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Abstract
The paper explores the relationships between individual differences in intelligence and personality and the ability to extract 
critical information (and identify missing but required information) from a suspect’s brief sheet (i.e. model formulation) and 
develop a suitable line of questioning (i.e. approach strategizing) in interrogation scenarios. We hypothesised that cognitive 
flexibility, emotion management, low need for closure and rapport would all be predictors of these abilities. Two hundred 
and seventy-four participants of different backgrounds were exposed to two interrogation scenarios to assess model formation 
and approach strategizing abilities, as well as intelligence and personality tests. Benchmarks for performance were meas-
ured against two experienced interrogators and two psychologists’ calibrated performance. In terms of overall performance, 
only rapport and cognitive flexibility were significant positive predictors. Whereas only rapport was a positive predictor of 
approach strategizing, both rapport and cognitive flexibility were positive predictors of model formation. In conclusion, the 
data from the early stage of our project suggests that the examined factors should be carefully considered when training and 
selecting optimal interrogators. Though previous research has identified a number of individual differences in intelligence 
and personality that are important in demanding law-enforcement contexts, ours is the first to explore them with respect to 
effective interrogator performance.

Keywords Personality · Intelligence · Interrogation · Simulated scenarios

Introduction

Although interrogations are an integral part of the investiga-
tive process, little is known about the cognitive skills and 
traits that underpin effective performance in this domain. 
What is known, however, is that interrogations are cogni-
tively and emotionally demanding for those who conduct 
them (Kleider-Offutt et al. 2016). Though previous research 
has identified a number of individual differences in intel-
ligence and personality that are important in other, simi-
larly demanding, law-enforcement contexts (Larmour et al. 
2015), none has been investigated with respect to effective 

interrogator performance (e.g. Alison et al. 2013b; Kleider 
et al. 2010). Defining such performance is itself a challenge, 
but the present study proposes that two important anteced-
ents of interrogation performance are model formation and 
approach strategizing.

Model formation involves the examination of available 
case information to determine what is critically relevant and 
what is currently unknown but required. The more critical 
information that can be extracted from the brief, the stronger 
and more specific the model and, thus, the interrogator’s 
understanding of the case. Knowledge of what information 
is missing is also beneficial, since this informs what follow-
up questions will be asked of both the senior investigating 
officer and the suspect. Approach strategizing is the process 
of developing a line of questioning and predicting a suspect’s 
response.

The expected outcome of this process is the identification 
of the key questions that will satisfy the interrogator’s objec-
tives. Furthermore, the interrogator will be, to one degree 
or another, prepared for how the suspect might respond and 
can therefore mentally rehearse how to address the suspect’s 
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comments (or lack thereof). Hence, approach strategizing 
is closely linked with the concept of anticipation which is, 
elsewhere, shown to allow individuals to anticipate future 
outcomes of actions and mentally planning responses to 
them (e.g. Skulimowski & Kacprzyk 1997).

In terms of our understanding of interrogations, in the 
military domain, the large-scale revelations surrounding 
the use of ‘enhanced’ interrogation methods in Iraq and 
Afghanistan spurred a critical debate about the legality and, 
crucially, effectiveness or coercive methods for eliciting 
information (see Evans et al. 2017). Similarly, police inter-
rogation methods have equally been questioned for ‘creat-
ing’ false confessions and wrongful convictions (Redlich & 
Meissner 2009). There are also stark cultural differences—
whereas American and Canadian interrogators were found 
to be similar to one another, and conformed to an accusato-
rial approach (in both deception detection and questioning 
techniques), the interviewers from Europe, Australia and 
New Zealand conformed more to an information-gather-
ing approach (Miller et al. 2018). While US jail inmates 
endorsed interrogation strategies characterised by respect, 
dignity and commitment to the truth and were opposed to 
those involving false evidence and aggression (Cleary & Bul 
2018), specific offender-victim profiles were found to result 
in a greater likelihood of confession in sexual assault inves-
tigations (Beauregard et al. 2017).

These controversies have created a need for systematic 
empirical research to identify ‘what works’ in an interro-
gation situation (Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, 
2014). Given this, in the past, researchers have used sur-
veys, interviews, experimental research and observations 
to learn about techniques used within an interrogation that 
are effective at eliciting accurate information (Kelly et al. 
2016). Such work has focused on the effectiveness of differ-
ent question styles (accusatorial vs. information-gathering; 
see Meissner et al., 2014), with much work often focusing 
on whether a certain questioning tactic was used or to what 
extent (Kelly et al. 2016). Other work has focused (as have 
many other studies) on the central role of rapport and spe-
cifically the inter-personal dynamics that create good rapport 
and the positive effect of good rapport on intelligence yield 
and the use of counter-interrogation tactics (e.g. answering 
‘no comment’, see Alison et al. 2013a, b, 2014a, b, 2017; 
Kelly et al. 2016; Meissner et al. 2015). However, there is 
almost no research at all on the role that individual differ-
ences in personality and cognitive factors play in the ability 
of an interrogator to prepare for, and respond during, an 
interrogation.

Given this, this research seeks to examine the cognitive 
correlates of model formation and approach strategizing in 
interrogation scenarios. Integrating previous findings of the 
effects of individual differences on specific law enforcement 
tasks with this novel approach to measuring interrogator 

performance serves two purposes. Firstly, it furthers aca-
demic understanding of the psychological dynamics the 
interrogation (rather than the dyadic process of ‘interroga-
tion’) and, secondly, it may lead to new avenues for the train-
ing and development of interrogators. While there has been 
no prior work specifically in this area, based on a review of 
the literature on decision-making in other high-uncertainty 
areas (e.g. military and police operations; e.g. Alison et al. 
2013a, b), the present research focusses on four measures 
of intelligence—fluid mental ability, cognitive flexibility, 
emotional understanding and emotion management—and 
two measures of personality—need for closure and trait 
emotional intelligence. We outline each of these factors in 
detail down below.

Need for Closure

Those with low need for closure (NFC) are more often 
‘adaptable, open-minded, less focused on certainty, and 
happy to expend longer periods of time before taking action’ 
(Evans et al. 2017, p. 1194). High NFC individuals achieve 
closure through the processes of seizing and freezing. Such 
individuals seize ‘early, closure-affording evidence’ before 
they then freeze on the conclusion or judgement it suggests 
(Kruglanski et al. 2009, p. 151). Having achieved closure, 
these individuals tend to demonstrate behavioural patterns 
that ensure closure is not compromised, including lowered 
motivation to search for additional information and low-
ered sensitivity to alternative hypotheses (Roets & Van Hiel 
2007). Low NFC individuals may have an advantage when 
it comes to predicting a suspect’s response to their ques-
tions, as research suggests that those with high NFC are less 
empathic towards others because of their rigid interpretation 
of the situation (Nelson et al. 2003). The cognitive adapt-
ability associated with low NFC may, therefore, allow for 
flexibility in the conceptualisation of the situation, which, in 
turn, permits low need for closure individuals to empathise 
with the suspect’s perspective (Meadows et al. 2017).

Cognitive Flexibility

Individuals with high cognitive flexibility (CF) have 
enhanced attentional control, information processing and 
plan formation capabilities. This enables them to adapt 
their cognitive system to changing contexts and demands 
(Varanda & Fernandes 2017). CF has also been explored in 
relation to decision making and problem solving (Laureiro-
Martínez & Brusoni 2018). Research suggests that those 
with high CF are more effective at these tasks because they 
engage two mechanisms—identifying and reflecting—to 
aid cognition. Initially, individuals identify the problem ele-
ments and their discrepancies, before subsequently reflecting 
on the relationships between elements to establish cause and 
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effect (Raes et al. 2011). In essence, high CF individuals 
utilise a feedback loop to update their perspective and, thus, 
continually iterate and adapt to changing environments (Furr 
et al.2012). Considering these abilities and mechanisms, 
high CF should prove valuable to both model formation and 
approach strategizing. Firstly, high CF individuals should be 
able to make use of their heightened information processing 
skills—through identifying and reflecting—as well as their 
increased awareness of alternatives, to extract and request 
more information. Equally, compared with individuals with 
low CF, those with high CF ought to be more effective at 
approach strategizing since the process relies substantially 
on both plan formation (to set the priority questions) and 
interpersonal communication skills (to anticipate a suspect’s 
response).

Emotional Intelligence

The effect of emotional intelligence (EI) on general cogni-
tion is relatively unexplored, although there is some evi-
dence to suggest that EI has a weak positive relationship 
with executive functioning. For example, small-to-medium 
effect sizes were reported when emotional understanding 
was correlated with working memory, attentional control 
and problem solving (Pardeller et al. 2017).

Given the cognitively and emotionally demanding nature 
of interrogations, high working memory capacity is essen-
tial, and thus, those with high trait EI may well be at a dis-
advantage for both model formation and approach strategiz-
ing. Interrogators with strong EI, on the other hand, may 
well outperform their less-able peers due to their capacity 
to integrate emotional information into their cognitive pro-
cesses. Predicting a suspect’s response, for instance, should 
be facilitated by emotional understanding, as the knowledge 
of the relationship between thoughts, feelings and emotions 
can be used to predict how a suspect will respond when 
confronted with a question. Equally, emotion regulation (or 
management) may prove advantageous, because the inter-
rogator can choose whether (or not) to attend to emotional 
cues present in the environment. In doing so, the individual 
can generate questions based on these cues (such as asking 
if a suspect is under duress when they appear anxious or 
frightened), while also avoiding an overly sympathetic and 
thus emotionally inappropriate state.

RBI

Building on extensive research into suspect interviewing, the 
Rapport-Based Inventory (RBI) for investigative interview-
ers was developed to measure interviewers’ rapport-based 
skill level based on motivational interviewing (MI) theory. 
MI is a person-centred, evidence-based clinical intervention 
originally developed to treat substance misuse. Investigative 

interviewers who use strategies consistent with the princi-
ples of MI have been found to engage suspects and obtain 
increased information yield in interview (Alison et al. 2013a, 
b; Surmon-Böhr et al. 2020). The RBI consists of vignettes 
based on real interviews with suspects, with each vignette 
followed by questions that prompt the respondent to select 
or write a response that are then scored against MI stand-
ards. Two studies were recently conducted to test the inter-
nal reliability and external validity of the scale (Surmon-
Böhr, Alison & Alison, 2020). In the first study, the RBI 
was administered to a large sample of police interviewers 
(n = 140) and students (n = 85). The findings indicated good 
inter-rater reliability of scoring, and the scale was found 
to have good internal consistency. In the second study, the 
RBI was administered to a sample of police interviewers 
taking part in a National Counterterrorism training course 
to assess whether RBI scores were associated with inter-
viewer performance during mock interviews (n = 60). The 
RBI displayed good concurrent validity with a behavioural 
sample of interviewer performance during mock interviews, 
measured using the ORBIT coding framework.

Present Research

Selecting people who have the right knowledge, skills and 
abilities is essential for any role in any organisation, and 
increasing research is focussing on identifying personal-
ity and cognitive traits that may predict success (e.g. see 
Wiersma & Kappe, 2016). The present research seeks to 
support this objective in a unique and underexplored domain 
by providing initial insight into the intelligence and person-
ality aspects that are likely to determine how effectively 
interrogators are able to process case-specific details and 
formulate lines of inquiry. The inclusion of specific corre-
lates in the following exploratory analysis was based upon 
their previously established links to the investigative process 
(e.g. Alison et al. 2013b), as well as their predicted (dis)
advantages for the model formation and approach strategiz-
ing processes. Based on the literature discussed above, the 
following hypotheses were generated:

Hypothesis 1 Those with high cognitive flexibility would 
exhibit higher scores for: overall performance, model forma-
tion; and approach strategizing.

Hypothesis 2 Those with low need for closure would show 
better scores for overall performance, approach strategizing 
and model formation.

Hypothesis 3 Those with high emotional management 
would exhibit higher scores for overall performance, model 
formation and approach strategizing.
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Hypothesis 4 Those with high rapport scores would perform 
better in overall performance, model formation and approach 
strategizing. 

Method

Participants

Two hundred and seventy-four participants of different 
backgrounds (81 male and 193 female) were recruited via 
opportunity sampling to complete an online questionnaire 
shared on Facebook and the university participant recruit-
ment scheme. Their age ranged from 18 to 69 (M = 28.2, 
SE = 0.83). There were no restrictions on who could take 
part in the research. We used the following measures:

– The Revised Need for Closure Scale (NFCS(R)—Roets 
& Van Hiel 2007).

– Cognitive flexibility: Dennis and Vander Wal’s (2010) 
Cognitive Flexibility Inventory (CFI), which is specifi-
cally designed for the measurement of cognitive flex-
ibility in research contexts.

– Emotion management: The Situational Test of Emotion 
Management—Brief (STEM-B), which is a much shorter 
assessment of emotion management than the original 
version; however, it preserves its full-version reliability 
(α = .84) (Allen et al. 2015).

– The Rapport Base Interviewing (RBI), which is a meas-
ure used to test ability to demonstrate key motivational 
interviewing skills (Surmon-Böhr et al.2020).

Building on the related research on the level of suspicion 
and counter-interrogation tactics (Granhag et al. 2009), we 
presented participants with two different interrogation sce-
narios. Both scenarios featured an imminent and unspeci-
fied threat of a terrorist attack in an unspecified location, 
but they differed in involving directly and indirectly impli-
cated suspects,1 the implication being the presented sus-
pect playing either the main or peripheral role in the terror 
plot. Participants were tasked with asking questions about 
them, using both multiple choice and open-ended options. 
The scenarios, in which participants were asked to act as 
investigators reporting to their Senior Investigating Officer 
(SIO), were measured against the different questionnaires 
to test the level of ability they would have for approach 
strategizing and model formation. Drawing upon best prac-
tices used within law enforcement, participants’ responses 
were measured against responses given by four experts: 

two interrogation-trained psychologists and two counter-
terrorism detectives. The psychologists and detectives were 
in agreement with the proposed standard (inter-rater reli-
ability Kappa = 0.8). A 5-min timer was also set up for the 
scenarios.

Procedure

The questionnaires and scenarios for the study were pre-
sented using the online-based survey software Qualtrics. 
Firstly, participants were shown an information sheet with 
an overview of the study and a consent form. They also indi-
cated their age, gender and interrogation experience. Partici-
pants then completed the emotional management 18-item 
questionnaire. This was followed by an example of the sce-
nario they were going to be faced with and example answers. 
Since participants were not professionals, this was designed 
to help them think of more answers, as well as prepare them 
for the questions they would be asked.

The scenario explained the brief and asked four ques-
tions: (1) what critical information can be extracted from 
the brief; (2) what further information, if any, do I need 
from the SIO; (3) what are the priority question(s) that must 
be put to the suspect; and (4) what are the suspects’ likely 
defences to these questions. Participants’ responses were 
time-limited—they had 5 min to answer the four questions, 
which were meant to apply slight, but fairly realistic, pres-
sure. The questionnaire included multiple choice questions 
to understand the attention paid to the study and a participant 
debrief sheet which explained the aims of the study, also 
providing helplines for the sensitive topics mentioned.

Analysis

Responses to the 16 questions were extracted from the full 
dataset, generating a relevance score according to the num-
ber of pieces of information that matched the standard. A 
response was considered to match the expert standard when 
it specifically used a keyword or was synonymous for a 
theme. After initial grouping of participants based on their 
performance and checking the internal consistency of the 
four individual measures, scores between low and high per-
formers were compared and linear regression was carried 
out.

Results

In order to separate high from low performers and to facili-
tate the accessibility and understanding of our findings to 
trained interrogators, each of the three performance indica-
tors were split into quartiles. High performers were 75th 1 The contents might be shared by the authors, subject to institutional 

ethics clearance.
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percentile to the maximum score, and low performers were 
the minimum score to the 25th percentile.

Preliminary Analysis

The α-acceptability threshold was set at .6 (Pallant 2020). 
Consequently, CFI (α = .89), NFC (α = .74), EM (α = .64) 
and rapport (α = .66) were all internally consistent meas-
ures (Table  1). Therefore, all measures were analysed 
against overall performance, model formation and approach 
strategizing.

Overall Performance

After comparing high and low scores it was found that 
rapport showed a significant difference between high 
(M = 24.11, SE = 0.52) and low (M = 19.85, SE = 0.69) per-
formers (t(146.78) = − 4.9, p < .001). CF also showed a sig-
nificant difference between high (M = 105.94, SE = 1.4) and 
low (M = 100.14, SE = 1.43) performers (t(157.91) = − 2.9, 
p = .004). However, EM showed no significant difference 
between high (M = 0.60, SE = 0.01) and low (M = 0.61, 
SE = 0.01) scores, neither did NFC (M = 3.68, SE = 0.11; 
M = 3.66, SE = 0.11).

Linear regression analysis was run to predict overall per-
formance scores from CF, NFC, EM and rapport. Overall, 
these variables significantly predicted overall performance 
(F(4, 273) = 10.16, p < .001), with an R2 of .13. However, 
when overall performance was predicted, it was found 
that rapport (B = .32, p < .001) and cognitive flexibility 
total (B = .14, p = .03) were significant predictors. Need 
for closure (B = .02, p = .72) and emotional management 
(B = − .07, p = .22) were not significant predictors. This 
shows that overall performance will increase with increased 
scores on the RBI and slightly on the CFI and NFC-R.

Approach Strategizing

There was a significant difference between the high 
(M  =  23.35, SE  =  0.49) and low scorers (M  =  20.57, 
SE  =  0.52) within approach strategizing for rapport 
(t(218.56)  =  −  3.9, p  <  .001). There were no signifi-
cant differences between the high and low scores for CF 
(M = 103.86, SE = 1.36; M = 102.58, SE = 1.24), EM 
(M  =  0.59, SE  =  0.01; M  =  0.6, SE  =  0.01) and NFC 

(M = 3.82, SE = 0.11; M = 3.74, SE = 0.08). Linear regres-
sion analysis showed that CF, NFC, EM and rapport sig-
nificantly predicted approach strategizing (F(4, 273) = 4.65, 
p = .001), with an R2 of .07. Individually, the only signifi-
cant predictor of approach strategizing was rapport (B = .24, 
p < .001). On the other hand, CF (B = .06, p = .36), NFC 
(B = .56, p = .58) and EM (B = − .04, p = .5) were not sig-
nificant predictors of approach strategizing (Table 2).

Model Formation

A significant difference was found between the high 
(M  =  23.99, SE  =  0.45) and low scorers (M  =  20.22, 
SE  =  0.63) within model formation for rapport 
(t(159.61) = − 4.86, p < .001). CF also showed a signifi-
cant difference between the high (M = 106.02, SE = 1.3) 
and low (M = 98.8, SE = 1.46) scorers (t(173.34) = − 3.68, 
p < .001). However, no significant differences were found 
for the EM high (M = 0.60, SE = 0.11) and low (M = 0.61, 
SE = 0.13), nor for NFC high (M = 3.7, SE = 0.1) and low 
(M = 3.74, SE = 0.11) scores. Linear regression analysis 
showed that CF, NFC, EM and rapport significantly pre-
dicted model formation (F(4, 273) = 9.61, p <  .001), with 
an R2 of .13. Individually, rapport (B = .29, p < .001) and 
CF (B = .16, p < .01) were significant predictors of model 
formation. NFC (B = .004, p = .95) and EM (B = − .08, 
p = .2) were non-significant predictors of model formation 
(Table 3).

Table 1  Descriptive overview 
of the four variables

Variable Low performer High performer Sig

RBI M = 19.85, SE = 0.69 M = 24.11, SE = 0.52 t(146.78) = − 4.9, p < .001
CFI M = 100.14, SE = 1.43 M = 105.94, SE = 1.4 t(157.91) = − 2.9, p = .004
EM M = 0.61, SE  = 0.01 M = 0.60, SE = 0.01
NFC M = 3.66, SE = 0.11 M = 3.68, SE = 0.11

Table 2  Approach strategizing Predictor β p

RBI .24 .001
CFI .06 .36
EM − .04 .5
NFC .56 .58

Table 3  Model formation Predictor β p

RBI .29 .001
CFI .16 .001
EM − .08 .20
NFC .004 .95
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Discussion

The present study explored the effects of intelligence and 
personality on model formation and approach strategiz-
ing, which are argued to underpin effective interrogator 
performance. Focusing on the findings relevant to our 
hypotheses, a cautious approach of avoiding unwarranted 
speculation and overinterpretation was adopted. The 
results partially support Hypothesis 1 (i.e. higher cognitive 
flexibility being positively correlated with overall perfor-
mance and model formation) and fully support Hypoth-
esis 4 (i.e. higher rapport being positively correlated with 
overall performance, model formation and approach strate-
gizing). This is in line with research showing a positive 
correlation between intelligence and cognitive flexibility 
(Colzato et al. 2006; Gunduz 2013; Zmigrod et al. 2019). 
In terms of overall performance, the strongest approach 
strategizing abilities were observed in those participants 
with the highest rapport scores and in those with high-
est cognitive flexibility scores. This, in turn, is consistent 
with research on rapport-based interviewing (Alison et al., 
2013a, b; Alison et al. 2014) and on cognitive flexibility 
(Koesten et al. 2009; Furr et al. 2012; Raes et al. 2011; 
Varanda & Fernande 2017; Laureiro-Martínez & Brusoni, 
2018). Thus, higher cognitive flexibility appears to facili-
tate a larger repertoire of strategies to fit the situation, 
allowing a greater number of possible suspect responses 
(Koesten et al. 2009).

Need for closure, however, did not turn out to be a sig-
nificant predictor. Considering the current literature, the 
null effects may be a consequence of the present study’s 
definitions of model formation and approach strategizing. 
Given the potentially competing benefits of high and low 
need for closure, a high score in one aspect of model for-
mation or approach strategizing could be cancelled out by 
a low score in the other.

The null effects of emotion management may be the 
result of a lack of sufficient emotional cues in the case 
brief. When there are few cues available, or the available 
cues do not contain enough information, inferring affec-
tive states and their corresponding behaviours becomes 
an unmanageable task, even for those with a substantial 
capacity for social information processing (Westerman & 
Tamborin 2008). Specifically, without indicators of past 
behaviour, it may not have been possible for participants 
to make accurate predictions about future behaviours (i.e. 
how the suspect would respond to questioning) (Lee & 
Harris 2013). Such null effects of emotion management 
can also clarify why the effect sizes of previously reported 
correlations between emotional understanding, working 
memory, attentional control and problem solving were 
only small to medium, rather than large (Pardeller et al. 

2017). This is also consistent with the absence of estab-
lished link between trait emotional intelligence and either 
elaborative thinking or the quantity of ideas produced in 
response to a stimulus (Sánchez-Ruiz et al. 2011). Conse-
quently, individuals with high trait emotional intelligence 
may have no advantage over their low trait emotional 
intelligence peers (or vice versa) when it comes to overall 
performance, model formation and approach strategizing.

The current results provide implications for the academic 
understanding of the cognitive underpinnings of the process 
of interrogation and can inform issues of selection, training 
and development of interrogators. If, as argued, model for-
mation and approach strategizing are the central cognitive 
processes involved in interrogation, these results represent 
the initial insight into the intelligence and personality cor-
relates that underpin important elements of effective inter-
rogator performance. Further research can clarify if these 
processes accurately reflect the operational practices of 
interrogators or whether there are additional aspects that 
have not yet been considered. Subsequent studies can also 
explore how these cognitive skills relate to the interpersonal 
behaviours and traits that are essential for rapport building 
and its associated effects on counter-interrogation strategies 
and intelligence yield (Alison et al., 2013a,b; 2014).

The individual difference measures used by the present 
research are easily deployed and, with further improvement, 
could potentially form the basis of an initial screening test 
for those who wish to become interrogators. This, in turn, 
will facilitate a more mature understanding of the effect of 
intelligence and personality on interrogator performance, 
which will support not only applicant screening but also 
the introduction of targeted exercises aimed at improving 
other related and essential interrogation skills (e.g. divergent 
thinking).

Although there is considerable value in these findings, 
the present study is not without shortcomings. In both the 
univariate and multivariate regression models, the majority 
of variance was unexplained. This signifies that there are 
factors affecting model formation and approach strategiz-
ing performance that the present study has not identified. It 
is possible that some of this variance can be explained by 
the missing intelligence measures (fluid mental ability and 
emotional understanding), and future research should look 
to explore this.

The validity of the scenarios—as accurate representa-
tions of interrogations—is limited, not least because they 
are absent of any interpersonal contact. Unlike a live inter-
rogation, participants were not required to adapt to the sus-
pect’s behaviour or responses, nor were they subject to envi-
ronmental stressors, such as time pressure, realistic stakes 
or risk to life. To address this issue, forthcoming research 
should look to develop a test protocol that can be applied in a 
more immersive training environment, where dynamism and 
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face-to-face communication are facilitated and where other 
types of imminent threats are presented. Additionally, the 
uneven split between male and female participants suggests 
caution with data interpretation, which will be addressed in 
the next stage of our project. The next stage will go beyond 
emotional management and include a broader measure of 
ability-based emotional intelligence (Mayer et al. 2003) so 
as to cover all four branches of emotional intelligence.

The current early project results suggest that certain 
aspects of intelligence and personality—namely, rapport 
and cognitive flexibility—are positive predictors of overall 
interview performance. More specifically, whereas approach 
strategizing can be predicted by higher rapport, model for-
mation can be predicted by both higher rapport and higher 
cognitive flexibility. It is suggested that individuals who 
exhibit these skills and traits also possess, amongst their 
other attributes, increased levels of emotional intelligence 
and ideational fluidity. These findings help increase our 
understanding of what defines an effective interrogator and, 
with the aid of further research, may contribute to better 
interrogation practice.
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