types or
seriousness of the crimes they were being detained for, I called the investigators in
charge once I found a suspect who had fully confessed. Because I was extremely
cautious that the study might affect the outcome of the investigation, whether a
suspect had already confessed to the police needed to be confirmed. Then, I asked the
investigator if the suspect might be interested in participating in my survey. A short
passage was emailed to investigators regarding what the survey was about and the
instruction alerting that there would be no advantage or disadvantage of participation
for the outcome of the suspects’ investigation. The investigators asked their suspect
and notified us of whether their suspect was willing to participate. Next, I directly
obtained written consent from all the suspects prior to the survey.
I contacted a chief correctional education investigator in a prison located in
South Korea to recruit prisoner participants. The chief investigator—running a
correctional education class—asked his prisoner students about whether they were
interested in participating in the survey. Thirty-nine of the 40 classmates agreed to
take part. In the middle of the survey, one participant decided not to respond to the
questionnaire. Finally, I received 38 responses from the prisoner group.
Regarding the compensation for the two groups, I paid 10,000 Won (£7) in
cash only to prisoner participants due to potential legal issues related to compensating
police detainees.
Ethical Considerations
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Participants were in vulnerable situations (police custody and imprisonment).
Therefore, I was cautious of potential ethical and human-rights issues that could arise
as a result of the survey. I did not collect any information except for their responses to
the questionnaire. All the collected data were obtained and processed according to the
corresponding law, regulations, and agreements made in the internal meetings with
the Provincial Police Agency and the correctional institute. Hence, as a precautionary
measure, I informed each participant of the purpose of the survey, and I received
direct consent from the participants, who signed on a written consent form. Before the
survey, I notified them that they could withdraw at any time and that I would not
collect their personal information.
Procedure
Suspect Participants
Once I confirmed that a suspect had confessed to her/his crime and had agreed
to participate, the first author of this paper (main interviewer) and a police
investigator (assisting interviewer) from the Provincial Police Agency went to the
detention center at a mutually agreed time. Afterward, the interviewers conducted an
in-person survey for each suspect. Before the survey, I thoroughly explained the
purpose and process of this survey, and this was delivered both orally and on a written
consent form. Also, I highlighted to the suspects that their participation would not be
advantageous nor disadvantageous to the outcome of the investigation in which they
had been involved and that they were free to withdraw anytime. Given that the
respondents were in police custody, I did not ask for nor share any information about
their investigation by warning them about the potential consequences of disclosing
their crime-relevant information, which could be used against them in court. Then, the
interviewer conducted a 15-min-long rapport-building session for each participant.
The participants were informed in advance that whatever they would say to the
interviewer in the rapport building session would be neither collected nor recorded as
my data. After the survey, all the participants were, again, fully debriefed about this
research.
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Prisoner Participants
Unlike with the suspect participants, I conducted the survey with the prisoner
participants in a group. The first author was invited to a prison in South Korea. After
a correctional education class ended, the author fully explained my survey’s purpose
and process to the group of prisoners who had agreed to take part—both verbally and
in a written consent form. It was highlighted again that their survey participation
would be neither advantageous nor disadvantageous to the evaluation of their
imprisonment and that they were free to withdraw anytime. I informed them that they
were allowed to ask questions if there was anything they did not understand regarding
the items. After completing the questionnaire, they were fully debriefed about what
our survey was about and why I conducted it with them.
Materials
Perception of Available Evidence
After receiving participants’ consent, I instructed them to imagine they were
about to be interviewed as a suspect by a police interrogator for an alleged crime.
Participants were asked to infer how much incriminating evidence the interrogator
might hold about them and the crime when each of the 27 interrogation tactics was
employed against them during interrogation.4 They then rated their perceptions
separately for each of the 27 tactics on a 10-point scale (1 = it is not at all likely that
the interrogator has much evidence against me and 10 = it is extremely likely that the
interrogator has much evidence against me). To countervail the order effect, I
randomised the order of the tactic descriptions.

4.5 Results
Hypothesis Test

4

In Chapter 3, I provided a list including brief descriptions with tactic names to the
officer participants. However, only the tactic descriptions (without their name) were given to
the participants in Chapter 4 (see Appendix C). The main reason was that the pariticipants,
unlike police officers, might not be familiar with interrogation tactics, and, therefore, reading
the tactics’ name might result to confusion.
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I hypothesised that prisoners’ and suspects’ perception of evidence would vary
depending on the tactic types. To test this effect, I fit a linear mixed-effects model
predicting participants’ ratings for evidence perception. I used the lme4 package
(Bates et al., 2015) for R (R Core Team, 2018). I also used the lmerTest package
(Kuznetsova et al., 2017) to calculate Satterthwaite approximated degrees of freedom.
Each participant provided five measures of evidence perception ratings for the five
tactic types (total N = 295 valid observations): I calculated the five mean values for
each tactic type by averaging the ratings of constituent tactic items, and these five
measures were used for analyses. The model included a fixed effect for Tactic type
(Evidential/Reliable,

Evidential/Unreliable,

Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant,

Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant, and Context-Manipulation) and random intercepts
for participants. I used the Evidential/Reliable type as a reference group. I used
treatment contrasts to compare the reference group ratings with the other 4 groups and
to examine significant differences of the regression coefficients. To examine further
significant differences in the regression coefficients between the four types, I used a
z-test (Paternoster et al., 1998). I present the results of this analysis in Table 13 and
the descriptive statistics in Table 14.
Table 13
Mixed-Effects Model for Tactic Type Effect on Prisoners’ and Suspects’ Perception of
Evidence (Study Ⅲa)
Fixed effects

B

SE

df

t

p

5.62

0.20

214.9

28.28

< .001

Evidential/Unreliable

-0.73

0.24

232.0

-3.09

.002

Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant

-0.52

0.24

232.0

-2.21

.03

Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant

-1.83

0.24

232.0

-7.75

< .001

Context Manipulation

-1.20

0.24

232.0

-5.11

< .001

Random effect

SD

Subjects nested in orders

0.83

Residual

1.28

Intercept
(Evidential/Susbstantiated)
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Note. t-tests used Satterthwaite approximated degrees of freedom. The reference
group for tactic type is the Evidential/Reliable type. The total number of valid
observations was N = 295. Evidence perception was measured on a 10-point scale (1
= it is not at all likely that the interrogator has much evidence against me and 10 = it
is extremely likely that the interrogator has much evidence against me).

As can be seen in Table 13, Hypothesis 1 was partially supported. The results
indicated that participants’ ratings of the interrogator’s evidence for the
Evidential/Reliable type were significantly higher than those for the other three
nonevidential types. However, the ratings for the Evidential/Unreliable type did not
differ significantly from the nonevidential types. Also, participants believed that the
interrogator had significantly more evidence when reliable evidence was used than
unreliable evidence.
Participants had the highest perceived evidence with the Evidential/Reliable
type (M = 5.62, SD = 1.11) and the lowest perceived evidence with the
Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant type (M = 3.79, SD = 1.46; see Table 14 for
descriptive statistics).
A significant difference between the Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant and
Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant (z = 3.86, p < .001) was found. Prisoners and suspects
reported that the interrogator had significantly more evidence when the
Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant

tactics

were

employed

(vs.

the

Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant). I also observed a significant difference between
Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant and Context-Manipulation (z = 2.00, p = .045). The
result suggested that participants had significantly higher ratings for the
Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant than the Context-Manipulation type. However, I did
not see any significant difference between the Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant and
Context manipulation types (z = 1.86, p = .063).
The descriptive statistics for each interrogation tactic in Table 14 indicated
that participants had the highest ratings on use suspect’s prior criminal history in the
Evidential/Unreliable type (M = 7.20, SD = 3.17), exaggerate power of evidence in
the Evidential/Reliable type (M = 7.05, SD = 2.58), and empathise expertise or
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authority over suspect in the type of Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant (M = 6.54, SD =
2.88). Meanwhile, when find common ground or shared experiences (M = 2.49, SD =
2.10), present self in a helpful role other than being an investigator (M = 2.68, SD =
2.32) in the Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant type, and interrogate suspect at a late
time in the Context Manipulation type (M = 2.81, SD = 2.49) were used, participants
reported that the interrogator had the least evidence against them.
Table 14
Prisoners’ and Laypeople’s Ratings of Perception of Police Evidence in Response to
Interrogation Tactics
Prisoners
&
Suspectsb

Laypeople
(N = 117)

Tactics and Types

t

df

Cohen’s da

p

(N = 59)
M (SD)

M (SD)

Evidential/Reliable

5.62 (1.66)

6.03 (1.37)

-1.76

174

.08

1. Disclose evidence early

4.10 (2.75)

5.88 (2.11)

-4.35

94.0

˂.001

-0.73

2. Disclose evidence late

5.02 (2.52)

6.49 (1.98)

-3.93

95.5

<.001

-0.65

3. Disclose evidence gradually

5.88 (3.37)

6.57 (1.94)

-1.70

78.2

.15

-0.25

4. Present case materials directly
or indirectly to suspect

6.03 (3.17)

5.58 (1.88)

1.02

79.2

.31

0.18

5. Exaggerate power of evidence

7.05 (2.58)

5.62 (1.97)

3.74

93.2

<.001

0.62

Evidential/Unreliable

4.89 (1.45)

4.82 (1.38)

0.29

174

.77

0.05

6. Bluff/bait suspect about
supposed evidence of involvement

5.10 (2.85)

5.23 (1.82)

-0.31

89.8

.76

-0.05

7. Share media reports, statistics,
or evidence from similar cases

4.24 (2.91)

5.23 (1.82)

-2.40

81.9

.01

-0.41

8. Use polygraph

3.93 (3.28)

4.55 (1.91)

-1.33

78.7

.19

-0.23

9. Leak information indirectly

3.97 (2.82)

4.59 (1.96)

-1.52

87.7

.13

-0.26

10. Use suspect’s prior criminal
history

7.20 (3.17)

4.37 (2.05)

6.22

83.4

<.001

1.06

Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant

5.10 (1.39)

4.80 (1.38)

1.35

174

.18

0.22

11. Capitalise on capture shock

4.93 (3.12)

5.18 (1.94)

-0.56

81.2

.58

-0.43

12. Maximise the seriousness of
the offence

6.07 (2.99)

4.97 (2.04)

2.53

86.1

.01

0.43

0.28
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13. Minimise the seriousness of the
offence

3.51 (2.58)

5.10 (2.03)

-4.12

95.8

<.001

-0.68

14. Disparage/dismiss information
suspect provides

5.41 (2.99)

4.33 (2.30)

2.42

94.1

.02

0.40

15. Emphasise expertise or
authority over suspect

6.54 (2.88)

4.56 (2.05)

4.72

89.1

<.001

0.79

16. Appeal to self-interest,
religion, or conscience

4.12 (2.63)

4.59 (2.04)

-1.92

94.4

.24

-0.20

Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant

3.79 (1.67)

4.94 (1.54)

-4.54

174

<.001

-0.73

17. Make suspect cry

3.83 (3.07)

4.67 (1.97)

-1.92

83.0

.06

-0.33

18. Employ active listening skills

4.03 (2.56)

5.06 (2.03)

-2.68

96.3

.01

-0.45

19. Identify suspect’s basic needs
and emotional status

3.20 (2.57)

5.32 (1.93)

-5.57

91.9

<.001

-0.93

20. Offer tangible or intangible
incentives

6.51 (2.91)

4.94 (2.00)

3.72

86.9

<.001

0.63

21. Present self in a helpful role
other than being an investigator

2.68 (2.32)

4.76 (1.97)

-6.19

172

<.001

-0.99

22. Find common ground or shared
experiences

2.49 (2.10)

4.79 (2.00)

-7.08

174

<.001

-1.13

Context Manipulation

4.41 (1.44)

4.69 (1.43)

-1.21

174

.23

-0.19

23. Interrogate suspect in an
uncomfortable setting

5.22 (3.41)

5.28 (2.02)

-0.12

79.1

.91

-0.02

3.75 (2.87)

4.68 (2.13)

-2.21

91.3

.03

-0.37

5.90 (3.13)

4.33 (2.08)

3.49

84.5

<.001

0.59

26. Interrogate suspect at a late
time

2.81 (2.49)

4.54 (2.10)

-4.84

174

<.001

-0.77

27. Use good-cop/bad-cop

4.39 (3.32)

4.60 (1.90)

-0.44

77.9

.66

-0.08

24. Interrogate suspect
comfortable setting
25. Interrogate
isolated setting

in

a

suspect in an

Note. Significant differences between the groups are shown in boldface.
a
The negative sign of the effect sizes means that the level of the perception of
evidence was higher for the layperson group than for the prisoner and suspect group.
b
Before merging the data from the suspect and prisoner groups, a t-test was conducted
to test whether there was significant differences between the groups. The results
showed that the groups’ evidence perception ratings did not differ significantly.
4.6 Discussion
The main goal of this study was to investigate the degree to which prisoners’
and suspects’ perceptions of evidence varied by the type of interrogation tactics. The
data showed that their ratings were significantly higher for the Evidential/Reliable
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type in comparison with those in the other three nonevidential tactic types
(Noevidential/Crime-Relevant,

Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant,

and

Context-Manipulation). However, there was no significant difference between the
Evidential/Unreliable type and the other three nonevidential types in the ratings.
Based on this discrepancy between the two evidential tactic types, it is reasonable to
posit that substantiation of evidence can be influential on suspects during
interrogation. I return to this factor in the General Discussion section.
To supplement the results of the present study, I conducted a second study. In
Study Ⅲb, I recruited a South Korean layperson sample because I was interested in
examining whether the amount of perception of evidence would vary between
criminal and layperson groups. Through this follow-up study, I not only tested the
same hypothesis in Study Ⅲa but also made additional comparisons between the
ratings of the two groups.

4.7 Study IIIb: A Survey Study with Laypersons
To supplement the results of Study Ⅲa, I conducted a similar study. I aimed to
retest the hypothesis in Study Ⅲa with South Korean laypersons, who had no prior
criminal experience with any police investigation. I used the same design, procedure,
and materials, but the study differed in that I conducted an online survey and collected
demographic information from layperson participants.
4.8 Method
As with Study Ⅲa, before data collection, I preregistered the design, methods,
sample size, exclusions, analyses, and hypotheses for Study Ⅲb on OSF. Any
interested

reader can

access the

materials and data available on OSF

(https://osf.io/t97yv/).
Participants and Exclusion Criteria
South Korean jury-eligible laypeople (20–93 years old) were recruited using
an online research company in South Korea with a target number of 100 (minimum). I
included an instructional manipulation check (IMC) in the middle of the inventory so
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as to assess whether participants were paying attention to our survey properly. The
IMC comprised a question with a long paragraph asking them about an unrelated
topic, which in the end instructed them to ignore what they had read and to click on a
specific response in the box. Provided that they had paid attention to the IMC
question, they could not miss out the correct answer given. I excluded two
respondents who failed the IMC. The final sample comprised N = 117 persons. The
mean age of the participants was 39.5 years (SD = 13.7). 50.4% of the participants
were male, 47.9% were female, and 1.7% of them did not identify their gender. The
majority of participants had a university degree (55.6%); the rest had a high-school
diploma (18.8%), two-year-college degree (12.8%), Master’s degree (9.4%), and PhD.
degree (1.7%), respectively. Each participant was compensated with 5,000 Won (£3.5)
for their participation.
Design, Procedure, and Materials
Study IIIb also employed a repeated-measures design with the same
independent and dependent variables. I administered the survey using online survey
software, Qualtrics (https://www.qualtrics.com). The online questionnaire, identical to
the paper-questionnaire used in Study Ⅲa, consisted of four sections: (a) consent
form, (b) perception of police evidence for 27 interrogation tactics (in randomised
order), (c) debriefing, and (d) demographics (see Supplementary Material 2 in
Appendix C). To filter out participants with any prior criminal history, I asked
whether they had been arrested for a crime in the consent form, and only those who
answered no could participate in the survey.
4.9 Results
Hypothesis Test
I predicted that laypersons’ ratings of evidence perception would be higher
with the evidential types of tactics (Evidential/Reliable and Evidential/Unreliable
types)

than

with

the

nonevidential

Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant,

and

types

(Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant,

Context-Manipulation).

I

fit

a

linear

mixed-effects model predicting participants’ ratings for perception of evidence. Each
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participant provided five measures (i.e., mean scores for the five types) of perception
of evidence ratings for the five types (total N = 585 valid observations). The model
included a fixed effect for tactic type (Evidential/Reliable [reference group],
Evidential/Unreliable,

Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant,

Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant, and Context-Manipulation) and random intercepts
for participants. I present the results of this analysis in Table 15.
Table 15
Mixed-Effects Model for Tactic Type Effect on Laypersons’ Perception of Evidence
(Study Ⅲb)
Fixed effects
Intercept
(Evidential/Susbstantiated)

B

SE

df

t

p

6.03

0.13

246.6

45.88

< .001

-1.2
0.12
464.0
-10.05
< .001
1
-1.2
Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant
0.12
464.0
-9.07
< .001
3
-1.0
Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant
0.12
464.0
-10.25
< .001
9
-1.3
Context Manipulation
0.12
464.0
-11.14
< .001
4
Random effect
SD
Subjects nested in orders
1.08
Residual
0.92
Note. t-tests used Satterthwaite approximated degrees of freedom. The reference
group for tactic type is the Evidential/Reliable type. The total number of valid
observations is N = 585. Evidence perception was measured on a 10-point scale (1 = it
is not at all likely that the interrogator has much evidence against me and 10 = it is
extremely likely that the interrogator has much evidence against me).
Evidential/Unreliable

Identical to Study Ⅲa, Hypothesis 1 was partially supported. Participants’
ratings were significantly higher with the Evidential/Reliable type of tactics compared
with

the other three nonevidential types. However, the ratings for the

Evidential/Unreliable type did not differ significantly from the three nonevidential
types.
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Participants had the highest ratings for the Evidential/Reliable type (M = 6.02,
SD = 0.49) and the lowest ratings for the Context-Manipulation type (M = 4.67, SD =
0.37; see Table 14 for descriptive statistics).
I conducted z-score tests to see any significant differences in the regression
coefficients

between

the

Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant,

Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant, and Context-manipulation. I did not find any
significant

differences

between

Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant

(z

the
=

Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant
0.83,

p

=

.41),

between

and
the

Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant and Context-Manipulation (z = 0.65, p = .52), or
between the Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant and Context-Manipulation types (z =
1.47, p = .14).
Descriptive statistics for each interrogation tactic revealed that the laypeople
had the highest ratings on disclose evidence gradually (M = 6.57, SD = 1.94), disclose
evidence late (M = 6.49, SD = 1.98), and disclose evidence early (M = 5.88, SD =
2.11) in the Evidential/Reliable type (see Table 14). In contrast, the participants rated
as the lowest tactics interrogate suspect in an isolated setting in the
Context-Manipulation type (M = 4.33, SD = 2.08), disparage/dismiss information
suspect provides in the Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant type (M = 4.33, SD = 2.30),
and interrogate suspect at a late time in the Context Manipulation type (M = 4.54, SD
= 2.10).
Exploratory Analyses
Group Comparisons
I explored whether there existed any significant differences in the ratings
between the groups in the five tactic types and 27 individual tactics. I used t-tests to
compare their ratings, and the t-test results are presented in Table 14.
Comparisons by Tactic Type
I

observed

a significant difference

in the

ratings only for

the

Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant type between the prisoners and suspects in Chapter 3
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and laypersons in Chapter 4, such that prisoners and suspects tended to perceive that
the interrogator would hold significantly less evidence compared to laypersons.
However, no significant difference was observed for the other four types of tactics.
The results imply that only the Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant type of tactics
significantly varied the perceived amount of available evidence between the two
groups.
Specifically, prisoners and suspects were less likely to believe that the
interrogator

might

have

much

evidence

against

them

when

Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant tactics were employed. It is notable that the six tactics
in the category were not associated with the evidential and crime-relevant properties
of crimes. Rather, five of the six constituent tactics in the type were related to building
rapport and maintaining collaboration with the suspect (see Kelly et al., 2013). To
look closer into each tactic’s characteristics, I compared the ratings for the 27 tactics.
As a result, I obtained more varying results from the individual tactic comparisons
than the type comparisons (see Figure 1).
Differences in Constituent 27 Tactics
Zooming into the individual tactic level, I found more significant differences
in the perception ratings than I could expect from the results for the type comparisons;
the ratings between the groups were significantly different in 18 of the 27 tactics.
Notably,

the

tactic

of

find

common

ground

or

shared

experiences

(Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant) showed the greatest difference, followed by use
suspect’s prior criminal history (Evidential/Unreliable) and present self in a helpful
role other than being an investigator (Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant). The data
indicated that when the interrogator attempted to find common ground or shared
experiences with the suspect or when the interrogator presents her/himself as a helper
rather than an investigator, prisoners and suspects were more likely than laypersons to
perceive that the interrogator did not hold incriminating evidence.
Figure 1
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Variations in Mean Ratings of Evidence Perception for 27 Tactics Between Prisoner
and Suspect and Layperson Groups

Note. Prisoner group includes the suspect sample.
In contrast, the prisoners’ and suspects’ perceptions of evidence (vs.
laypersons’) significantly rose when the interrogator used prior criminal history.
Also, their ratings were significantly higher with empathise expertise or authority
over suspect, exaggerate the power of evidence, and offer tangible or intangible
incentives than the laypersons. Besides, I observed significant differences in
participants’ perceptions when minimization and maximization were used. For
maximization, prisoners’ and suspects’ evidence perception was significantly higher
than laypersons’. For minimization, the opposite pattern was observed: Prisoners and
suspects (vs. laypersons) tended to infer that the interrogator did not have much
evidence when the interrogator minimised the seriousness of the offence. These
comparison analyses for 27 tactics suggested the wide variations of the ratings
between the groups and within the groups.
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4.10 Discussion
I conducted Study Ⅲb to investigate how laypersons’ perceptions of evidence would
vary depending on the evidential and nonevidential types of tactics. Similar to the
results

of

Study

Ⅲa,

the data

partially

supported my hypothesis; the

Evidential/Reliable tactic type increased laypersons’ level of perceived evidence
significantly more than the other three nonevidential types of tactics. However, the
Evidential/Unreliable type did not differ significantly from the nonevidential types in
participants’ ratings. As consistent with the results in Study Ⅲa, the factor of
evidence substantiation might have affected laypersons’ perceived evidence as well.
When an interrogator used tactics with low-reliability evidence, laypersons perceived
that the interrogator did not have much evidence.
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Police investigators are deeply involved in the collection of evidence, and the
judgements they make early in an investigation can influence the outcome of a
criminal case. Despite the importance, scholars have paid comparatively little
attention to how evidence influences investigators’ decision-making. The main
objective of this thesis was to examine the effects of evidence types on investigators’
decision-making processes before and during police interrogation. An additional aim
of the thesis was to broaden the scope by examining the effect of interrogation tactic
types on suspects’ perceptions of evidence. In Study Ⅰ (Chapter 2), the primary focus
was to examine the degree to which the type of evidence might influence police
investigators’ judgements with respect to (a) the estimated likelihood of the suspect’s
commission and (b) the reliability of a piece of critical evidence. In Study Ⅱ (Chapter
3), the effects of evidence types on the interrogation tactic types selected by
interrogators were studied. To examine the extent to which suspects’ perceived
evidence varied depending on the type of interrogation tactics, Study Ⅲa (Chapter 4)
was conducted using a sample of prisoners and suspects in police custody. In Study
Ⅲb (Chapter 4), an online survey was performed with a group of laypersons (naïve
suspects) without any prior criminal experience. The thesis attempted to reach the
main objective by providing empirical evidence for the potential effects of evidence
on investigators’ judgements and by examining the potential relationship between
suspects’ perceptions of evidence and the evidential and nonevidential types of
interrogation tactics.
I start by discussing the main findings with regard to the effects of available
evidence on investigators’ decision-making. Then, I introduce the results for
prisoners’ and suspects’ and laypersons’ perception of evidence and compare the two
samples. Finally, I provide practical implications drawn from the findings, limitations,
future directions, ethical considerations, and conclusions.
5.1

Summary of findings

Previous research showed that both practitioners and laypersons had similar
perceptions of diverse physical and witness evidence types, such that they generally
believed that DNA and fingerprint were more reliable than eyewitness testimony
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(Martire et al., 2019). Also, this phenomenon is present even during the prosecutorial
stage in the legal system (Alderden & Ullman, 2012; Alderden et al., 2018; Moston &
Engelberg, 1993; O’Neal et al., 2015). Study I (Chapter 2) corroborated the findings
of the previous work in evidence judgements; the type of available evidence indeed
affected police investigators’ investigative judgements. To be more specific,
investigators tended to perceive the evidence to be significantly less reliable when it
was presented in the form of eyewitness testimony than other physical types. In
addition, the investigators’ perceived evidence reliability predicted their judgements
of the suspect’s likelihood of commission. As expected, this indicates that when an
investigator perceives the evidence to be reliable, they are likely to believe the suspect
to be culpable. It is notable that these effects occurred even though the evidence
implied the same facts in the case regardless of whether it came from a witness,
CCTV, fingerprints, or DNA. These findings may suggest that investigators’
presumption of their suspect’s likelihood of commission at the early stage of an
investigation can depend on the reliability of the evidence at their hand.
Another finding from Study I was that investigative experience predicted
skepticism about incriminating evidence. In the existing literature, only a few studies
have tested the effect of investigative experience on decision-making (Ask & Allison,
2010; Fahsing, 2016; Wright, 2013). Research indicated that more experienced
investigators were significantly better at making more investigative hypotheses and
actions than less experienced investigators (Fahsing & Ask, 2016) and at generating
more diverse investigative inferences for real-life homicide cases (Wright, 2008).
However, no studies have examined the extent to which investigative experience may
influence police investigators’ judgements about the quality of evidence. The findings
of this study suggest that investigators with higher experience tended to perceive
almost all types of evidence to be less reliable, except for the suspect’s confession
evidence. In short, this points to the fact that the level of investigative experience may
influence investigators’ perceptions of evidence and decision-making.
Study Ⅱ (Chapter 3) did not provide empirical support for the predictions that
the type of available evidence at the pre-interrogation stage would affect
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investigators’ decisions to choose particular interrogation tactics during interrogation.
South Korean interrogators’ choice of the five types of tactics did not significantly
vary depending on whether they possessed either physical or witness evidence. The
South Korean interrogators seem to employ the Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant
tactics most frequently for their daily interrogations. On the contrary, the results in
Studies Ⅲa and Ⅲb imply that some of the interrogators’ tactics can have an impact
on the suspect’s perception of evidence. The findings also reveal that prisoners and
suspects (vs. laypersons) tended to perceive that less evidence had been collected
when police interrogators used more Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant tactics. Overall,
using reliable evidence (the Evidential/Reliable type) may play a critical role for
police investigators, prisoners, suspects, and laypersons during interrogation.
5.1

Practical Implications

Based on the variations in the results between investigators, prisoners (with
suspects), and laypersons, I speculate that investigators and prisoners and suspects
may have different perspectives towards the Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant tactics.
For instance, interrogators may use the Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant tactics with an
expectation that those tactics will facilitate more information or confession elicitation
from suspects than the other tactics. Scholars have consistently reported that
rapport-based approaches such as the PEACE model, Cognitive Interview, and
open-ended questions are effective in the interrogative context (Brimbal et al., 2019;
Leahy-Harland & Bull, 2017; Walsh & Bull, 2010, 2012), and these tactics reflect the
properties of the Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant type in the tactic classification.
Supposedly, the guidelines or training based on those tactics might have affected the
investigators’ perception of the tactics (e.g., Miller et al., 2018). In contrast, the
results in Chapter 4 may suggest that those tactics can lead to unexpected
counter-interrogation behaviours in suspects (e.g., withholding information).
However, this interpretation should be taken with caution, considering the fact that I
measured different dependent variables for investigators in Chapter 3 (i.e., selection
of tactics) and the other three groups in Chapter 4 (i.e., evidence perception).
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I also observed unexpected patterns in prisoners’ and suspects’ responses to
the nonevidential types that were not in line with previous research findings.
Prisoners’ and suspects’ ratings for the Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant type were
significantly lower than laypersons’. This implies that when the interrogator employs
these tactics, suspects can perceive that the police do not hold much evidence against
them.

Further,

a

significant

difference

was

observed

between

the

Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant and Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant types only for the
prisoner and suspect group. Specifically, their perception of evidence tended to
decrease when police interrogators used the Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant tactics
with only one exception (i.e., offer tangible or intangible incentives).
A recent study by Huang and Teoh (2019) suggested that procedure-based
tactics, which reflect some elements of crime-relevance, could be more influential in
increasing suspect’s perception of evidence than rapport-based tactics (i.e., friendly
attitude, small talk, self-disclosure, positive nonverbal responses). Collins and Carthy
(2019) also showed that the positivity elements (i.e., showing empathy, politeness,
humor, friendliness) of rapport-based tactics did not make suspects forthcoming to the
interviewer. Recently, Srivatsav et al. (2020) found that crime-related questioning can
pragmatically imply a greater amount of evidence to the suspect. Therefore, crime
relevance may be a factor to consider for interrogating suspects.
However, I do not provide direct explanations for why the prisoners’ and
suspects’

ratings

of

evidence

perception

were

lower

with

the

Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant type than the laypersons’, as I did not measure the
reasons for their responses. To remedy this limitation, future research needs to be
more laboratory-based to have a better understanding of the relationship between the
rapport-building tactics and the suspect’s perception of evidence. Nonetheless, my
findings from the exploratory analyses shed new light on prisoners’ and laypersons’
perspectives on crime-relevant and crime-irrelevant tactics—independent of evidence
usage.
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Notably, some tactics appear to be more influential on prisoners’ and suspects’
perception of evidence than others (see Figure 1). Convicted offenders are known to
have opposing views on police tactics such that they believe both evidential tactics
(e.g., presentation of evidence) and nonevidential (e.g., ethical interviewing) types of
tactics to be crucial to employ to elicit a confession from a suspect (Cleary & Bull,
2019; Deslauriers-Varin, Beauregard, & Wong, 2011; Kebbell et al., 2010; Wachi et
al., 2016). Suspects’ perception of the interrogator’s evidence can also change as a
function of strategic use of evidence (Dando & Bull, 2011; Dando et al., 2015;
Granhag et al., 2013; Hartwig et al., 2014; Sorochinski et al., 2014). In the current
studies, prisoners’ and suspects’ perceived evidence fluctuated more across the 27
individual interrogation tactics in comparison with laypersons’. Based on these
findings, I argue that some of the evidential and nonevidential types of tactics can be
effective in affecting the perception of evidence in real-life suspect interrogations.
However, we are still not sure what mechanism underlies the relationship between
tactic types and suspect’s evidence perception and what could really have influenced
the variations in the ratings.
Possibly, criminal experience or history may explain the different behaviours
of prisoners (including suspects) and laypersons. Suspects can exhibit different
behaviours while interrogated, depending on their prior criminal experience (Cassell
& Hayman, 1996; Granhag et al., 2009; Leo, 1996; Moston & Engelberg, 1993;
Moston et al., 1992). Also, criminal experience can influence how suspects perceive
interrogation tactics. For example, offenders who had committed serious crimes (e.g.,
murder, manslaughter, serious assaults) were more likely than those who had
committed sex crimes (e.g., sodomy, rape) to believe that using dominance-based
tactics (e.g., being aggressive towards the suspect) would be ideal for interrogators to
elicit a confession from a suspect (Kebbell et al., 2010). In contrast, sex offenders
reported that using ethical interrogation tactics would be ideal for interrogation (e.g.,
giving suspects more time to talk). Cleary and Bull (2019) also reported a similar
finding that jail inmates with conviction experience were less aversive to
dominant/control tactics (e.g., yelling, interrupting) than those who lacked the same
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experience. Moreover, student mock suspects without any prior criminal record
showed a different counter-interrogation behaviour compared to experienced suspects
who had already been convicted (Granhag et al., 2009). Based on these results, the
difference in criminal experience between prisoners and suspects and laypersons
could have affected the variations of evidence perception ratings.
With respect to the Context Manipulation tactics, prisoners and suspects (vs.
laypersons) showed more extensive variations in the perceptions than laypersons. In
line with the results of the Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant type, they tended to believe
that less evidence was held when they would be interrogated in a comfortable room.
Unexpectedly, their ratings increased when the interrogators would employ harsher
tactics (i.e., interrogate suspect in an isolated or uncomfortable setting). In contrast,
when an interrogator would interrogate them at a late time, they tended to believe that
they would not hold much evidence. These results suggested that prisoners’ and
suspects’ perception of available evidence could vary depending on how the police
use the environmental characteristics. However, it is notable that laypersons’
perceptions did not fluctuate as much as prisoners’ and suspects’. This disparity might
result from the lack of prior interrogation experiences amongst laypersons.
Laypersons might not be familiar with the interrogation environment, not knowing the
potential effects of each tactic in the Context Manipulation type.
Drawing from this supposition, I argue that researchers should be careful
about the generalizability of data when using layperson participants. However, it is
worth noting that suspects who are about to undergo an interrogation do so with
different levels of criminal experience (e.g., Leo 1996; Moston et al., 1992). So data
produced by a layperson or student samples can also be useful for real life settings.
Nonetheless, the different patterns of the data between the two groups in Study Ⅲa
and Ⅲb suggest that data provided by laypersons need to be interpreted carefully.
In addition, evidential tactics increased prisoners’ and suspects’ and
laypeople’s perceived evidence significantly more than nonevidential tactics. The
degree to which a tactic is related to using evidence can be an essential factor when
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suspects infer the available evidence. However, it is important to note that presenting
false evidence to a suspect during an interrogation may not be as helpful as an
interrogator intends it to be (e.g., Cleary & Bull, 2019; Kebbell et al., 2006; see also
Hall et al., 2020; Mindthoff et al., 2018). The present results for the evidential tactics
showed that although evidential tactics were generally more influential on the
perception of evidence than nonevidential tactics, prisoners and suspects tended not to
believe that the interrogator held more evidence when the Evidential/Unreliable
tactics were employed than the Evidential/Reliable tactics. Notably, these
Evidential/Unreliable tactics are quite often adopted for interrogators’ daily
interrogations (Kassin et al., 2007; Miller et al., 2018). When interrogators do not
hold incriminating evidence, they are known to rely on polygraph tests (Gudjonsson,
2003; Johnson & Drucker, 2009). For example, South Korean Police investigators’
use of polygraph test for felony crimes (e.g., homicide, robbery, burglary, rape, arson)
more than doubled in 2019 in comparison with 2012 (KNPA, 2020). Such inaccurate
or unreliable information can make suspects believe that the incriminating evidence is
weak and that they will not be convicted (Kebbell et al., 2006), and jury-eligible
persons are sceptical about polygraph testing (Myers et al., 2006). Further, they may
consider a suspect’s confession evidence to be more reliable when an interrogator
presents reliable (vs. unreliable) evidence of guilt (Mindthoff et al., 2018). Therefore,
although short of evidence, interrogators should be more careful about adopting those
less reliable evidence tactics. Given that guilty suspects can adjust their behaviour to
the perception of evidence (Luke et al., 2014), the reliability of the evidence needs to
be taken into consideration because how suspects perceive the evidence can be
affected, and this will eventually affect the outcome of a case in court as well.
My findings show that the South Korean investigators tended to select
Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant tactics (see Wachi et al, 2014). Confucianism—which
puts a considerable emphasis on keeping harmony in the community and respecting
others—has greatly influenced the culture in East Asian countries (Hahm, 2002). This
cultural influence may encourage South Korean interrogators to hold the view that
having a good relationship and providing social support will lead the suspect to
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confess (Wachi et al., 2014; see also Goodman-Delahunty & Howes, 2016), and,
therefore, the cultural factor could have affected the data in this thesis. However, the
findings from a recent study (Miller et al., 2018) provided similar results that
practitioners in many western countries also use rapport and relationship building
tactics most frequently, which are under the Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant type of
the tactic classification. These results may indicate that the cultural influence in the
interrogation room is more meagre than we expect because police interrogations
should be based more on the legal ground than cultural and customary influences.
Lack of training could be another factor to consider. The South Korean police
investigators have limited access to the training or knowledge for interrogation tactics
and how to evaluate criminal evidence in the interrogation context. Thus, participants
might have difficulties assessing the critical evidence in physical and witness types or
how to choose tactics in different evidence situations. Further, the Bureau of Criminal
Investigation published a manual in 2016, concerning how to interview suspects
(Techniques to Write An Investigation Dossier available at https://www.police.go.kr).
However, it failed to provide up-to-date knowledge about what tactics, when, or how
to use empirically tested interrogation tactics (e.g., PEACE model, the SUE
technique).
Another critical influence can be that the South Korean legal system (vs. the
United States) is less generous for police interrogators to use diverse tactics against a
suspect (e.g., confession-oriented or inhumane tactics). Under this law, even bluffing
and baiting the suspect using unreliable evidence is not acceptable. Moreover, a
criminal defendant’s confession should be made voluntarily and corroborated by other
types of criminal evidence if that is the only evidence that can incriminate the
defendant’s guilt (i.e., Article 309, 310, and 317 of KCPA). Because of these
regulations on confession evidence, interrogators may be hesitant or less willing to
employ

those

less

acceptable

tactics

(the

Evidential/Unreliable,

Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant, and Context Manipulation types) even when they hold
weak or no evidence. Instead, they are encouraged to employ humane tactics (i.e., the
Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant type) to prevent suspects from denying their
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confessions. Moreover, based on Article 52 of the Korean Criminal Act, legal
punishment can be mitigated or remitted for those who make a voluntary confession
to the police and prosecutors. Thus, legal differences in South Korea may facilitate
interrogators to choose specific tactics. Given that most research on interrogation has
been conducted in Western countries (e.g., Kelly et al., 2016; Leahy-Harland & Bull,
2017; Miller et al., 2018; Walsh & Bull, 2015), I would be remiss not to mention
cultural and legal differences. More research should be done on how impactful
cultural and legal differences among countries can be on interrogators’ use of tactics.
5.2
5.2.1

Methodological Considerations

Outcome Measures
Evidence reliability In Study Ⅰ, one of the main outcome measures was the

perceived reliability of evidence. Evidence reliability was used to see whether it
predicted investigators’ estimation for the suspect’s likelihood of commission. I
defined the reliability as “how certain you are of any conclusions or judgements
drawn from a certain piece of evidence.” It may be useful to examine this definition
more closely. In the literature, many researchers have used the reliability of evidence
as either an independent or dependent variable (Ask & Granhag, 2007; Ask et al.,
2011; Golding et al., 2000; Kaplan et al., 2020; Lieberman et al., 2008; Maeder et al.,
2017; Martire et al., 2019; Ribeiro et al., 2019; Schklar & Diamond, 1999). Previous
studies had adopted diverse definitions of evidence reliability (e.g., credibility, error
rate, accuracy).
From a scientific perspective, the President’s Council of Advisors on Science
and Technology (2016) provided a broad definition of reliability, meaning
repeatability (i.e., the probability of obtaining the same result from an examiner),
reproducibility (i.e., the probability of obtaining the same result from different
examiners), and accuracy (the probability of obtaining correct results). Many
scientists and legal scholars may be familiar with or favourable to this definition.
However, in this thesis, I used a definition that was more based on a psychological
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construct of reliability, such as credibility (e.g., how credible the evidence is). This
definition is not based on the construct often used in forensic science societies.
Defining the reliability was quite challenging because scientists and judges
cannot establish the ground truth for every evidence type, and reliability (error rates)
can vary depending on the contextual factors (e.g., physical characteristics of
evidence, forensic examiner’s experience, training; Dror, 2020). Further, because
people generally have a poor understanding of scientific techniques (Ribeiro et al.,
2019), increasing the understandability of the definition for each evidence type (DNA,
CCTV, fingerprint, and eyewitness) was difficult for the participants. As used in the
previous psycho-legal studies (Ask & Granhag, 2007; Ask et al., 2011), participants in
Study I were provided with the simple definition of reliability (e.g., how credible),
which I believed to be more feasible than using the scientific definition of reliability
(e.g., the probability of observing the same result). Future researchers need to take
this limitation into considerable account when measuring or using the construct of
evidence reliability.
Perception of evidence Another methodological consideration with regard to
evidence was how the perception of evidence was measured. In Studies Ⅲa and Ⅲb I
examined the variation of how much evidence participants would perceive to be held
by the police as a function of the evidential and nonevidential tactic types, which is
known to play a key role in interrogations (Deslauriers‐Varin, Lussier, & St‐Yves,
2011; Granhag & Hartwig, 2015; Moston et al., 1992). Previous research has also
demonstrated that the quantitative perception of evidence (i.e., how much evidence
the police hold) can be a good predictor for suspects’ counter-interrogation strategies
(Hartwig et al., 2014; Luke et al., 2014; Srivatsav et al., 2020; Tekin et al., 2015). For
future studies, it may be worth addressing how different ways of measuring evidence
perception may affect the outcome.
The qualitative property of evidence (i.e., how strong the DNA evidence is;
the probative value of evidence) is essential and commonly referred to in the legal
system. However, it may make more sense to think that evidence strength is not a
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crucial factor for suspects to consider in an interrogation situation (i.e., when planning
for counter-interrogation strategies). What really matters to the suspects may be to
know how knowledgeable the interrogator is about specific crime facts, and this
construct proved to be a valid factor for suspects’ counter-interrogation strategies
(Granhag & Hartwig, 2015; Hartwig et al., 2014). Namely, at the interrogation phase,
inferring the interrogator’s knowledge about who, when, what, how, where, why the
crime occurred can be more important for suspects to choose their counter
interrogation strategies than inferring how strongly the evidence can prove their guilt
in the trial. For instance, when the police seem to know that the suspect was with the
victim, the suspect will admit that they were together (where), but the suspect can
choose to deny or lie about the exact time (when) to avoid the involvement. In other
cases, the suspects can attempt to conceal how and what happened or the motive
(why) of the crime. Therefore, the suspect’s evidence perception (how much
information the police hold) may be more reflective of and valid for the suspects’
decision-making in the interrogation context than evidence strength (how strong the
police evidence is).
From a practical or legal perspective, measuring evidence strength—different
from evidence reliability (how credible the evidence is)—may be of no use because
judges and jurors are the main body in the law who assess the probative value of
evidence in court. Moreover, judging the strength at the investigation stage is
extremely difficult and complex for investigators because it usually requires much
time and human resources even for judges to consider a host of factors that can affect
their judgement (e.g., chain of custody, admissibility, validity, expert testimony).
5.3
5.3.1

Limitations and Future Directions

Tactic descriptions and scenarios
In Studies Ⅲa and Ⅲb, the evidence provided in the descriptions of the

evidential tactics could possibly make participants uncertain of what evidence they
were inferring. For instance, some tactic descriptions in the Evidential/Reliable type
(i.e., disclose evidence early, late, gradually) illustrated that the interrogator has
already presented available evidence to the participants. More specifically, disclose
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evidence gradually in the Evidential/Reliable type illustrated that “the investigator
discloses all the evidence gradually to you.” This information might have confused
participants about whether their perception of evidence had to be reported based on
the given evidence or “beyond the evidence” provided in the descriptions. In other
cases, participants could believe that inferring the interrogator’s additional evidence
was not necessary. I did not also provide context information for the simulated
interrogation (e.g., the type of crime, the reason why participants would be
interrogated or charged by the police). Possibly, the information of the evidence in the
tactic descriptions might be used for inferring the interrogator’s evidence.
The null results in Study Ⅱ might have resulted from the scenarios adopted. I
created simulated police investigation scenarios for Studies I and Ⅱ, based on real
criminal cases from South Korea. In Study I, I used 16 scenarios in four crime types
to examine the effects of evidence type on investigators’ pre-interrogation decisions
(i.e., estimated likelihood of suspect’s commission, evidence reliability). In Study Ⅱ,
I examined the effects of evidence type on their interrogative decision-making using
five scenarios of a homicide case. The difference in the scenarios between the two
studies was the type of crime. It is important to note that homicide cases do not
represent the majority of criminal cases. Thus, the type of crime scenarios in Study Ⅱ
might have affected the results because homicide is different from volume crimes
(e.g., thefts, cyber-crimes) in that it rarely takes place but can have a major impact on
societies (Liem et al., 2019). In homicide investigations, investigators are typically
under relatively more psychological, time, and organizational pressure (Innes, 2003;
Wright, 2008). Police investigators may become more cautious about choosing tactics,
especially when they handle homicides (vs. usual crimes), so the evidence at hand
may not affect the selection of tactics. I encourage future research to consider crime
type when conducting a scenario-based study.
5.3.2

Realism, motivation, and sample
Study Ⅱ’s experimental setting could have affected participants’ motivation to

choose particular types of tactics for the suspect. I argued that interrogators’ selection
of tactics may be influenced by psychological pressure resulting from the legal
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environment (concerns about case rejection). Because I used the same format of the
homicide scenarios as those adopted in Study I, I did not consider providing
information in the questionnaire about the prosecutor’s follow-up supervision on the
evidence. This lack of the possibility of the prosecutor’s supervision might not trigger
the concerns that participants’ cases could be rejected. Also, police investigators
typically interrogate a suspect after a series of diverse investigative activities, from
collecting evidence at the crime scene to gathering information from an eyewitness.
Therefore, reading the simulated police report and responding to the survey without
any access to the hands-on evidence might fail to motivate participants. For future
research, adding more information about the prosecutorial process to the crime report
vignettes may increase realism and participants’ motivation.
Also, police interrogators may use a combination of evidence pieces and
interview tactics. For example, those who use evidential tactics can focus on building
rapport. Also, there can be multiple types of evidence in a case; investigators can have
incriminating and exonerating evidence at the same time (e.g., Maeder et al., 2016).
An interrogation can be quite dynamic in terms of sequential properties (Kelly et al.,
2016), and the interrogation methods such as the PEACE model and the Reid
technique provide step-wise guidelines. For instance, the PEACE model begins with
Planning and Preparation and ends with Evaluation. Follow-up sessions can take
place after the initial interrogation because investigators can collect additional
evidence afterwards. The types of interrogation tactics used can interact with this new
evidence, affecting the results of an interrogation. Studies Ⅲa and Ⅲb failed to reflect
this changing nature of police interrogations. Researchers should take into account the
sequential changes of employed interrogation tactics, and conducting field studies
may remedy this issue (e.g., controlling the duration and the method of the
rapport-building phase and analysing video-recorded interrogations).
In addition, the results in Studies Ⅲa and Ⅲb might be affected by the
different methods of data collection for each sample. To be more specific, the data
were collected differently from suspect, prisoner, and layperson groups. For instance,
the suspect participants provided their responses individually, whereas the prisoner
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participants did this in a group. The layperson group participated in the online survey.
Also, the samples received different compensations, and we conducted a rapport
building session with the suspects only. Further, layperson participants self-reported
their criminal history that may at times have led to social desirability bias (see, for
more information, Tourangeau & Yan, 2007).
Lastly, the participants in the studies were South Korean. The results might not
generalise police investigator, prisoner, and layperson populations of all the nations in
the world due to cultural and legal differences. For instance, it is known that police
groups across the world have different organizational cultures and are operated by
different legal systems, which can affect the results of criminal investigations (Innes,
2002, 2003; Wachi et al., 2014). However, the data in these studies were consistent
with previous studies. The finding in Study Ⅰ showed that physical (vs. witness)
evidence affected police investigators’ decision-making (Alderden & Ullman, 2012;
Alderden et al., 2018; Martire et al., 2019); Study Ⅱ showed that police investigators
use nonevidential tactics most frequently (Miller et al., 2018; Sivasubramaniam &
Goodman-Delahunty, 2019; Wachi et al., 2014). Studies Ⅲa and Ⅲb also provide
consistent support that evidential tactics increase the perceived evidence (Hartwig et
al., 2014; Luke et al., 2014). Furthermore, I did not measure the prisoner sample’s
literacy level who had been in a correctional education class. Some researchers may
argue that the results would have differed from illiterate prisoners because the
prisoner participants in Studies Ⅲa can be an educated population, which may
differ from the illiterate sample. However, the sub-sample of illiterate prisoners
may have been low, because the literacy rate in South Korea is 97.9% (for more
information, go to https://sites.miis.edu/southkoreaeducation/diversity-and-access/).

5.4

Ethical Considerations

In Studies I and Ⅱ, active duty police investigators in South Korea were
recruited. The two studies were conducted in accordance with instructions and
regulations provided by the KNPA and the NPIA concerning the ethics or legal rights
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for the police participants. For Study I, participants were surveyed online through
snowball sampling. For instance, the respondents were encouraged to circulate the
survey link to their investigator colleagues. The first page of the link provided brief
information about the purposes of the study and asked all the link-receivers for
consent. Those who had agreed voluntarily to participate in the survey could move to
the main pages of the questionnaire. To promote voluntariness, they were also
informed that they were free to withdraw anytime. Also, I did not gather any
demographic information regarding their personal identity (e.g., name, affiliation)
except for their rank, experience, number of cases they had been involved in. Study
Ⅱ recruited trainees in regular interrogation expert courses held in the NPIA in South
Korea. Prior to the first session of the training, an instructing investigator from the
NPIA informed the trainees of the purpose of the study and the compensation. They
were also free to choose not to participate and withdraw at any time without any
penalty for the interrogation training.
Another concern arose with participants in Study Ⅲa, who were in vulnerable
situations of police custody or imprisonment. Therefore, I was cautious of potential
ethical and human-rights issues that might result from the survey participation. I did
not collect any demographic information from participants in Study Ⅲa. All the
collected data were obtained and processed according to the corresponding laws,
regulations, and agreements made in the internal meetings with the Provincial Police
Agency and the correctional institute. As a precautionary measure, each participant
was informed of the purpose of the survey. I received direct consent from the
participants, who signed on a written consent form. Before the survey, I notified them
that they could withdraw at any time and that I would not collect their personal
information. After the survey, only the prisoners were compensated with 10,000 Won
in cash because giving money to police detainees was prohibited by the law.
In Study Ⅲb, South Korean jury-eligible laypeople were recruited using an
online research company in South Korea. The research company informed the
laypersons of their freedom to withdraw at any time. The survey was conducted
online. Their demographic information (age and education level) was collected. Each
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participant was paid 5,000 Won for their participation. Participants did not report any
issues concerning their participation in the online study.
5.5

Conclusions

The current thesis is the first to examine the effects of evidence type on (a)
investigators’ and (b) suspects’ judgements in police investigations. Studies I and Ⅱ
expand our knowledge by examining how police investigators view the evidence they
have at their disposal. Police investigators play a central role in the criminal justice
system, from the initial investigation stage to the final verdict stage. They collect
first-hand evidence at crime scenes, and sometimes they elicit confessions by
interrogating suspects. Despite the importance, previous research has mostly focused
on laypersons’ views on evidence, and there has been a paucity of understanding of
the relationship between evidence and investigative decisions. The findings suggest
that evidence types are also influential on police investigators’ decisions as well as
other groups of people. In addition, the findings of this thesis also shed new light on
the influence of experience on investigative judgements of evidence. Despite the null
results, Study Ⅱ makes an additional contribution by laying some groundwork for
future research on how physical and witness evidence can impact interrogative
decision-making. Studies Ⅲa and Ⅲb provide an overall view of how differently
experienced and naïve suspects perceive evidence in relation to various interrogation
tactics. These findings suggest that criminals and laypersons have different
perspectives towards the interrogation tactics depending on their types. This delivers
an important message to practitioners and scholars that some tactics are more
influential on the perception of evidence than the other ones. In sum, the studies of
this thesis contribute to our understanding of how different types of evidence can
affect decisions that are made by interrogators as well as suspects during a police
investigation.
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Supplementary Material 1

The Rank Hierarchy and Insignia of the South Korean National Police

Note. This image was retrieved from
http://armyimages.blogspot.com/2020/09/korea-army-ranks.html.
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Supplementary Material 2

Means and Standard Deviations for Pilot Tests 1 and 2
Crime type

Murder
HM
AM

Robbery
BR
TR

Burglary
HB
GB

Fraud
BF
CF

6.40
1.82

5.60
1.14

6.40
1.67

5.80
2.17

Pilot test 1
Realisma

M
SD
Pilot test 2

6.20
2.05

6.20
1.10

7.20
1.79

6.60
1.52

Estimated likelihood of
suspect’s commissionb

M
SD

32.36 37.12 32.70 54.00 52.00 50.36 55.97 54.33
23.73 20.99 23.08 21.88 24.34 27.65 24.12 26.62

Note. HM = house murder; AM = alley murder; BR = bank robbery; TR = taxi
robbery; HB = house burglary; GB = grocery store burglary; BF = business fraud; CF
= car insurance fraud.
Scenarios in boldface were chosen and used for the main study (AM, TR, GB, CF).
a

N = 5.

b

N = 33.
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Supplementary Material 3 (these scenarios were translated from Korean)
A burglary scenario with CCTV
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Note. A two-paged burglary case with CCTV evidence. The text highlighted in gray
on the second page represents the CCTV evidence information. Participants were
provided with the scenarios written in Korean. In the thesis, I only provide the
English versions of scenarios for readers.
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A homicide scenario with eyewitness
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Note. A two-paged homicide case with eyewitness evidence.
A fraud scenario with fingerprint
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Note. A two-paged fraud case with fingerprint evidence.
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A robbery scenario with DNA
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Note. A two-paged robbery case with DNA evidence.
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Supplementary Material 4

Graeco-Latin Square for Eight Police Report Scenarios
Set 1

Set 2

Set 3

Set 4

Set 5

Set 6

Set 7

Set 8

Cm

Dr

Fb

Ef

Dm

Cf

Fm

Ef

Df

Cb

Er

Fm

Cr

Db

Er

Fb

Fr

Em

Cf

Db

Ff

Em

Cb

Dr

Eb

Ff

Dm

Cr

Eb

Fr

Df

Cm

Note. C = CCTV; D = DNA; F = fingerprints; E =eyewitness; m = murder; r =
robbery; b = burglary; f = fraud.

167

Appendix A (Chapter 2)

Supplementary Material 5
Definitions for 11 Evidence Types (Study Ⅰ)
Evidence
Type
CCTV
footage

Definitiona
CCTVs, car black boxes, and other types of
video recordings.

Confessio
n

A statement from a suspect admitting that they
committed the crime.

DNA
Digital
trace evidence

Blood, human tissue, and anything that
contains a human’s DNA information.
Phone call logs, GPS, WiFi connection logs,
and other kinds of digital trace that could lead to the
identification of a person.

Eyewitnes

Any statement evidence from an eyewitness.

s testimony

Fiber analysis is also used by law enforcement
Fibers

agencies to place suspects at the scene of the crime.
Transfer of fiber can occur during close contact with
the victim or suspect.

Fingerprin
ts

A fingerprint is an impression left by the
friction ridges of a human finger.

Forensic
medical reports

Professional opinions by a medical doctor or
medical examiner who conducts medical
examinations.

Footprints

Shoe and sole marks at the crime scene.
Hair analysis may be considered for
retrospective purposes when blood and urine are no

Hair

longer expected to contain a particular contaminant,
typically three months or less. Especially for drug
abuse.

Minerals

Soil, rocks, and sand from a suspect’s shoes.

Note. Evidence types were arranged in alphabetical order.
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a

We provided participants with all the survey materials written in Korean.
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Supplementary Material 6

Descriptive Statistics for Numbers of Worked Crime Cases
Crime type

M (SD)

Median

Min.

Max.

Murder

10.44 (12.07)

5

0

70

Robbery

11.34 (12.67)

6

0

60

Burglary

250.79 (240.74)

200

0

2,000

Unidentified death casesa

275.79 (273.77)

200

0

2,000

Fraud

118.62 (165.61)

50

0

1,000

Sexual crimes

83.60 (117.79)

50

0

500

Missing person cases

33.38 (47.17)

10

0

300

783.92 (630.47)

619

9

3,760

Total cases

Note. N = 202.
a

South Korean Police should make interventions in all death cases unless death cases

are verified in a hospital by a medical doctor or unless more than three family
members stayed aside when the deceased passed away.
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Supplementary Material 7

Random Intercepts for Reliability of Critical and Noncritical Evidence (Hypothesis 4)
I
Evidence (Crime type)

nter
cep
t

S
lope

Critical evidence
CCTV (all)
DNA (all)
Fingerprint (all)
Eyewitness (all)

9
.15

.07

8
.79

.07

8
.30

.06

6
.52

.03

Noncritical evidence (Crime type)
Car blackbox footage (robbery)
Cell phone base station record (murder)
Glove marks on the safe (burglary)
Victim’s cellphone logs (homicide)
Forensic medical report (homicide)
Suspect’s statement (all)
Victim’s family statement (homicide)
Victim’s statement (burglary, fraud,
robbery)

5
.83

.02

6
.02

.03

5
.75

.02

5
.63

.02

8
.03

.05

3
.39

.01
7

.58

.05

8
.49

.06
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Supplementary Material 8

Mixed-Effects Model for the Effect of Investigative Experience Year on Estimated
Likelihood of Suspect’s Commission (Exploratory Analyses)
Fixed effects

B

SE

Intercept

75.72

5.08

6.94

14.91

< .001

Investigative experience

-0.63

0.14

199.99

-4.43

< .001

Random effect

df

t

p

SD

Subjects nested in
12.89
orders
Evidence type

5.49

Crime type

7.73

Residual

11.63

Note. t-tests use Satterthwaite approximated degrees of freedom. The total number of
valid observations are N = 808.
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Supplementary Material 9

Descriptive Statistics for Reliability of 11 Evidence Types (Exploratory Analyses)
Evidence type

M (SD)

Median

Min.

Max.

CCTV

9.03 (0.99)

9

6

10

DNA

8.83 (1.03)

9

6

10

Digital traces

8.65 (1.19)

9

5

10

Fingerprint

8.05 (1.14)

8

5

10

Hair

7.69 (1.26)

8

3

10

Forensic medical reports

7.35 (1.19)

7

4

10

Confession

6.69 (2.30)

7

1

10

Fibers

6.44 (1.36)

6

3

10

Eyewitness

6.33 (1.58)

6

2

10

Minerals

6.30 (1.42)

6

3

10

Footprint

6.05 (1.54)

6

2

10

Note. N = 202. Data were arranged by mean in descending order.
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Supplementary Material 10

Summary of Pearson Correlations Between Amount of Experience in Years and
General Reliability of Evidence (Exploratory Analyses)
Evidence type

Pearson's r

95% CI

p

DNA

-.26

[-.39, -.13]

< .001

CCTV

-.22

[-.35, -.09]

.002

Fingerprint

-.24

[-.37, -.11]

< .001

Footprint

-.24

[-.36, -.10]

< .001

Forensic medical report

-.24

[-.37, -.11]

< .001

Eyewitness testimony

-.27

[-.40, -.14]

< .001

Confession

-.13

[-.26, -.01]

.077

Hair

-.25

[-.37, -.11]

< .001

Minerals

-.18

[-.31, -.05]

.009

Fibers

-.22

[-.34, -.08]

.002

Digital traces

-.23

[-.36, -.10]

< .001

Note. CI = confidence interval.
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Supplementary Material 11 (questionnaire)

Now you will be asked about the case you have just read.
1. Between 0 and 100%, what is the likelihood that the suspect committed the crime?
Likelihood of commission
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Not at
all likely

0
0

Ver
y likely

This question is to measure your thoughts about evidence reliability. The definition
for evidence reliability is the general level of certainty of conclusions drawn from the
evidence.
2. How reliable do you consider the (CCTV evidence) to be in this specific case?
Not at all
reliable
1

Very
reliable
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

3. How reliable do you consider the (Medico-legal investigator’s expert statement) to
be in this specific case?
Not at all
reliable
1

Very
reliable
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

4. How reliable do you consider the (Call logs in cell phone evidence) to be in this
specific case?
Not at all
reliable
1

Very
reliable
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

5. How reliable do you consider the (Blackbox footage evidence) to be in this specific
case?
Not at all
reliable

Very
reliable
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
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6. How reliable do you consider the (suspect’s statement) to be in this specific case?
Not at all
reliable
1

Very
reliable
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

7. How reliable do you consider the (Telecommunication investigation) to be in this
specific case?
Not at all
reliable
1

Very
reliable
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

8. In general, how reliable do you consider the following types of evidence to be?
Not reliable at all
a)

CCTV footage

Extremely reliable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

b) DNA

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

c)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

d) Footprint

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

e)

Forensic medical report

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

f)

Eyewitness

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

g) Confession

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

h) Hair

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

i) Mineral

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

j) Fiber

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

k) Digital trace evidence

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Fingerprint

Turn the page.
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The next questions will ask about your experience as a criminal investigator. Please
write down the number of cases you have participated in, in an investigatory capacity,
for each type of crime
9. Homicide = approximately (
10. Robbery = approximately (

) cases
) cases

11. Burglary = approximately (

) cases

12. Fraud = approximately (
13. Assault = approximately (
14. Rape = approximately (

) cases
) cases
) cases

15. Unidentified death = approximately (
16. Missing person = approximately (

) cases
) cases

The following questions relate to how long you have served in the police.
17. How many years have you been working as a police investigator?
=(

) years (

) month

18. How many years have you been working as a criminal investigator?
=(

) year (

) month

Turn the page.
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Please write down your demographic information below.

Age: _______ years
Education level: -High school diploma
-College or associate degree
-Bachelor’s degree
-Master’s degree
-Doctoral degree

(
(
(
(
(

)
)
)
)
)

Thank you for your participation.
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Supplementary Material 1 (these scenarios were translated from Korean)
A homicide scenario with CCTV
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A homicide scenario with DNA
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A homicide scenario with fingerprint
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A homicide scenario with eyewitness
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A homicide scenario with no evidence
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Supplementary Material 2
Evidential and Nonevidential Interrogation Tactics of Five Types Described in
English for Investigators (Study Ⅱ)
Tactic Descriptions
Evidential/Reliable Type
(1) You disclose all the evidence simultaneously before the suspect makes any
statements related to the crime, at the early stage of the interrogation.
(2) You disclose all the evidence simultaneously after the suspect makes all the
statements related to the crime at the ending stage of the interrogation.
(3) You disclose all the evidence gradually to the suspect during the course of the
interrogation.
(4) You place the case materials on the table such as crime scene photos or
investigation documents. Throughout the interview, you show the materials directly
to the suspect, or just let the suspect indirectly glance at them by placing the
materials near the suspect on the table.
(5) During the interrogation, you emphasise the strong influence of evidence that
the police have already collected on proving the suspect’s guilt and their subsequent
sentence at trial.
Evidential/Unreliable Type
(6) You say that the police are in the process of collecting new critical evidence,
such as CCTV footage, DNA, or fingerprints or ask the suspect whether that critical
evidence will indicate that the suspect is guilty.
(7) You explain why the suspect is involved in the case by presenting media reports
about their case, statistical data, evidence, or materials from other similar cases.
(8) You suggest the suspect takes a polygraph test or present the suspect with the
test result suggesting his or her guilt.
(9) You leave the suspect alone in the room with the door open, and you talk with
your colleague over information that sounds crucial and related to the crime and the
suspect as if you are unaware of the possibility that the suspect could hear what you
are discussing.
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(19) The police have your criminal record, and you try to associate the crime with
the suspect’s former criminal history regardless of whether the crime types are
identical or not.
Nonevidential/Crime-Relevant Type
(11) A person is in police custody as a suspect. Now the suspect has to undergo an
investigation while being handcuffed. His or her family is in great shock, and the
media are chasing every trace of the suspect. The suspect’s future seems to be in
peril. The suspect could spend a long time in prison after sentencing. As they are
struggling with these concerns, you are suggesting that the suspect be more
cooperative with the police in order to minimise the disadvantages the suspect will
encounter.
(12) You tell the suspect that people will not tolerate his or her action because the
offence was very serious.
(13) You try to relieve the suspect by telling them that the offence was not so
serious or intolerable. You also explain the possible reasons why a normal person,
like the suspect, might have committed this offence.
(14) Each time the suspect makes a statement, you intentionally disparage or
dismiss him or her, saying that the statements are not reliable.
(15) You say that you have the authority to influence the suspect’s life or appeal to
the suspect that you have confidence to prove his or her guilt because you have
experienced a lot of investigations.
(16) You will, during the interview, let the suspect think about the way to maximise
his or her self-interest, and tell the suspect that if they is religious, there might be
religious values to follow. Also, you appeal to the suspect to reflect on the mistake
as the suspect has a conscience.
Nonevidential/Crime-Irrelevant Type
(17) You try to break into a sentimental and emotional conversation with the
suspect, helping the suspect to disclose his or her personal story by talking about
the current situation, family, future, good old memories, childhood story, and
someone or something that the suspect really cares for as if you would point out
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that the things that the person cares about most are now in jeopardy because of the
criminal accusation. Your primary aim for this is to make the suspect sob.
(18) You pay attention while the suspect is talking. You look the person in the eye,
give a nod, react to his or her behavior with facial expressions and body gestures.
You also summarise what the suspect said and ask for confirmation from the
person. You talk about yourself too.
(19) You ask the suspect if they have needed anything since the arrest. You tell him
or her to give help within the legal boundary. You also ask the person if the
custodial and investigative environment is making him or her feel too
uncomfortable, trying to understand and empathise with the suspect.
(20) You offer the suspect some coffee, water, beverages, or cigarettes when the
suspect is cooperative with your investigation, and express a sense of gratitude,
respect, sympathy, or smile to the opponent.
(21) You tell the suspect that the reason for you to be here in this room is not to
punish but to help for his or her benefit.
(22) Listening to the suspect, you constantly say you found many common grounds
and shared many similar experiences with the person.
Context Manipulation Type
(23) You interview the suspect while they are handcuffed. You also make them sit
on a hard and uncomfortable chair. You can also leave the door open so that other
people can see the suspect and walk into the room.
(24) You remove the suspect’s handcuff while being interrogated. You let them sit
on a cozy and comfortable chair. You can also try to give them a more private space
for the interrogation. Now no one could be involved in the interrogation other than
you and the suspect.
(25) You do not give the suspect any opportunity to see his or her family. Also, the
interviewing room has no window and is small and suffocating.
(26) You interrogate the suspect at night or at dawn.
(27) Two investigators are interviewing the suspect in turns. One of them takes an
aggressive, negative stance towards the suspect, making derogatory comments, and
in general creating antipathy between the suspect and himself. The other acts
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contrastively, appearing supportive and understanding, and in general showing
sympathy for the suspect. The friendly cop also tries to defend the interrogatee
from the unfriendly cop. The two investigators keep questioning the suspect in
turns with their distinctive method until the interview is over.
Note: This list of tactic descriptions was translated into Korean and shown to the
participants. I presented the tactic descriptions and names without the type
information to the participants in random order.
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Supplementary Material 1

Evidential and Nonevidential Interrogation Tactics of Five Types Described in
English for Prisoners, suspects, and Laypersons (Study Ⅲa & Ⅲb)
Tactic Descriptions
(1) The investigator discloses all the evidence simultaneously before you make any
statements related to the crime, at the early stage of interrogation.
(2) The investigator discloses all the evidence simultaneously when you have made all
the statements related to the crime at the late stage of interrogation.
(3) The investigator discloses all the evidence gradually to you during the course of an
interrogation.
(4) The investigator places case materials on the table such as crime scene photos or
investigation documents. Throughout the interview, the investigator shows the materials
directly to you, or just lets you glance at them by placing the materials near you on the
table.
(5) During the interrogation, the investigator emphasises the strong influence of the
evidence collected in the stage of investigation on the proof of guilt and sentencing
against you.
(6) The investigator says that the police are in the process of collecting new important
evidence, such as CCTV footage, DNA, or fingerprints. The investigator asks you
whether that new evidence will indicate that you are guilty.
(7) The investigator explains why you are involved in the case by presenting media
reports about their case, statistical data, evidence, and materials from similar cases.
(8) The investigator suggests you take a polygraph test or presents you with the test
result suggesting your guilt.
(9) The investigators leave you alone in the room with the door open, and they talk over
the information that sounds crucial and related to the crime and you as if they are
unaware of the possibility that you could hear what they are discussing.
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(19) Police have all your criminal records, and the investigator tries to associate the
crime in question with your past criminal history regardless of whether the crimes are
identical or not.
(11) You are in police custody as a suspect. Now you have to undergo an investigation
while being handcuffed. Your family is in great shock, and the media are chasing every
trace of you. Your future seems to be in peril. You could spend a long time in prison
after sentencing. As you are struggling with these concerns, the investigator is
suggesting you be cooperative to the police in order to minimise the harm you will
endure.
(12) The investigator tells you that people will not tolerate your action because your
offence was very serious.
(13) The investigator tries to relieve you by saying that your offence was not so serious
or intolerable, and the interrogator suggests possible reasons why a normal person, like
you, might have committed this offence.
(14) Each time you make a statement, the investigator intentionally disparages or
dismisses what you say, telling you that your statements are not reliable.
(15) The investigator says that they have the authority to influence your life, or appeals
to you that they have the confidence to prove your guilt as they have experienced a lot
of investigations.
(16) The investigator will, during the interview, let you think about ways to maximise
your self-interest, and tell you that if you are religious, there might be religious values
to follow. Also, the investigator will appeal that you would do better to reflect on your
mistake as you have a conscience.
(17) The investigator tries to break into an emotional conversation with you, helping
you to open up by talking about your current situation, family, future, old good
memories, childhood story, and someone or something that you really care for as if
pointing out that the things you care about most are now in jeopardy because of the
criminal accusation.
(18) The investigator pays attention while you are talking. He looks you in the eye,
gives you a nod, reacts to your behavior with facial expressions and hand gestures. He
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also summarises what you said and asks for confirmation from you. He talks about
himself too.
(19) The investigator asks you if you have needed anything since the arrest. He tells
you to give help within the legal boundary. He also asks you if the custodial and
investigative environment is making you feel uncomfortable, trying to understand and
empathise with you.
(20) The investigator offers you some coffee, water, beverages, or cigarettes when you
give him cooperation, and express a sense of gratitude, respect, sympathy, or smile to
you.
(21) The investigator tells you that the reason for him to be here with you in this room
is not to punish you but to help you for your benefit.
(22) Listening to you, he says he found many common grounds and shared many
similar experiences with you.
(23) The investigator interrogates you while handcuffed. He also makes you sit on a
hard and uncomfortable chair. The investigator leaves the door open so that other
people can see you and walk in the room.
(24) The investigator removes your handcuffs for the interview. He lets you sit on a
cozy and comfortable chair. The investigator tries to give you a more private space for
the interview. Now no one could be involved in your interrogation other than you and
the investigator.
(25) The investigator does not give you any opportunity to see your family. The
interviewing room has no window and is small and suffocating.
(26) The investigator interrogates you at night or dawn.
(27) Two investigators are interviewing you in turns. One of them takes an aggressive,
negative stance towards you, making derogatory comments, and in general creating
antipathy between you and himself. The other acts contrastively, appearing supportive
and understanding, and in general showing sympathy for you. The friendly cop also
tries to defend you from the unfriendly cop. The two investigators keep questioning you
in turns with their distinctive method until the interview is over.
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Note: This list of tactic descriptions was translated into Korean and shown to the
participants. I presented the descriptions to participants in random order. The list did
not display the names of the 27 tactics and the five tactic types.
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Consent form
Jeon-buk Provincial Police Agency
Division of Criminal Investigation,
Department of Forensic Investigation
Department of Psychology
University of Gothenburg, Sweden,
University of Portsmouth, UK
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY
The purpose of this research project is to explore how you perceive the interviewing tactics by police
investigators. This is a research project being conducted at the department of forensic investigation in
Jeonbuk National Police Agency, South Korea, the Department of Psychology at the University of
Gothenburg, Sweden, and the University of Portsmouth, UK. You are invited to participate in this
research project because 1) you are 19 years or older, 2) have been accused of a crime, are in police
custody, and have provided a full confession to the police.
Your participation in this research study is voluntary. You may choose not to participate. If you decide
to participate in this research survey, you may withdraw at any time. If you decide not to participate in
this study or if you withdraw from participating at any time, you will not be penalised. This survey will
have no impact on the outcome of your accusation. However, if you want to say something about your
case, you have to be warned of the potential consequences of disclosing crime relevant information that
could be used against them in court. This is because there is a police investigator present in the room
during the survey. This study will take about 20 minutes to complete.
The procedure involves reading questions about interrogation tactics and types of evidence and
responding to questions based on it. Your responses will be confidential and we do not collect
identifying information such as your name, email address or home address except for your criminal
history (if available). Your data for the criminal history will entail the number and the type of crimes
for which you were arrested or convicted prior to the current case. The data do not involve any
information relating to who the suspect was, what you exactly did for the crime and where it happened.
We will do our best to keep your information confidential. All data is stored in a password protected
electronic format. To help protect your confidentiality, the surveys will not contain information that
will personally identify you. The results of this study will be used for scholarly purposes only and may
be shared with University representatives. We use your demographic and criminal history data only for
research purposes, and you are free to choose not to record this data. In case that you want to
participate in our survey without sharing these data with us, please notify your researcher. Then, we
will not collect your demographics or criminal history.
If you have any questions about the research study, you are welcome to ask us throughout the survey
process anytime.
Please say “Agree” and start participating in our survey if you meet the following requirements
• You have heard or read the above information
• You voluntarily agree to participate
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Supplementary Material 2 (questionnaire)
Question instruction
1. This question is about how you perceive the following interviewing strategies. The
strategies mentioned here are the interviewing techniques used by police interrogators
or interviewers. Now, you are going to see the description of twenty seven tactics. Be
noted that these questions are not related to the charge against you at all. So,
regardless of the investigation you are currently under or you have involvement in,
suppose that you, as a suspect, are being interviewed by a police interrogator, and
think how much evidence the interrogator might have against you when you are
interrogated with each interviewing tactic. You can choose on the scale between 1 and
10 with 1 meaning that ‘the investigator does not have much evidence against me,’
and 10 meaning that ‘the investigator has much evidence against me.’ Understanding
each tactic might be difficult for normal people as the tactics deal with things that are
not easily comprehensible. Thus, if there is anything you do not understand or you
have any question, feel free to ask anytime.
Imagine that you are arrested by police as a suspect of a crime and sitting in an
interviewing room in a police station, and an investigator is sitting in front of you.
Now, you should mark your score that reflects your perception about each tactic the
investigator might use against you.
For each of these interviewing tactics, how much evidence would you think the
investigator has against you about your involvement in the crime if they used the
tactic on you?
The investigator does
not

have

much

The investigator has

evidence

much evidence against me

against me

0

*The order of the tactics were randomised into 10 sets.

*Evidential/reliable – Domain 1

(Names of the domains will not be shown in the

Korean inventory)

1) Early disclosure of evidence:

(

) (Names of the tactics will not be shown in the

Korean inventory)

The investigator discloses all the evidence simultaneously before you make any
statements related to the crime, at the early stage of an interrogation.
2) Late disclosure of evidence:

(

)
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The investigator discloses all the evidence simultaneously when you have made all
the statements related to the crime at the late stage of an interrogation.
3) Gradual disclosure of evidence:
(
)
The investigator discloses all the evidence gradually to you during the course of an
interrogation.
4) Case material exposure:
(
)
The investigator places case materials on the table such as crime scene photos or
investigation documents. Throughout the interview, the investigator shows the
materials directly to you, or just let you glance at them by placing the materials near
the suspect on the table.
5) Evidence exaggeration:
(
)
During the interrogation, the investigator emphasises the strong influence of the
evidence collected in the stage of investigation on the proof of guilt and sentencing
against you.
---------------------------------------------------------------------

*Evidential/unreliable
6. Bluff or bait suspect about supposed evidence you have of involvement:
(
)
The investigator says that the police are in the process of collecting important new
evidence, such as CCTV footage, DNA, or fingerprints. The investigator asks you
whether that new evidence will indicate that you are guilty.
7. Share media reports, statistics, or evidence from other similar cases:
(
)
The investigator explains why you are involved in the case by presenting media
reports about their case, statistical data, evidence and materials from similar cases.
8. Use polygraphs:
(
)
The investigator suggests you to take a polygraph test or presents you the test result
suggesting your guilt.
9. Leak information:
(
)
The investigators leaves you alone in the room with the door open, and they talk over
information that sounds crucial and related to the crime and your involvement as if
they are unaware of the possibility that you could hear what they are discussing.
10. Confront suspect with criminal record:
(
)
The investigator has your criminal record, and tries to associate the crime in question
with your former criminal history regardless of whether the crimes are identical or
not.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------202
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*Nonevidential/Crime relevant
11. Capitalise on capture shock:
(
)
You are in police custody as a suspect. Now you have to undergo an investigation
while being handcuffed. Your family is in great shock, and the media are chasing
every trace of you. Your future seems to be in peril. You could spend a long time in
prison after sentencing. As you are struggling with these concerns, the investigator is
suggesting you be cooperative to police in order to minimise the harm you should
endure.
12. Maximise the seriousness of the offence:
(
)
The investigator tells you that people will not tolerate your action because your
offence was very serious.
13. Minimise the seriousness of the offence:
(
)
The investigator tries to relive you by telling that your offence was not so serious or
intolerable, and suggests possible reasons why a normal person, like you, might have
committed this offence.
14. Disparage or dismiss information suspect provides:
(
)
Each time you make a statement, the investigator (intentionally) disparages or
dismisses them, saying that your statements are not reliable.
15. Emphasise your authority and expertise over suspect:
(
)
The investigator says that they have the authority to influence your life, or appeals to
you that the investigator has confidence to prove your guilt as experienced a lot of
investigations.
16. Appeal to self-interest, religion, or conscience:
(
)
The investigator will, during the interview, let you think about the way to maximise
your self-interest, and tell you that if you are religious, there might be religious values
to follow. Also, the investigator will appeal that you would better reflect on your
mistake as you have conscience.
-------------------------------------------------------------------

*Nonevidential/Crime irrelevant
17. Make suspect cry:
(
)
The investigator tries to break into a (sentimental and emotional) conversation with
you, helping opening yourself up by talking about your current situation, family,
future, old good memories, childhood story, and someone or something that you really
care for as if he would point out that the things that you care most are now in jeopardy
because of the criminal accusation.
18. Employ active listening skills:
(
)
The investigator pays attention while you are talking. He looks you in the eye, gives
you a nod, react to your behavior with facial expression and hand gestures. He also

203

Appendix C (Chapter 4)

summarises what you said and asks for confirmation from you. He talks about himself
too.
19. Identify suspect’s basic needs and emotional status:
(
)
The investigator asks you if you have needed anything since the arrest. He tells you to
give a help within the legal boundary. He also asks you if the custodial and
investigative environment is making you feel too uncomfortable, trying to understand
and empathise with you.
20. Offer tangible or intangible incentives:
(
)
The investigator offers you with some coffee, water, beverages, or cigarettes when
you give him cooperation, and express a sense of gratitude, respect, pitifulness, or
smile to you.
21. Present self as in a helpful role other than being an interrogator:
(
)
The investigator tells you that the reason for him to be here with you in this room is
not to punish you but to help you for your benefit.
22. Find common ground or shared experiences:
(
)
Listening to you, he says he found many common grounds and shared many similar
experiences with you.
--------------------------------------------------------------

* Context manipulation
23. Conduct the interrogation in an comfortable setting:
(
)
The investigator interviews you with being handcuffed. He also makes you sit on a
hard and uncomfortable chair. The investigator leaves the door open so that other
people can see you and walk in the room.
24. Conduct the interrogation in an uncomfortable setting:
(
)
The investigator removes your handcuff for the interview. He lets you sit on a cozy
and comfortable chair. The investigator tries to give you a more private space for the
interview. Now no one could involve in your interrogation other than you and the
investigator.
25. Conduct the interrogation in an isolated setting:
(
)
The investigator does not give you any opportunity to see your family. The
interviewing room has no window and is small and suffocating.
26. Interview suspect at a late time:
(
)
The investigator interviews you at night or at dawn.
27. Use good cop bad cop strategy:
(
)
There are two investigators interviewing you in turns. One of them takes an
aggressive, negative stance towards you, making derogatory comments, and in
general creating antipathy between you and himself. The other acts contrastively,
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appearing supportive and understanding, and in general showing sympathy for you.
The friendly cop also tries to defend you from the unfriendly cop. The two
investigators keep questioning you in turns with their own method until the interview
is over.

Now you are finished with twenty seven interviewing tactics. If you have anything
relating to the previous questions, do not hesitate to ask.
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