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information-gathering approaches to, 89–91
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Davis v. United States and, 12
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Miranda language, clarification of and,

149–152
preponderance of evidence argument and,

135–136
pre-requests for counsel and, 99–100,

123–124
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conditional, 32–33, 121
context of, 36–37
Fare v. Michael C., 19
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post-Davis standard, 49, 51–52
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pre-waiver, 2, 58–60, 123
Sessoms v. Runnels, 58–60
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Michigan v. Tucker, 33
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144–145
Miranda per se rule

Davis ruling comparison, 160–161
effect of case law on, 149–152
ineffectiveness of, 149–152
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judicial rulings on, 20–24, 30–31
Nash v. Estelle, 24
United States v. Priest, 24

Miranda rights
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31–32, 35, 38–46

Cannady v. Dugger, 36
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coercion and, 23–25
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Connecticut v. Barrett, 31–32
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Davis v. United States, 41–46
defined, 1–2
dialogic approach to, 147–148
Edwards v. Arizona, 26–27
Fare v. Michael C., 19
invocation game theory and, 115
judicial debate about, 35, 45–46
Nash v. Estelle, 21–25
as obstacle to investigation, 8
overview, 8–9
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Poyner v. Murray, 40–41
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Reid technique and, 72–74
Smith v. Endell (Smith II), 32–33
Smith v. Illinois (Smith I), 29
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United States v. De La Jara, 36–37
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FBI practices and, 17
purpose of, 18

Missouri v. Seibert, 70
Moran v. Burbine, 45
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motions to suppress
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Davis v. United States, 42
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Miranda rights, dialogic approach to,
147–148
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by police interrogators, 30
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Pavlenko, A., 11, 146–148
PEACE investigative model, 83–84, 89, 90,

137–139, 141–142
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Pearse, J., 81
People v. Portelli, 68
per curiam opinions, 126
per se standard. See Miranda per se rule
physical coercion, 68
Pinker, S., 102
Plott, C. R., 103
Police and Criminal Evidence Act (PACE),

10, 137
police interrogation. See interrogation tactics,

interrogator behavior
politeness strategies, 97–99, 100, 104–105
post-Davis rulings
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Lord v. Duckworth, 52–54
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Sessoms v. Runnels, 58–60
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Poyner v. Murray, 40–41
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preference shifts, 27, 107, 113–115. See also

hypergame theory
pre-requests for counsel, 99–100, 123–124.

See also pre-waiver invocations
presidential appointments to court, 126,

127–128, 134–135
pressure tactics. See interrogation tactics
pre-waiver invocations, 2, 58–60, 123. See also

pre-requests for counsel
Principles (interview reform initiative), 143–144
proficiency and understanding of
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Rabin, M., 101
racialized groups, treatment of, 141
rapport-based interviewing techniques, 160

rational choice theory, 103
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reforms. See also interrogation reform
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deception detection and, 71
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SAFE-T (Statement Analysis Field
Examination Technique), 88

Salduz Act (2011), 145
Salduz v. Turkey, 145, 154
Schlangen, D., 95–96
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State v. Melton, 82
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17–18, 40, 82, 157
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Technique (SAFE-T), 88
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129–135

of judicial rulings, 116–129
Stevens, J. S., 102–103
Strategic Discourse Model (SDM), 101–102
Sundby, S. E., 15
suppression. See motions to suppress
Supreme Court of the United States, 5. See also
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defined, 1
isolation of, 14–15
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invocations for counsel
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post-Davis rulings on, 46–47
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United States v. Cheely, 47
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