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Abstract

Introduction: Investigative interviewer training has increasingly focused on enhancing interviewers’ ability to build rapport with subjects; however, trainers currently lack a consistent and efficient method to assess individuals’ competence in using rapport-based skills. To address this, we have developed a self-report scale – the Rapport Based Inventory (RBI), which is a scenario-based assessment intended to measure interviewers’ recognition of the correct use of rapport-based skills in interviewing contexts. The original scale consisted of four vignettes with 16 items requiring free text and multiple-choice responses in which core rapport concepts are tested. The current study aims to examine the scale’s psychometric properties, underlying factor structure and construct validity. 

Methods: To test the instrument’s psychometric properties, the RBI was administered online to 225 participants (140 practitioners and 85 university students). To assess convergent (construct) validity, additional data was collected from a subsample of 60 practitioners taking part in interview training to examine whether RBI scores were associated with practitioners’ interview performance during mock interviews. Performance was coded using the rapport skills scales from the Observing Rapport Based Techniques (ORBIT) coding framework (Alison & Alison, 2012). 

Results: The final short form version of the RBI scale (RBI-SF) contains eight items across four investigative interviewing vignettes, comprised of two factors – reflective listening (six items) and developing discrepancies (two items) with good internal reliability. One item relating to adaptability was also retained as a separate item that should be administered alongside the RBI due to its theoretical and statistical significance. Correlational analyses revealed that the scale demonstrated convergent validity with behavioural measures of rapport-based skill, with RBI scores positively correlated with interviewers’ effective use of rapport-based behaviours and negatively correlated with rapport-inconsistent behaviours during mock interviews. 

Conclusions: We conclude that the newly developed instrument appears to be a promising tool to support the identification of interviewers’ accurate comprehension of rapport-building skills in the context of law enforcement and intelligence interviewing. 
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Introduction

Building rapport is widely considered to be a crucial component to securing information in investigative interviews/interrogations and in intelligence gathering contexts (Abbe & Brandon, 2014; Alison et al., 2013; Gabbert et al., 2021; Vanderhallen & Vervaeke, 2014; Nunan et al., 2022). Correct use of reflective listening skills, being non-judgmental and being adaptable appear to improve the chance of securing a suspect’s engagement in interview, which in turn, increases the chances of evidentially useful information (Surmon-Böhr et al., 2020; Vanderhallen & Vervaeke, 2014). Based on this growing body of research, interviewer training has increasingly focused on developing interviewers’ interpersonal and rapport-based communication skills. However, interpersonal skills are complex and subject to significant individual differences, making it difficult to consistently and correctly predict someone’s aptitude (Salas, Bedwell, and Fiore, 2011). In the context of investigative interviewing, there is often a subjective decision about which officers are ready for attendance at resource-intensive face-to-face training programmes. There is currently no consistent, objective way to assess officers’ level of interpersonal comprehension prior to them being in the training room, where time and resources are limited. The current study aims to assess the RBI scale’s psychometric properties and usefulness as a measure to identify interviewers’ baseline knowledge of rapport-based skills for the purposes of (i) identifying optimal candidates who are ready for face-to-face training and (ii) assessing further training and development needs for interviewers.

Rapport can be defined as the interpersonal relationship or connection between interviewer and interviewee established over the course of their interaction (Evans et al., 2010; Kelly et al., 2013). It is based on a reciprocal understanding of one another in terms of respect, empathy, and trust (O’Toole, 2016) and may be felt by one party but not the other at various points. Vanderhallen and Vervaeke (2014) noted that there are two key assumptions underlying the role rapport plays: (a) it enhances cooperation and (b) elicits more accurate information.

More recently, and under the auspices of the High-Value Detainee Interrogation Group (HIG), the positive impact of rapport has been repeatedly highlighted (e.g. Alison et al., 2013; Kelly et al., 2013; Russano et al., 2014). Arrigo and Wagner’s (2007) interviews with senior military interrogators found that they placed the highest value on skills such as “the capacity to relate—on tolerance, sociability, flexible thinking, empathy, situational awareness, self-mastery, cultural knowledge, and linguistic skills” (p. 396).

In a unique study of 142 police interviews with individuals suspected of benefit fraud, Walsh and Bull (2012) found that opportunities to build rapport (defined as strategies such as active listening, calmness, empathy, summarizing, and explaining) in the initial stages of the interview were often missed and that where it had been established—it was not always maintained throughout the interview. Subsequently, interviewers who were able to establish and maintain rapport throughout the interview were five times more likely to obtain a satisfactory outcome (42% vs. 8%), shifting the interview from denial to providing relevant investigative information.

Though there is a consensus among interrogators/ interviewers, interpreters and analysts that rapport is fundamental to a successful interview (e.g. Goodman-Delahunty et al., 2014; Redlich et al., 2014; Russano et al., 2014; Vallano & Schreiber Compo, 2015), actually identifying what rapport is and how to build it has been heavily debated (see Gabbert et al., 2021 for an extensive review). Neequaye and Mac Giolla (2022) suggest that difficulties in defining rapport are due to it being a higher order concept that consists of many different traits. The challenge for researchers is to create an accurate system of measurement that can capture a concept that is often nuanced, dynamic and changes across an interaction. This has led to the development of several different methodologies to measure rapport and its component parts in investigative interviews. These measures can broadly be categorized as (i) self-report interviewee perceptions of rapport or (ii) observer ratings or coding of behavioural cues considered relevant to rapport.

One popular conceptualization of rapport in investigative interviews is based on Tickle-Degen & Rosenthal’s (1990) tripartite theoretical framework. Their definition of rapport suggests it consists of three interrelating behavioural components: mutual attention, positivity and co-ordination. That is, rapport is thought to be established if the two individuals are interested and involved in the interaction, have positive feelings or attitudes towards one another and the interaction runs smoothly. Two investigative rapport scales have been developed based on this understanding of rapport. Duke et al. (2018) developed the Rapport Scales for Investigative Interviews and Interrogations (RS3i) which is a multidimensional self-report questionnaire intended to measure interviewees’ experience of rapport in forensic and intelligence interviews. The questionnaire consists of 5 rapport scales – attentiveness (e.g. ‘the interviewer really listened to what I had to say’) trust/respect (e.g. ‘the interviewer is honest with me’) expertise (e.g. ‘the interviewer acted like a professional’), cultural sensitivity (e.g. ‘we have our culture in common’) and connected flow (e.g. ‘Communication went smoothly’). The authors suggest that the questionnaire may be useful for giving feedback to interviewers in training about their effectiveness in building rapport during role playing interviews by getting the role player to complete it. A second, observer version of the RS3i was developed by Magee (2020) which allows observers to rate the rapport generated in investigative contexts.

Although Tickle-Degen & Rosenthal’s (1990) conceptualisation of rapport provides a useful framework for considering the nature of rapport, it does not adequately inform individuals how to actually build it. The ORBIT model (Observing Rapport Based Interpersonal Skills; Alison & Alison, 2012) is a framework designed specifically for assessing rapport-based skills in the context of investigative interviewing, and focuses on interviewer behaviours that will either facilitate or damage communication with the subject. Successful use of the rapport-based skills in ORBIT is associated with increased engagement by the subject and increased investigative yield (e.g. evidential or intelligence related information) (Alison et al., 2013). Based on extensive analysis of investigative interviews with terrorism suspects, child sex offending suspects and victims of sexual assault (see Alison et al., 2013; Alison et al., 2014; Humann et al., 2023; Kim et al., 2020; Surmon-Böhr et al., 2020), ORBIT has evolved from a behavioral coding framework to an evidence-based investigative model of rapport and interpersonal communication that is now trained to a range of law enforcement and military agencies in the UK, North America and across Europe.

ORBIT draws on Humanistic therapeutic models of communication where the concept of rapport is well studied and a primacy is placed on a non-judgmental approach, authenticity and fluid and adaptive interaction, common in the work of Carl Rogers. At the forefront of Rogerian thinking is empathic listening (i.e., not imposing your view as the counsellor but, rather, seeking the client’s own subjective experience) and reflective listening (i.e., the counsellor seeks meaning and understanding from the client by playing back what the client has said and seeking to evoke further values and beliefs) (Rogers, 1975). Emanating from this body of work are client centred approaches such as Motivational Interviewing (MI) theory (Miller & Moyers, 2017; Rollnick & Miller, 1995) – an approach, albeit in a therapeutic context rather than a law enforcement one that, focuses on objectivity, adaptability, and attentive listening. Motivational Interviewing has been applied in numerous contexts, both with willing and reluctant participants, as a method of non-confrontational challenge to address problematic behaviours such as substance misuse (Satre et al., 2011), offending behaviour (McMurran, 2011), and health problems (Brandberg et al., 2021). Its ability to facilitate challenging conversations whilst maintaining the therapeutic alliance between clinician and client make it well-suited to generating rapport, even in oppositional interactions (Moyers & Rollnick, 2002).

The ORBIT coding framework was developed based in part on methods for assessing clinical skill and proficiency in MI. For example, the MISC (Manual for the MI Skills Code; Miller et al., 2008) and the MITI (Motivational Interviewing Treatment Integrity; Moyers et al., 2014) which are both reliable and well-validated measures that rely on coding audio/video recorded counselling sessions.

ORBIT contains a global measure of interviewer rapport-based behaviours drawn from the MI literature which includes rating an interviewer’s ability to i) be objective and non-judgmental (Acceptance), ii) show accurate empathic understanding (Empathy), iii) identify a suspects’ underlying core values and beliefs (Evocation), iv) be fluid and adaptable to what is brought up by the suspect (Adaptation) and v) respecting the suspect’s right to choose to cooperate or not (Autonomy). It also includes measures of specific skills adapted from MI which include i) reflective listening, ii) use of balanced summaries, iii) ability to respond to resistance and iv) developing discrepancies. These skills have been shown to establish an interviewers’ approach that is associated with increased suspect engagement (Surmon-Böhr et al., 2020).

The ORBIT coding framework has proven effective at measuring investigative interviewers’ rapport-based skill in the field and shown the effectiveness of using these approaches in investigative interviewing (Alison et al., 2013; Alison et al., 2014; Humann et al., 2023; Kim et al., 2020; Surmon-Böhr et al., 2020). However, ORBIT relies on trained coders to score video-taped interviews and can take up to 70 minutes to code an interview (Alison et al., 2013). Therefore, although it offers a robust and comprehensive method to measure interviewers’ rapport-based behaviours, it is also highly labour and resource intensive. Currently, no tool exists to assess an investigative interviewers’ skill without relying on either observer or interviewee ratings of an actual interview.

Other self-report measures for assessing clinician’s MI skillfulness, which can be more easily administered, include the Helpful Responses Questionnaire (HRQ; Miller et al., 1991) and the VASE-R (Video Assessment of Simulated Encounters-Revised; Rosengren et al., 2005). The HRQ is a 6-item written questionnaire that asks respondents to generate written responses (e.g., ‘what you would say next’) to written clinical scenarios. The HRQ can be administered and scored relatively quickly; however, it solely focuses on the skill of reflective listening without assessing any other key MI skills (e.g., responding to resistance or developing discrepancies). As such, the VASE-R was developed to assess a wider variety of MI skill. The VASE-R is a video-based assessment tool that contains three clinical vignettes with professional actors playing the role of the client. After watching the video-based vignette, clinicians are prompted to either identify or generate a response to the client. The VASE-R assesses clinicians’ knowledge of MI skill through responses that are scored against MI standards. This produces a total score and five subscale scores for: reflective listening, responding to resistance, summarizing, identifying change talk and developing discrepancies. This vignette-based method of assessment has been used in other domains to assess complex concepts such as effective teamwork skills and conflict resolution (Stevens and Campion, 1999). Providing interviewers with investigative vignettes to see how they respond to a suspect may offer a novel and effective method of assessing interviewers’ rapport-based skill without relying on costly and labor-intensive observational coding. A written vignette-based tool is preferable as it can be easily administered by practitioners in the field either using a pen and paper or electronically.

The current study seeks to develop and validate a written vignette-based rapport scale – the Rapport Based Inventory (RBI) for investigative interviewers. The RBI is designed to assess individuals’ knowledge of the accurate use of rapport-based skills to assist in (i) identifying optimal candidates for training and (ii) assist the selection of interviewers in the field. Our main research objective is to explore whether we can develop a robust and psychometrically sound scale that is associated with observable behavioral measures of rapport-based skill. A secondary research objective is to explore whether two equivalent versions of the tool could be developed for use as pre/post measures of training efficacy.

Method

Participants

The RBI was designed to assess investigative interviewers’ knowledge of rapport-based skills, so the target population was practitioners with interviewing experience, which is a unique and difficult to access population. To ensure sufficient sample size for factor analysis, it is suggested that a minimum of 10–15 observations per variable is needed to avoid computational difficulties (Comrey & Lee, 1992; Pett et al., 2003). Therefore, in addition to recruiting interviewing practitioners, recruitment was extended to a student population as a supplement to ensure a sufficient sample size was obtained for analysis. The full sample included 225 participants - a practitioner sample (n = 140; 91 male, 27 female, 22 unspecified) which included UK police interviewers (n = 110), UK military interviewers (n = 19), United States (US) intelligence interviewers (n = 8) and intelligence analysts (n = 3), as well as Psychology undergraduate and masters students from the University of Liverpool (n = 85; 67 female, 14 male, 4 unspecified; M age = 18; SD = 2.96). The police and military interviewers were from a range of regional units in the UK and the US interviewers were from the US High Value Detainee Interrogation Group (HIG). The practitioner sample had an average of 11.6 years of experience in interviewing (ranging from zero to 27 years).

To examine the construct (convergent) validity of the RBI, additional data was collected from a subsample of the practitioner sample. These were 60 UK police interviewers (42 males, 15 females, 3 unspecified) assigned to regional units across the UK, who attended a face to face 6-day Advanced Interviewer training course as part of their job roles during the data collection period. The training included immersive simulation interviews using experienced role actors. All interviewers had undergone Serious and Complex Interviewing (PIP2) (previously ‘Tier 3’) training prior to attending this course. Participants had an average of 12.8 years of experience in interviewing (ranging from one to 27 years).

Materials

Development of the RBI Scale

The RBI was developed by the research team based on the VASE-R (Rosengren et al., 2005) - a clinical assessment tool for measuring different MI skills that have also been found useful in an investigative context (reflective listening, responding to resistance, summaries, developing discrepancies) (Surmon-Böhr et al., 2020). We drew on the VASE-R for its vignette-based structure and question style, but created investigative scenarios adapted from real police interview scenarios, drawn from a range of the research team’s experience. The RBI also takes the form of a written vignette-based questionnaire rather than video-presentation so it can be easily administered in the field. It aims to test comprehension and recognition of rapport-based skills via multiple-choice questions and then the respondent’s ability to apply those skills and explain their reasoning via free text responses.

Whilst developing the scale, we were interested to see whether two equivalent scales could be developed as pre and post measures of training efficacy whilst avoiding practice effects. As such, eight questions were initially developed, based around two interviewing vignettes (George/Marcus – version A; see Appendix for details of each vignette and accompanying questions), measuring six rapport-based skills that have been found to be effective in the field (Alison et al., 2013; Surmon-Böhr et al., 2020) (see Table 1 for definitions). We then developed an additional set of questions designed to match the original eight in intent but based around two different vignettes – Jason/Dylan (version B). The vignettes were based on real scenarios and real police interviews which included crimes related to animal cruelty, arson, murder and domestic assault. Multiple scenarios were developed to try and engage practitioners adequately in a difficult and cognitively consuming task – an attempt to balance psychological fidelity with experimental control.
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All vignettes follow the same format – a brief description of why a named suspect has been arrested and what they have said so far in the interview, followed by an excerpt of speech from the suspect (see Appendix A for the RBI vignettes and questions). The first vignette in each of the two versions (A – George and B - Jason) is followed by two multiple choice questions (relating to ‘reflective listening’, and to ‘rapport and resistance’, respectively) followed by one free text response relating to ‘empathic perspective taking’. The second vignette in each version (RBI A – Marcus and RBI B – Dylan) is followed by two sets of questions – each with two multiple choice questions (related to ‘summarizing’ and ‘adaptation’, respectively), and a free-text question for the respondent to explain why they selected their answer. These are followed by one final free-text question relating to ‘developing discrepancies’, a non-confrontational challenge technique

At a macro level, these scenarios require that the respondent accurately recognises the use of a non-judgmental approach that shows the interviewer is listening and is actively trying to avoid increasing suspect resistance. In addition to these core skills, the RBI aims to assess adaptation (i.e., the extent to which respondents are able to adapt to responses by the suspect) and empathy (i.e., the extent to which the interviewer understands the detainee’s perspective). The RBI vignettes were reviewed by three subject matter experts (police officers who run the National CT advanced interviewer training course) who reported that the questionnaire had good face validity and psychological fidelity.

RBI Scoring

All items are scored on a four-point scale that follows a general scoring rule in line with the ethos of building rapport in ORBIT and similar to the scoring of responses in the VASE-R. That is, 1 = rapport-inconsistent strategy (i.e. judgmental or confrontational or likely to engender resistance), 2 = neutral, procedural or fact driven response, 3 = attempt at rapport skills/principles but falls short in some way (i.e. accurate reflection but does not move the conversation forward), 4 = good demonstration and active use of rapport skills/principles (i.e. non-judgmental, demonstration that they are listening to and are interested in what the suspect has to say and moves the conversation forward). Each multiple-choice item has an assigned score (1 – 4). In addition to the general scoring rule, the free text response questions have a specific scoring guide with more detailed information relating to the particular question (see table 2 for an example). High scores on the RBI indicate that the interviewer has accurate recognition of rapport-based interviewing techniques as indicated by their preference to choose a rapport-based response as opposed to a response likely to engender resistance. All RBI questionnaires were scored by one member of the research team who was experienced in coding rapport-based behaviours.
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Interrater reliability of RBI scoring. The free text response questions from 23 participants (10% of the sample; consisting of 184 questions in total) were randomly selected from the dataset and scored by a second coder (a psychology student not part of the research team but was trained in the scoring guidance) to check the reliability of scoring. Krippendorff’s alpha was used, due to it not being bound by number of observers, levels of measurement, sample size, or missing data, and is considered appropriate with ordinal data (Hayes & Krippendorff, 2007). Perfect agreement is indicated by α = 1.00 but α >.80 is considered to show strong reliability (Krippendorff, 2004). Scores on the RBI were found to have strong reliability between coders (α = 0.89).

Coding of Interview Performance

Two measures were used to score interviewer performance from the ORBIT coding framework (Alison et al., 2013; Surmon-Böhr et al., 2020). The first measure - Global Rapport Based Score (GRBSC) - is comprised of five global rapport-based strategies: acceptance, empathy, adaptation, evocation, and autonomy, which are scored on a seven-point scale where one indicates poor skill, four indicates neutral skill and seven indicates excellent skill. All participants were scored on all five behaviours, so total scores could range from five to 35. The second measure - Motivational Interviewing of Detainees Assessment of Skills (MIDAS) - is comprised of two scales assessing Rapport Consistent (RC) skills (reflective listening, rapport and resistance, summaries, developing discrepancies); and Rapport Inconsistent (RI) behaviours (assumptive questioning, provoking resistance, judgmental summaries, accusatory challenges). MIDAS is scored on a three-point scale, where zero indicates the behaviour is not present, one indicates minimal use of the behaviour, and three indicates consistent use of the behaviour. Mean scores of RC and RI behaviours were used for analysis, as not all four skills/behaviours would be expected to be present in all interviews. The psychometric properties of the GRBSC and MIDAS scales have previously been reported by Surmon-Böhr et al. (2020) who examined 804 field interviews that had been coded using ORBIT. A three-factor solution for the rapport-based variables was reported with good sampling adequacy (KMO = .90) and Bartlett’s test of sphericity showed sufficient correlations between items (χ2 (78) = 6438.56, p < .001). The Eigenvalues of the 3 factors were 5.96, 1.99 and 1.31 and accounted for 71% of the variance. Factor 1 comprised of the 5 global rapport-based variables, factor 2 comprised of the four Rapport-Consistent skills and factor 3 comprised of the four Rapport-inconsistent behaviours. All three scales showed good to excellent internal reliability (α = .73 – .93).

Alison et al. (2014) found that the use of adaptive communication and motivational interviewing skills, measured using ORBIT, were far more effective at reducing suspects’ use of specific counter interrogation tactics (e.g., remaining silent, monosyllabic responses, scripted or known responses, claiming lack of memory, retraction of previous statements, or no comment) than maladaptive communication or strategies counter to rapport approaches (e.g., using aggression, intimidation, sarcasm, appearing judgmental, hesitant, or overfamiliar). In addition, correct use of these approaches, was associated with significant increase in investigative yield (Alison et al., 2013; Surmon-Böhr et al., 2020). Alison et al. (2022) and Humann et al. (2023) replicated these findings with individuals suspected of child sex offences. Similarly, research by Kim et al. (2020) found that ORBIT rapport-based approaches positively influenced adaptive communication and amount of information obtained with victims of sexual offenses in South Korea.

Interrater Reliability of Coding Interview Performance. Coding of interviewer performance was conducted by an experienced member of the research team who has previously coded hundreds of hours of field police interviews (Surmon-Böhr et al., 2020). For this study, 6 tapes (10% of the sample) from the dataset were randomly selected and each tape was coded by a post-graduate researcher who had received basic ORBIT coding training to check interrater reliability (IRR). It has been suggested that a minimum of 10% of data must be coded to establish intercoder agreement (Geisler & Swarts, 2019). Interrater reliability of the five Global MI scores (acceptance, empathy, adaptation, evocation, autonomy) was found to be good (Krippendorff’s α = 0.89). Similarly, reliability for RC skills was excellent (α = .94) as was the reliability of RI behaviours (α = .90).

Procedure

The practitioner sample were recruited through contacts the research team had within the UK Police, military and the HIG and were invited to participate in the study via email, which contained a link to the study. The student sample were all psychology (undergraduate and masters) students at the University of Liverpool who were invited to participate in the study in return for course credits.

The study was conducted online via Qualtrics, LLC (Provo, Utah) software. First, an information sheet was displayed, followed by a consent form. If consent was provided, participants were presented with the four vignettes from RBI A and RBI B (based on ‘George’/ ’Marcus’/ ‘Jason’/ ‘Dylan’) and their accompanying questions. Each vignette was randomly presented to avoid any order or fatigue effects. Finally, participants were provided with a debrief sheet explaining the purpose of the study. The study took ~ 70 minutes to complete.

A subsample of the practitioner sample (n = 60) - police interviewers who were due to take part in an in-person interviewer training course as part of their job role – were invited to take part in the study via email prior to attending training. If they agreed to take part, participants completed the RBI on Qualtrics (as described above) in the week prior to them attending the course. These participants were then asked if they consented to having a mock interview (that they would complete as part of their training course) coded by a member of the research team. The course is a comprehensive, six-day, specialist interviewer training course for police in the UK. On the first day of the course, prior to any training, all interviewers conducted a simulated interview with a professional actor playing the role of a suspect involved in a serious crime for trainers to assess baseline levels of skill. Interviews took place in a room at a police training facility and were downstream monitored by four colleagues and a trainer in another room. Total duration was ~ 20 minutes. These were highly immersive and high-fidelity interactions simulating a real investigative interview. Video recordings of these interviews were then coded by a member of the research team using the ORBIT coding manual. The rationale for coding participants’ interview behaviours on the first day of the training course was to examine whether RBI scores were associated with their current level of interviewing skill prior to any training.

Results

To develop the RBI into an effective scale, analyses were conducted to first determine the latent structure of the scale along with internal reliability in the full sample (N = 225; 85 students, 140 police officers), before testing its convergent (and thereby construct) validity with an already-established observational measure of rapport skill (ORBIT interview performance) which was tested using the latent components within a subsample (n = 60 practitioners) for whom we had both RBI and ORBIT interview performance data.

To assess the associations between RBI version A and RBI version B scores, an intraclass correlation (ICC) was conducted as a measure of test re-test reliability. ICC was assessed using a two-way mixed, absolute agreement, single-measure ICC (Koo & Li, 2016). Agreement for ICC was categorized into poor (<0.40), fair (0.40–0.59), good (0.60–0.74), and excellent (>0.75; Cicchetti, 1994). The ICC revealed fair agreement between RBI A and RBI B scores (ICC = .52, 95% CI = .42, .61). This indicated that the two versions are not sufficiently similar enough to be used as equivalent pre/post measures at this stage. Therefore, we analysed all items across the four vignettes to identify which items should be retained in a single scale.

Exploratory Factor Analysis

The initial full scale (k = 16) consisted of four vignette scenarios, containing both multiple choice and free response questions. Before analysis, it was decided that the empathy-based items A1.2 and B1.2 should be removed because very few participants scored either a ‘1’ or ‘2’ (< 6%), raising doubts on the discriminating power of these two questions. Additionally, given the parallel development of an empathy-based scale by the same authors which will work alongside the RBI, removal of these items was deemed the best course of action.

Next, since some items consisted of multiple-choice questions and associated free-text responses to explain their reasoning – two formats of the same question – these item pairs were correlated to assess their measurement distinction (or lack thereof). All item pair correlations were rs > .91, ps < .001, suggesting an extremely high degree of similarity in measurement. Therefore, items A2.2, A2.4, B2.2, and B2.4 were removed, and only the multiple-choice items were retained (k = 10), which streamlines both administration and scoring of the tool.

An exploratory factor analysis using Principle-Axis Factoring (PAF) was then conducted to explore the scale’s underlying factor structure. Given the scale’s novelty, both Oblimin (oblique) and Varimax (orthogonal) rotations were used in succession to compare and choose the most appropriate final method (Akhtar-Danesh, 2023; Field, 2009). Both procedures returned identical factor structures, along with virtually identical values for factor loadings. Correlation matrices suggest that factors are orthogonal (Field, 2017) and so Varimax results are given in full below.

An R-Matrix determinant of .142 suggested multicollinearity is not a problem given it is greater than Haitovsky’s statistic (.00001; Field, 2017). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test revealed middling-good sampling adequacy (KMO = .702), while Bartlett’s test of sphericity showed that items are related enough for data reduction techniques to be applied (p < .001). Further measures of sampling adequacy (MSA) from anti-image correlations were assessed: item A2.1 (adaptability) returned r < .5, suggesting the scale may benefit from its removal. However, given the item’s theoretical importance and high correlation to the convergent validity measures, it is retained for now. Residuals from reproduced correlations show that 11% are nonredundant, well within the acceptable cut-off of 50%. Overall, the PAF suggested a three-factor solution which explains 54.21% of cumulative variance. However, Factor 3 (adaptability) – consisting of items A2.1 and B2.1 – shows a very weak factor loading for B2.1 (.191), suggesting the scale would benefit from its removal. Rerunning the PAF leaves Factor 3 with a single item (A2.1: adaptability), which given that it is a single-item factor and given its poor MSA, A2.1 was also removed. A final (k = 8) PAF was then conducted.

An R-Matrix determinant of .162 suggested multicollinearity is not a problem given it’s greater than Haitovsky’s statistic (.00001; Field, 2017). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test revealed a middling-good sampling adequacy (KMO = .722), while Bartlett’s test of sphericity showed that items are related enough for data reduction techniques to be applied (p < .001). Further measures of sampling adequacy (MSA) from anti-image correlations showed all items with r > .5, suggesting adequate sampling. Residuals from reproduced correlations show that 7% are nonredundant, well within the acceptable cut-off of 50%. Overall, PAF suggested a two-factor solution which explains 52.55% of cumulative variance (see Table 3).


[image: image]



Reliability Analyses

Table 4 shows results from reliability analyses for the subscales and the total scale using Cronbach’s Alpha and McDonald’s Omega, as well as median scores for each subscale.
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Convergent Validity

A subsample of police officers (n = 60) from the wider sample completed both the RBI and a mock interview which was scored using the ORBIT coding framework (an alternative behavioral indicator of rapport-based skill). Spearman’s rho correlations were performed to assess the convergent validity of the RBI’s two factors against ORBIT outcome measures (see Table 5). Item A2.1 (Adaptability) was also included as a related but stand-alone item due to its theoretical importance. Note that while all correlations are reported for completeness (i.e., within-scale correlations as well as between-scale correlations), the key focus for assessing convergent validity are those which assess the association between variables 1–3 (RBI scale), 4 (Adaptability item), and 5–7 (ORBIT scale). Developing Discrepancies and RBI Total are positively correlated with Rapport-Consistent Behavior, with RBI Total being negatively associated with Rapport-Inconsistent Behavior. Global Rapport is positively correlated with all RBI measures, as well as with the Adaptability item.
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Discussion

This article describes the development and initial validation of the RBI short-form scale for assessing investigative/intelligence interviewers’ accurate recognition of rapport-based skills. The objective of this exploratory research was to see whether a self-report vignette-based rapport scale could be developed that was both psychometrically sound and a valid predictor of interviewers’ performance in training. A series of exploratory analyses revealed that eight items across the four investigative vignettes performed optimally as a scale. The scale had good internal reliability and scores were found to positively correlate with behavioural measures of rapport among a sample of 60 practitioners in an immersive interview simulation task. This suggests the RBI is a promising new tool that may assist in assessing interviewers’ existing knowledge of the correct use of rapport-based skills.

Reliability and Structure of the Scale

The original scale consisted of 16 items across four vignettes that were designed to measure several rapport-based skills shown to be useful in investigative interviews – reflective listening, responding to resistance, summaries, developing discrepancies, empathy and adaptation (Alison et al., 2013; Surmon-Böhr et al., 2020). We initially designed two versions of the scale - RBI version A and RBI version B - that each consisted of two interviewing vignettes and eight accompanying questions.

The items on each version were designed to be equivalent in meaning but used different vignettes to avoid any practice effects if they were to be used as pre/post measures of training efficacy. Results indicated the two versions only achieved fair test-retest reliability despite being administered concurrently. This suggested that they are not equivalent versions in terms of difficulty and could not be used in their current form as pre/post training measures of rapport skill. Consequently, we examined all items across the four vignettes as a single scale to identify which vignettes/items should be retained based on the simplest but most theoretically meaningful structure of rapport-based skills (e.g. reflective listening, use of summaries, responding to resistance, developing discrepancies, and adaptability).

The scale initially contained both multiple choice (to test recognition of rapport-based skills) and free text response questions (to test an individual’s ability to apply the skill or explain their reasoning for their choice). Interestingly, the results revealed that there was an extremely high degree of concurrence between the scores on the corresponding MC and free text responses. As a result, a short form version was retained in which only the multiple-choice questions were included to make the scale more efficient for practitioners to complete and score (see example below).

Interviewing Segment:

When asked what they were arguing about he says:

‘You know, like most couples who are off and on - just trying to work it out and get back together. She said there was nobody else when we were split up- that she wanted to work it out with me but it was just difficult ‘cos of stuff that had happened in the past, you know….’

3.1 Please select the response that you think would be most useful:

a)You say stuff that had happened between you - had Sophie ever cheated on you in the past?

b)Tell me more about that night when you went round. How did the conversation start off?

c)So you were trying to work things out, about stuff that had happened in the past. What sorts of problems had you two had in the past?

d)Would it have mattered if she’d been with somebody else while you were split up?

e)So if she wanted to be with you, what was the problem?

3.2 Please explain why you think your chosen response would be the most useful:





Following a series of exploratory analyses of the structure and reliability of all items, eight items based on the four interviewing vignettes (George/Marcus/ Jason/Dylan) were found to perform optimally and were retained in the final scale. This included six multiple choice items related to reflection and two free text response items related to developing discrepancies. The scale as a whole and its subscales were found to have good internal reliability.

The items related to reflective listening, rapport and resistance and summaries were found to load on the same factor labelled - ‘reflection’, as they all measure some form of reflection of what the suspect has said. High scores on the items relating to this factor reflect an open minded and non-judgmental approach in which the interviewer reflected what the suspect had said and choose to move the conversation forward (‘You said you were very close to Melanie, explain what you mean by that’). Low scores indicated a judgmental or accusatory approach likely to increase argument and resistance from the suspect (‘If you were so worried about her, Dylan, why didn’t you call an ambulance?’). Interestingly items from different scenarios loaded differently within the factor (e.g., ‘George’ – rapport and resistance = .635, whereas the item related to ‘Jason’ = .383). This may be a result of the emotive nature of the vignettes (i.e. animal cruelty, racially aggravated arson, murder) which individuals are likely to have their own value-based responses to. It would be interesting to explore individual differences to emotional and value triggering situations in future research.

In MI, developing discrepancies is a key skill that requires reflection of the discrepancy for a client between their current situation and where they would like to be (Hall et al., 2012). Accurate use of developing discrepancies in ORBIT involves presenting inconsistencies for explanation without providing excuses or passing judgment and inviting an explanation. It requires both reflection but also challenge. Therefore, it is not surprising that the developing discrepancy items were found to form a separate factor to the reflective listening items. It may be that some individuals are skilled in reflection but when they need to challenge a suspect, they do so judgmentally. Interestingly, Surmon-Böhr et al. (2020) reported that although the MI-Consistent skills scale (comprised of reflective listening, rapport and resistance, summaries and develop discrepancies) had good psychometric properties, the internal reliability of the scale would be slightly improved with the removal of the develop discrepancies item, again indicating it may be a distinct skill.

High scores on the developing discrepancy items indicate a willingness to present inconsistencies in an objective and balanced manner, without providing excuses or passing judgment and invite an explanation from the suspect (‘So you said that she kept asking you to leave, can you explain to me why you stayed?’). Low scores indicate a preference to present inconsistencies in a confrontational, accusatory, or judgmental manner (‘If she was alive when you left her like you are claiming, why would she still have your spit on her face when she was found? Explain that.). We suggest that future research explore whether the developing discrepancy items can be administered in a MCQ format to align with the other six items. This would make the scale even easier for practitioners to administer in the field, with the possibility of automated scoring.

Overall, the results indicate that the RBI has sound psychometric properties and is internally reliable. However, development of a new scale is an iterative process and further research is needed to confirm the hypothesized factor structure and check the scale’s internal reliability.

Validity of the Scale

Being able to recognize rapport-based responses at a particular moment in an interview is not the same as engaging in a dynamic conversation over time and maintaining rapport through consistent use of rapport-based behaviours. Therefore, it was crucial to examine whether RBI scores were associated with interviewers’ actual interviewing skill. To do this, we examined a subsample of 60 practitioners who completed the RBI and were observed conducting a mock interview as part of a training course they were taking part in as part of their job role. The findings revealed moderate positive correlations between total RBI scores (based on the eight items retained in the final scale) and (i) interviewers’ global rapport-based approach and ii) the use of specific rapport consistent skills, providing initial evidence of convergent validity with behavioral measures of rapport skill. There was also a small negative correlation between Total MI score and use of rapport-inconsistent behaviours suggesting that an increase in RBI total score was associated with a decrease in the presence of behaviours antithetical to rapport (e.g., being judgmental or accusatory). The findings suggests that the RBI may assist trainers to assess an interviewer’s current knowledge of, and general approach to interviewing (i.e., their mindset and willingness to listen and try to understand the suspect’s version of events, or not).

Research in the therapeutic domain has indicated that whilst MI can be successfully taught to therapists from other counselling backgrounds, it takes considerable effort for them to stop using MI-inconsistent behaviours well ingrained from years of use (Miller & Mount, 2001). The same is likely to be true of police interviewers who are used to interviewing in a specific way (i.e., see themselves as in charge of the interview and comfortable with being accusatory and confrontational). Whilst training ‘out’ maladaptive behaviors may be difficult, research has also found that counsellors with inadequate MI-performance were able to significantly improve after subsequent training, practice development workshops and appropriate supervision (Martino et al., 2011). Hence, it is important to identify interviewers who may perform inadequately (i.e., who utilize MI-inconsistent behaviours) to help them improve. The negative correlation between RBI scores and MI-inconsistent behaviours suggest it may help to identify interviewers that need additional training and support if they score very low.

Both RBI factors (reflection and developing discrepancies) were found to moderately correlate with global rapport skill levels. The developing discrepancy items also significantly correlated with the use of specific rapport-consistent behaviours (albeit a low correlation). Although total RBI scores were associated with lower MI-inconsistent behaviour, neither individual factor directly correlated with this scale. These findings may suggest that as in therapeutic contexts, expertise in rapport relies on a threshold of proficiency in a combination of skills, rather than the perfect execution of one particular aspect. In MI, expertise is a cumulative process that is characterized by the principles of collaboration, evocation and respect of client autonomy, as well as the combined proficiency in the use of specific therapeutic skills (e.g., use of open questions, affirmations, reflecting and summarizing, rolling with resistance and developing discrepancies) (Miller & Moyers, 2006). Prioritization of any single indicator would lead to these operational definitions being affected substantially by measurement error (Francis et al., 2005). The use of hybrid models that combine multiple indicators or criteria reduces the effects of measurement error (Wagner et al., 2011.) Interpersonal expertise is much better considered as a constellation of skills, in which a certain basic threshold of competence must be established.

Research has shown that in contexts outside of the traditional therapeutic arena (e.g., health care), individuals can gain proficiency in some skills but struggle to integrate all the required MI skills and principles in practice (Berger & Villaume, 2016). Similarly, some practitioners in this study may be able to recognize rapport-based responses that require reflection skills but will leak judgment when challenging a suspect (i.e., they have knowledge of some but not all skills). However, individuals who can accurately identify rapport-based responses across both the reflection and developing discrepancy items (i.e. are willing to challenge non-judgmentally) may indicate more advanced rapport-skill level as indicated by the correlations between total RBI score and all behavioural measures of rapport.

Rapport is a complex and multifaceted concept that researchers have consistently struggled to define and measure (Neequaye & Mac Giolla, 2022). The ORBIT coding framework was developed as an investigative measure of rapport skill based in part on methods for assessing clinical skill and proficiency in MI (e.g., MISC; Miller at al., 2008). Although it is a robust and comprehensive method to measure interviewers’ rapport-based behaviours, it is also highly labour and resource intensive. Although the correlations between RBI scores and the ORBIT measures are small-moderate in size, the findings suggest that the RBI may help trainers to build a picture of an interviewer’s current rapport-based interviewing knowledge and mindset without the intensiveness of behavioural coding frameworks. The scale may be improved by developing additional items that measure other aspects of rapport (e.g., cognitive empathy).

One item relating to ‘adaptability’ was not found to be a good fit for inclusion in the RBI scale but was found to positively correlate with an interviewer’s use of global rapport-based behaviors in the mock interviews. A high score indicated that the interviewer was willing to manage a fluid interview format (see response C below where the interviewer reflects Marcus’ statement and follows the topic he has introduced), whereas low scores on these items indicate rigidity and a lack of adaptation (see response B below where the interviewer ignores the suspect’s attempt to shift the conversation and tries to force the conversation back onto their agenda).

Interview Segment 1:

 “We weren’t in a relationship or anything; she could practically be my daughter. She has…had a boyfriend - real scummy drug dealer type, you know - I hope you’re looking at him for this! He’s a nasty piece of work - used to knock her about sometimes, take all her money- she said he was her pimp…”

A2.1 Please select the response below that you think would be most useful: (MCQ - Adaptation)

A.Her pimp? So, was Melanie working as a prostitute then, Marcus?

B.We’ll get to talking about her boyfriend, for now let’s keep focused on your relationship with Melanie, Marcus. What did you and Melanie used to chat about?

C.It sounds like you felt rather protective over her Marcus and that you don’t think much of this boyfriend of hers. What more can you tell me about him?

(See appendix for a full version of the question and all possible responses.)

Adaptation is a critically important skill in rapport-based interviewing. It can be conceptualized as the interviewer being prepared to follow the conversational thread of the interviewee rather than rigidly controlling the direction and topic of the conversation. This allows the interviewee some autonomy over the conversational direction and allows a more fluid and reflective style of interaction where suspects find it more difficult to predict the next question and often leak unintended information. Interviews that follow a rigid, predictable linear style also make it easier for interviewees to see the direction of the questioning and prepare their responses (see Vrij et al. 2009). Based on the finding that this one item was significantly positively correlated with interviewers global interviewing approach, we suggest this item should be administered alongside the RBI scale and further work should be done to develop similar questions that can demonstrate this as an associated factor within the RBI.

The RBI’s relationship to interviewer performance in the simulated interviews provides some evidence of its potential to predict field performance in interview, though more research is needed to establish this. We have established through previous evaluation that interviewers who use approaches in line with ORBIT’s rapport-based skills in immersive simulation interviews also show improved results in real-world interviews, using more rapport-based skills and generating greater yield than untrained officers (Alison et al., 2020). What must also be considered is whether the outcome of improved performance and yield is due to improved ‘rapport’. We are drawing this conclusion based on the evaluation of the interviewer’s use of rapport-based skills, but this does not include the subject’s perception of rapport. The guilty subject’s perception of their treatment by the interviewer has been found to be associated with increased cooperation and confession in interview (Holmberg & Christianson, 2002; Kebbell et al., 2010; Oxburgh et al., 2006). However, it is very difficult in the context of suspect interviewing to reliably determine i) what the subject’s perception of the interviewer was post-interview and ii) whether their rapport-based rating is predictive of revealing more pertinent information.

However, this may be possible to establish in future studies by interviewing role actors in simulation/training environments or actual subjects post interview to determine if the subject’s perception of rapport also correlates with them revealing increased information. It does raise the question of whether the most useful criterion by which to judge the development of rapport is the perception of the subject toward the interviewer (e.g. I felt we had a connection) or if it is actually linked to the successful outcome of the interview (e.g. the subject was engaged in the interview and provided more significant information). We would argue the latter in this context is a useful criterion for investigative interviewers, regardless of the subject’s post hoc evaluation of the interaction, which could prove difficult to accurately determine in this adversarial context. However, this is an area which would benefit from further exploration to empirically establish the relationship between perception of rapport and engagement in an interview and the amount of information revealed.

Taken together the findings suggest that the RBI scale may be useful as a measure of current rapport-skill to address cross-sectional performance in the field. Future research is needed to examine whether it can be used repeatedly at different time points to detect changes in skill level after training.

Limitations and Future Directions

Whilst the RBI shows promise as a method to evaluate interviewers’ current comprehension of rapport-based knowledge, validation of a measure is an iterative process and additional research is needed to develop the RBI into a more robust scale (e.g. conducting confirmatory factor analysis and further tests of convergent and discriminant validity). There are also limitations to the present study that should be discussed as well as areas that future research should address. The first limitation is that only a small percentage of interviews were selected for interrater coding (10%) which could impact the reliability of these scores. Although the main coder was highly experienced in coding rapport-based behaviours using ORBIT and IRR between coders was found to be good, the fact that it is a small sample must be acknowledged and the IRR treated with caution. Confidence could be improved in future research by interrater coding a sample of at least 30%.

Secondly, it should be noted that our target population was practitioners with interviewing experience, however, because this is a unique and difficult to access population, students were recruited as a supplement to ensure a sufficient sample size for analysis. Additionally, a power analysis was not conducted for this research and sample size was determined based on suggested guidelines for conducting factor analysis (i.e. at least 10–15 participants per variable; Comrey & Lee, 1992; Pett et al., 2003). Future research would benefit from conducting a power analysis to determine a more accurate required sample size and ideally would include a full practitioner sample.

Thirdly, whilst the findings indicate that RBI scores are correlated with interviewers use of rapport-based behaviours during an interview, it is focused on rapport-based skills as measured in the ORBIT coding framework. ORBIT’s behavioral coding framework is based on well-established methods of measuring interpersonal skills in counseling, in particular the interpersonal circumplex (Freedman, Leary, Ossorio, & Coffey, 1951; Birtchnell, 2014) and motivational interviewing (Miller & Rollnick, 1992). ORBIT captures the interviewer’s use of adaptive communication approaches and motivational interviewing skills, which have been found to increase suspect engagement and improve information yield, across multiple contexts, conducted on real-world interviews with suspects or victims of crime (Alison et al., 2013; Kim et al., 2020; Surmon-Böhr et al., 2020). Future research could examine the convergent validity of RBI scores alongside other measures of rapport – for example, the RS3i-O (Magee, 2020) as well as with interviewee ratings of rapport when interviewed (e.g. using the RS3i; Duke et al., 2018) to establish if the improved outcome is directly associated with the subject’s perception of rapport.

Additionally, whilst many of the top scorers and lowest scorers on the RBI were also the top/lowest performers in the mock interviews, there were a small number of individuals who scored below the average score on the RBI, but performed well in interview, as well as a small number who scored above average on the RBI but performed poorly during the interview. This suggests that the RBI may be most effective at identifying highly skilled and less skilled interviewers, but average scorers vary more in their interview behaviours. This finding may also indicate a potential limitation of the study, which was that interviewers’ performance was only measured once, on the first day of training. Further studies should extend the examination of the variation between interviewers’ RBI scores and interview performance by conducting an interquartile analysis of the top and bottom scorers.

Examining participants performance on the first day of the course (before they received any training) provided a useful measure of interviewer behaviour soon after they had completed the RBI, however, it may not fully reflect an interviewer’s performance in the field. For example, interviewers may have felt under pressure to perform in a training environment where they were being watched by their colleagues and potentially performed worse (or better) than usual. However, given that RBI scores were found to positively correlate with interviewer performance, we suggest this this is not a major issue. Future research should continue to evaluate the RBI with other samples of interviewers in the field (i.e., police/ military/intelligence officers) or indeed any other context in which rapport-based communication is key to success. It would also be beneficial to examine whether the RBI can be used repeatedly, at different time points, to detect changes in skill level post training. It may be useful for future research to test the efficacy of both the short-form RBI (i.e. MCQs retained in this study) as well as the corresponding free text responses for pre/post training evaluations that aim to measure skill development.

Implications and Use in the Field

The RBI was designed as an efficient and concise means for interview trainers to assess individuals’ baseline knowledge of the accurate use of rapport-based skills, and to identify optimal candidates for face-to-face training. The initial findings suggest that the scale shows promise as a measure of interviewers’ baseline knowledge of rapport-based skills without relying on time consuming behavioral assessment methods (e.g., ORBIT) . However, due to its infancy, we suggest the RBI is used alongside other measures of performance (e.g., trainer/senior management opinion) for a more precise assessment of an interviewer’s skill level, until it has undergone further development and validation.

It is important to distinguish between the RBI’s assessment of the participant’s ability to recognise the correct and effective use of rapport-based skills and their ability to accurately apply these skills themselves in real-world interviews. Researchers define competence as the integrated pieces of knowledge, skills and attitudes that can be used to carry out a professional task successfully (Eraut, 1994, Kaslow et al., 2007; Baartman & Bruijn, 2011). Therefore, our comparison of performance based on observed ORBIT rapport-based skill in training simulation interviews with performance on the RBI, does provide some evidence for knowledge being associated with accurate application of skill. This could be enhanced by retaining the long-form free-text response version of the RBI and conducting more extensive pre/post training evaluation.

The RBI has been administered to over 500 practitioners (including UK, US, Dutch, Norwegian and Indonesian police interviewers; UK, US, Dutch military interrogators; and UK Border Force Intelligence officers) as part of interviewer training programs. More recently, it has been administered to prospective source handlers as an additional consideration in the recruitment process. Similar scales may be useful to develop for other potentially oppositional contexts such as social care, probation, or parenting.

The scale may also be useful for other researchers examining rapport via vignette-based or observational studies. Since conducting the initial validation study, the RBI has been used in other research, providing further validation for the tool. For example, Morgan et al. (2022) used the RBI to measure rapport-based skill level as part of a study exploring the relationship between individual differences in intelligence and personality and performance in simulated interrogation scenarios (using a sample of 274 participants). Of the four characteristics they examined, rapport-based skill level (as measured by the RBI) and cognitive flexibility were the only two significant positive predictors of overall performance on the interrogation scenario tasks.

Conclusions

This paper details the development and initial validation of the self-report short-form RBI scale to assess investigative interviewers’ knowledge of rapport-based communication skills. The findings suggest that the scale demonstrates good internal reliability and there is initial evidence of construct validity but this could be improved by establishing a consistent pre/post measure to assess improvements in skill. The current version is psychometrically sound and initial evidence suggests it can measure an individual’s ability to recognise the accurate use of key rapport-building skills. Further, this study has established that the ability to recognise these skills is associated with the accurate use of rapport-building skills leading to improved interview performance, though further testing of the scale is required. Overall, the RBI shows promise as a tool to assist in assessing individuals’ knowledge of rapport-based skills and proficiency in rapport-based interviewing to support training and skill development.
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Appendix – The Rapport Based Inventory (RBI)

RBI A - Scenario 1: George

Instructions: Consider the following and then answer the related questions.

George Sampson (age 41) has a history of domestic abuse related police callouts with his partner Sally (age 32) - they have three children ranging in age from 5–13. Police were called to the family home in response to an incident involving the family’s pet dog. George has been arrested on a charge of animal cruelty. He is alleged (by his wife) to have returned home from work to find that the dog had defecated on the lounge rug. She then alleges that he forced them to stand in the garage, where he hung the dog over the roof support beam by its lead and beat it to death with a cricket bat in front of them to ‘teach the children a lesson’.

When interviewed about what happened he states: ‘Look - this has all come out wrong. That dog was dangerous - it must have been sick or something - it tried to bite my 5-year-old lad. I was only trying to get it under control, and it turned on me as well! That’s why I grabbed the bat. My missus was soft over it- always spoiling it. That’s why she’s saying I did it on purpose which I never. It was self-defence….

A1.1 Paying careful attention to the response given by George above, please indicate which of the statements below you would select to respond to George with if you were interviewing him: (MCQ - Reflective listening)


A.So, you’re saying your wife is lying?

B.So, you’re saying that you were trying to protect yourself and that the dog had already tried to bite your 5-year-old. Tell me some more about that.

C.Tell me more about the bat.

D.If you were trying to protect yourself George - how did you manage to get the dog on the lead?

E.It appears you have an aggression problem, don’t you George? This isn’t the first time the police have been out to your property.



A1.2 What is George leaking regarding how he would like you to view him, or regarding the ways in which he is trying to save face? (free text response – Empathic perspective taking)










4Responses that indicate George is trying to portray himself as a ‘good man/person’, a ‘concerned father’, a ‘protector’

3Responses that focus on George portraying himself as a victim or as a hen-pecked husband (accurate but off-target); or imply he is avoiding the question or is ashamed of what he’s done; focus on him shifting blame to wife

2Neutral response; fact focused or not identified how he wants to be portrayed.

1Responses that are based on personal opinion, type of offence, past history and do not reflect any of the direct information from the segment.



When asked about how the dog ended up over the support beam, George becomes vague:

George: “Look, it all happened really fast. I was taking the dog out to the garage because it had shit on the rug and so of course I was giving it a telling off, but just verbal you know, and that’s when it went for me and my lad. I just had to act quickly and get it away from us.”

After challenging George about his account, he offers this explanation:

George: “You’re trying to say I did it on purpose but that’s just not the case. See how you’d feel if it was your kid who almost got bit- there’s a protective instinct you know? I just saw red and it all got a bit out of hand - I never meant it to go so far”.

A1.3 What is your preferred response? (MCQ - Rapport & Resistance)

A.The evidence says otherwise, George - the evidence says you deliberately marched the dog out there with the intention of beating it - maybe not to death - but definitely giving it a beating.

B.So you’re saying it was all just an accident?

C.Okay George, you’ve said you felt a protective instinct over your kid - tell me some more about that.

D.Did you not feel any sense of care toward the dog, George?

E.How did the dog die, George?

RBI B - Scenario 2: Jason

Jason Beech (age 18) has been arrested on suspicion of racially aggravated arson. He is alleged to have set a wheelie bin on fire, propped against the door of a terraced property where an elderly Pakistani woman lives (Mrs Bashwar), and she is now in a critical condition. He was witnessed on the afternoon prior to the offence setting off fireworks in a local car park with a number of other young lads.

When asked about setting off the fireworks, he says, “Just a bit of a laugh, innit...no big deal. I didn’t start it anyway - I just followed what they were doing. Anyway, I said to the other lads to cool it, you know, there was little kiddies around and stuff”.

B2.1 	Paying careful attention to the response given by Jason above, please indicate with which of the statements below you would select to respond to Jason, if you were interviewing him: (MCQ - Reflective listening)

A.So, you’re saying the others started it?

B.You were just looking to frighten people weren’t you, Jason? That’s the truth.

C.Tell me the names of the others that were there.

D.So, you were worried about the other younger children? Tell me more about that.

E.Did you ever stop to think about the consequences? It appears you didn’t care about what might happen…

B2.2 What is Jason leaking regarding how he would like you to view him, or regarding the ways in which he is trying to save face? (free text response – Empathic perspective taking) free text response – Empathic perspective taking)





When Jason is asked to identify the other lads who were setting off fireworks, he replies, “No comment.” When asked why he does not want to answer he says:

“Because, look where I fucking ended up - I’m not giving you their names so you can go drag them out of bed and question them, get their families all worked up, stir up a bunch of shit. It’s dog eat dog on this estate. It’s bad enough what happened on the estate without ruining a bunch of other people’s lives over it - so ‘no comment’”.

And Some More Dialogue:

Jason: “Listen… what if the person who did it never meant for it to happen like that - if it was just an accident? Does that mean their whole life should be fucked because of one stupid thing they did as a kid? I mean, if something is accidental you lot have to accept that, don’t you - like if there was no intention to hurt anybody.”

B2.3 What is your preferred response? (MCQ - Rapport & Resistance)

A.So, you were involved?

B.Tell me how things got out of hand, Jason.

C.We have evidence that this was a deliberate act, Jason- that the person poured petrol on it before they set it alight that means they had to go and buy the petrol beforehand that means they planned it, Jason.

D.Did you set the fire, Jason?

E.	Yes, it is really important to be clear about what the person’s intention was - you’ve said there was no intention to hurt anybody - tell me some more about that.

RBI A - Scenario 3: Marcus

Please consider the following scenario and answer the questions after each interview segment.

Marcus Tingwall (age 38) has been arrested on suspicion of murdering a young woman who resided in the same block of flats. Her body was discovered partially hidden behind an industrial dumpster under some rubbish bags. She had been sexually assaulted, beaten around the face and head and hit multiple times with a blunt object in the face.

The victim is 24-year-old, Melanie Platts, who was known to work as a prostitute out of her flat, was a heroin user, and had regular contact with local drug dealers in the area, one of whom was her part-time live-in boyfriend and pimp. DNA testing has eliminated the boyfriend and has implicated the neighbour, Marcus Tingwall, (whose DNA is on file from a previous conviction for aggravated burglary).

Interview Segment 1:

When asked what his relationship is to the victim, Mr. Tingwall states:

“I saw quite a bit of Melanie, around the building. We would always stop and have a chat, you know about the weather, stuff like that...just friendly.”

 “We weren’t in a relationship or anything; she could practically be my daughter. She has…had a boyfriend - real scummy drug dealer type, you know - I hope you’re looking at him for this! He’s a nasty piece of work - used to knock her about sometimes, take all her money- she said he was her pimp…”

A2.1 Please select the response below that you think would be most useful: (MCQ - Adaptation)

A.Her pimp? So, was Melanie working as a prostitute then, Marcus?

B.We’ll get to talking about her boyfriend, for now let’s keep focused on your relationship with Melanie, Marcus. What did you and Melanie used to chat about?

C.It sounds like you felt rather protective over her Marcus and that you don’t think much of this boyfriend of hers. What more can you tell me about him?

D.Rest assured, we’re looking at all possible angles on this, Marcus. When was the last time you saw Melanie?

E.I’m sure she appreciated your neighbourly concern, Marcus… Can you tell me, did you ever have a sexual relationship with her?

A2.2 Please explain why you think your chosen response would be the most useful: (free text response Adaptation)





Interview Segment 2:

After significant questioning, Marcus admits to paying Melanie for sex in the past. When asked about the nature of their sexual relationship, he says:

 “I really cared about Melanie you know. I’m just destroyed by what’s happened…I really cared about her … I was trying to look out for her…”.

“OK, I was giving her money, but it wasn’t always just for sex, it wasn’t like that, you know. I would help her out with groceries and stuff…But she just wanted more and more, you know, because of the drugs I guess…”.

A2.3 Please select the summary you would choose to respond to Marcus: (MCQ – Summaries)

A.Just to summarise, Marcus: you’ve said that you and Melanie were quite friendly and sometimes you’d give her money for sex but also to help out with things like groceries - but then she started asking for more and more money, you suspect to use for drugs. Is that correct?

B.So, you gave Melanie money, but she wanted more and more money ‘because of the drugs’. Tell me more about these drugs.

C.So, you’ve said you cared about Melanie and you were trying to look out for her, but you also admit you were having sex with her for money? How often were you paying her for sex, Marcus?

D.It sounds like you had quite a complicated relationship with Melanie, but that basically you were giving her money to help her out because you cared about her. You said she just wanted ‘more and more’ from you - tell me some more about that.

E.On the one hand you describe it as if you were a concerned neighbour trying to help out a young woman who could have been your daughter and was having a tough life, but then you were also prepared to use her as a prostitute? How was that helping her, Marcus?

A2.4 Please indicate why you have selected your chosen response: (Free text response – Summaries)





Interview Segment 3:

Forensic examination at the scene has recovered semen matched to Marcus’s DNA. After significant questioning, Marcus admits to that he did have sex with Melanie the night she died but claims that she was alive when he left. During the interview he says:

‘I’ve already told you I was having sex with her. I’d brought her the £500 she was asking for, so she had sex with me. That was it. It doesn’t mean I killed her! She was totally fine when I left her flat. Just because we had sex doesn’t mean I killed her……’

You also have results from a saliva sample taken from the victim’s body which also matches Marcus’ DNA. Here is an excerpt from the forensic examiner’s report:

The saliva has been recovered from the victim’s right cheek and left thigh. The sample on the cheek in particular is a significant amount and is indicative of someone having deliberately spat on or at the victim. It is inconsistent with the amount that might be expected from either kissing or licking the skin or from involuntary spittle produced during conversation.

A2.5 You introduce this report to Marcus and read him the examiner’s conclusions. How would you challenge Marcus about his account given this information? Please provide a description of exactly what you would say to him in interview. (Free text response – Developing discrepancies)





RBI B - Scenario 4 – Dylan

Dylan Parsons is being interviewed regarding the false imprisonment, rape, and assault of his ex-partner Sophie. According to a statement made by Sophie’s brother, she phoned him and said that Parsons broke into her property via an unsecured window on the second floor, hid under the bed, and waited for her to return home. Sophie’s brother also reports that she told him Parsons assaulted her and then had sex with her. He says it was the next evening by the time Sophie managed to phone him; he contacted police, who then attended the flat. When police arrived, Parsons was drunk and brandishing a knife, saying he wanted to kill himself. Parsons finally gave himself up after negotiators pleaded with him to allow them to take Sophie to hospital (Parsons had told them she was asleep and wouldn’t wake up). The assault has left her with serious head injuries from which she may suffer permanent damage.

In interview, Parsons maintains that he had waited for Sophie to try and convince her to get back together. He says they had consensual sex to ‘make-up’, then she fell down the stairs when she went to get some water from the kitchen because she was still drunk from her night out. He says she hit her head on the radiator at the bottom of the steps. He then says he helped her back upstairs so she could go to bed and rest. The next day he says she regretted getting back with him and was insisting he leave, but he was worried about her, so he refused. He says he wouldn’t let her leave because he was worried about her and thought she just needed to rest. He admits that he was drinking throughout the day and that they argued several times but says he never laid a finger on her.

Interview Segement 1:

When asked what they were arguing about, he says:

Dylan: “You know, like most couples who are off and on, just trying to work it out and get back together. She said there was nobody else when we were split up, that she wanted to work it out with me, but it was just difficult ‘cos of stuff that had happened in the past, you know…”.

B2.1 Please select the response that you think would be most useful: (MCQ - Adaptation)

A.You say stuff that had happened between you - had Sophie ever cheated on you in the past?

B.Tell me more about that night when you went round. How did the conversation start off?

C.So, you were trying to work things out, about stuff that had happened in the past. What sorts of problems had you two had in the past?

D.	Would it have mattered if she’d been with somebody else while you were split up?

E.So, if she wanted to be with you, what was the problem?

B2.2 Please explain why you think your chosen response would be the most useful: (free text response Adaptation)





Interview Segment 2:

As the interview progresses, Parsons discusses how Sophie became injured:

“So, we’d made up then, you know upstairs, and she went to get some water from the kitchen. Next thing I hear this almighty crash and she’s in a heap at the bottom of the stairs. She’d hit her head on the corner of the radiator and there was blood, so I went and got a towel from the bathroom. She’d been drinking and was still pissed, so she must’ve just slipped. I brought her upstairs to bed and got a bag of peas, you know frozen peas, for her to put on it.”

B2.3 Please select the summary with which you would choose to respond to Parsons to move the conversation forward:

A.So, she goes off to the kitchen and falls down the stairs, but you don’t call an ambulance or take her to the hospital. Instead, you put her to bed with a bag of peas on her head. Is that what you’re saying happened?

B.So, you said you argued upstairs at first, but then you made up and she went to get some water from the kitchen. At that point you heard a loud crash and when you went to check, she was at the bottom of the stairs. She’d hit her head on the radiator, and it was bleeding, so you got her a towel from the bathroom. You think she might have fallen because she’d been drinking. You brought her upstairs to bed and got her a bag of frozen peas to put on her head where she hit it. Is that correct?

C.So, Sophie has fallen down the stairs, she’s bleeding from the head, and you put her to bed and got her some frozen peas? Do you really expect us to believe that, Dylan? What really happened? Be honest now - how did Sophie get these injuries to her face and head?

D.So, Dylan, you’re saying that Sophie was injured when she slipped and fell down the stairs and was bleeding from the head. You tried to help her by getting a towel for the bleeding, taking her up to bed and getting her to put some frozen peas where she hit it. Was she saying anything to you at this point?

E.So, Sophie went to get some water, fell down the stairs, where she injured her head. She was bleeding so you helped her upstairs to bed. What happened next?

B2.4 Please indicate why you have selected your chosen response: (Free text response – Summaries)





Interview Segment 3:

Forensic examination of the scene indicates there is no evidence to support Sophie falling down the stairs. There is no fibre evidence on her clothing from the carpet on the stairs, no contact evidence on the stairs or hall, and no blood or other indications on the radiator where Parsons claims she struck her head.

B2.5 How would you challenge Parsons about his account given this conflicting information? Please provide a description of exactly what you think you would say to him in interview. (Free text response – Developing discrepancies)
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